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INTRODUCTION

o D

'In two historic decisions --'-onaanded down in'1967 and the other

in 1971 -- Judge Skelly Wright defined equal educational opportunity beyond

desegregation. In 1971 he ruled that the District of Columbia school system

must equalize the amounts of money it spent on its pupils in e,lementary schools

and he specified the ways in which this "equalization"-Was to be accomplished.

But his 1971 ruling left the door open to alternatives. The court,

he said, was willing to modify the "equal dollars per'pupil criteria "; and the

only stipulation was that such plans be "specific, measurable and edtcationalLy..

justifiable, and reasonably designed in substantial part overcome the effect
.

1
of past discrimination on the basis of socio-economic and racial status."

Before propping alternatives; it necessary to find ogt _exactly

what lo.ppened under the original Court" order. What difference had the two

Wright decrees, and espepially the specific 197I:Court order, made?. Oilat had

they meant to the schools and.to stvientt? What kinds of resources were

s'hiftIed?'Nhat effect-did those shifts. have on education programs? Were there

.
any changes in achievement scores as measured by standardized tests?

0

In'1973, D.C. Citizens for Better Public Education, with the Lawgers'

`Committee for Civil Rights Undel; Law and the Syracuse University Research

Corporation/Policy.Institute, received a_grant from the National Institute of

Education to try to answer just such questions. These organizations undertook

a year-long 6tudy to exarnii the effect of the Wright decrees. The report which_
2

follows results from this. in depth study.

garatz, Joan C. A Quef-t for Equal Educational Oporlunitv in a'Maior
Urban School District:, *The Case of Washington, D.C., Syracuse University
Research Corprations 1975.
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THE COURTS RULE

Equa l'educational owortuniiy ft* all children is a central, theme in

American educatiOn. The Supreme Court took a mayor step toward this goal when,

in 1954, it,outlawed segregated schools in the landmark Brown v. Board of

Education decision.

As WAshington and other school systems around the country desegregated

in response to the decision, policy makers and others saw how unequal and inade-

quate the education offered black children had beeri. Gradually, Americans

realized that the gap in achievement caused by 100 years of discrimination could

. not be closed simply by desegregation. What other factors were involved? A lc dk

at school expenditures in almost any jurisdiction showed large differences in

what was spent on some as compared to.others.

;'4

In the states, the differences often related to taxing capability -

an affluent district could raise and Spend more money on its cliildredseducation
4

than a. poor one,- and several suits have been brought challenging these district
. r

differences in scho61 expenditures. (Rodriquez v. San Antonio Boardof Education,

Serrano v. Priest, Meskill v. Bares of Education and Robinson v. Cahill.) In the

city of Washington the neighborhood seemed to make the difference. The per pupil

expenditure in schools in largely white, middle class areas was greater than in

predominantly black, lower income neighborhoods.

Washington became the first place where a Court suit challaiged expen-

ditures among scnools within a single district, since the days of the' pre-Prawn

"separate but equal" doctrine.

4
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The Wright Decide
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The Distriat'Of Columbia School System hadbeen an active participant
f--

in the judicial search for equal. educational opportunity. A District case,

Bolling v. Sharpe; outlawed racially segregated education in a decisioA,announced

with Brown v. Board of Education in 1954. In 1965, Julius Hobson, acocal civil-
,

rights activist and parent of two children im.the D.C:,schools, suedthe_Board of

'Education and the SUPerjptendent of Schools, claiming they discriminated against

poor and black children and denied them equal opportunity. He cited as evidence .

the predominance of lower class black children in the "basic track," the segre-

gatiOnof facilities, and the disparities in per pupil expenditures acro.:-...the

city.

In response the Board of Education contended that its policies had not

deliberately violated the rights-of poor and black children.. The problems before

- -

the Court, it alleged, stemmed mare fnih che-District's segregated social system

with its histo:

4

The 1967 Decision'

discriminatory housing patterns, than Board actions.

Rejectinethat,argument, Federal Judge Skelly Wright added a new

theme to the equalization Struggle: "The arbitrary quality of thoughtleSsness

can be as disastrous and unfair to private rights and the public interest as the

periersity of 4willful scheme." He ruled against the defendants. Although the

Court found that the discrimination in the disbursement of regular budget funds -

I

was in vie0gtion of the equal protection clause of the Fifth Amendment, Judge

Wright did Lot move directly in this first decision to correct these inequali-

ties. He assumed that remedies in the decision faculty integration, busing,

1-.Y1*i,r -.:11 (:)1 (''r'!: 1 - LL

L - 6
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To comply with,the Court directives,' the school administration:

. Discontinued tracking, by achievement, evel and projsed "individualized

instruction" to meet the needs of children formerly in "basic" and now

in regular clastes:

DeveI4ea a busing plan to relieve ov&rcuding in the schools in

southeast Wshington.,

Devised a teacher-integration plari.

Created new school boundaries to achieve maximum school integration,

;abolishing the "optional zones" and "optional features" which had

allowed sane students to avoid attending predominantly black schools.

1971 Decision

In 1968 Congress passed a law providing for an elebted School Board,, and

Hobson was among

numerous reports

the' Board members elected. Using his position, he obtained

detailing the equipment, the textbooks, the curriculum and the

special .projects in each schbol. These reports,showed continuing inequities in per

,

pupil expenditures in:the chools. Unable to get a plan from the administration to

deal with the problems, Julius Hobson returned'to court in 1969. He filed a motion
\

asking that all regular budget expenditure for the elementary schools be equalized

to within 5 percent of the pearl expenditures for all the elementary schools (exclud-

ing special education programs for handicapped children).

The dialogue that.followed signaled some phanges in the civil rights.

struggle. Hobson made it clear that this motion did not merely request enforce-

ment of the 1967 decree. It was a new thrust --awy from the issue of deegre-

gation and toward that of resource equalization. "Hobson v. Hansen is: on the

leading ldge of a Lransition," he explained, "a subtle but major tactical shift

7
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among blacks nationwide in their fight for a fair Share: Its own history refleLts

- ---1---.
. ,

this. transition." ,

\

\
6

*
..

.

The defendants countered by asking the Court to vacate the 1967 decree,
.11

°and release them from the obligations it imposed. They testified that the new
-1

bbs.) proposal would do nothing to improve the situation, and Might make it'WorA.

,' ".
. I/

Judge ltight ruled that ahe best data available to him indicated tht

,

there was still a substantial difference in per pupil expenditures, favori4 the
_ .

J4
1-elementary schools in the white affluent area, He ruled that aprima fie case.

----F---4.

of discr lation had been made. The Judge issued a "sho0 cause" ordeltasking%

.
/

"why the school Board should not devise a plan to equalize within plus or minus

5 percent variation, expenditures for taaching cost... among all the District of

2

Columbia elementary schools."
/

Denying there wasLa primafacie case to be made for discrimination, the

defense made several

. Per pupil expenditure is a. -poor measure of eqUal educational.oppor-
.

tunity. . . 0

4 ' It
.... . ,

. There was nopattetn of expenditure across the city, and those schools

* with high expenditums.had many black students due to busing.
0 - 4. °

. With equalization, bony blacks in higher spe nding areas would suffer.

e /

. There was not necess..trily a'relationship between quality teaching and

salary.

The District did not assign teachers according to,stUdent income level.

. Inequalities could be accounted for. by economies of scale (the larger
7

schools being able to spend more efficiently) and an equalization

r`" older would ,eventually hinder experimentation and innoVation.

T , , /4. , 1971 o

J70 1.:" Z:6),1 (.) 0):11., ' ti

t
8
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'On, May 25, 1971, Judge Wriglruied in favor of the plaintiffs. Central

/ .

to his ruling .was the point that tile 'equal.zation of expenditures applied only to-
.

- a r
,

teachers' salaries (including long4vity benefit payments), not to all expen-
/

fi

ditures. In individu
____

i sch ls could deviate more. than 5,,perr.ent from
..

., , ,- , / .

O

;die mean for-odiipensatory education, special education services, and expenditures
/

that -could be accounted for sol.R1i. on the basis of economies of scale. (See,

Appendix I.) ?
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Dire predictions followed the 1971 decision: chaos wobld'r sult;
.;

.

teachers would resign or retire early.
, ' ' : '

HOwever, the schools opened in the fall of 1971 with little delay and
, .

confusion. While the school system does not have figures on the amqunt of "early"

teacher retirement and resignation L. a result of the_ poor data and information

system which many hoped would be remedied by the Court order -- interviews with

teachers, pri.ntipals and administrators indicate that the number was not large.

In July the Board and the Superintendent had hired consultants to help

them with an equalization plan. In advising the Board, the consultant; faced major

2.
.

problems redistributing teachers to equalize salaries before school began.

First, and most *troublesome, they iacked precise information about
,

enrollment at each school and about teacher characteristics (their experience,
1

degees, subjects ee.grade) and their actual assignment to the individual

again the result of the poOr information system whj.ch continues.to plague the school

system and the larger carihunity. The District had not traditionally used individual

schools as the units for planning or accounting purposes. The consultants' first

task, then, was to construct an information system about the schools and the

teachers who served them.,

The.second probleM was to determine the criteria to be used for shifting

teachers to assure compliance with the Wright decree. The Bo and and the various

interest groups concerned, like tho Washington Teachers Onion or the Council of

10
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School' Officers, were reluctant to propose criteria fOr teacher transfers. Under-:

- 7

standably, nobody wanted to be accused of favoritism,,nobody wanted tg assume

responsibility for moving individual teachers from school to school. The job fen.,

therefore, to the anonymous computer. The consultants presented th'e Board with .
. .. - . . .,.

A

several alternative "computer simulations" of teacher transfers based on several,
- . . - : . ....

.... ..
..

factors:, moving teachers with more experience, those with, amount of travel
,

required for transferVed teuherk; race, sexana
-

expedience mix in each school's.

faculty.; teachers' tenure in present buildings. The objective was to prepare a

o

planwhi ch would comply with the',Court orderyith the least disruption to thq

schools, which wasgenerally translated to mean the plan which moved the fewest num-
..

bet, of teachers.

Eloving.leachers: The Beni nning
V V

The Roard rul.ed out tnansferring students or closing small schools, and

Chose not to exempt any .sChoolo because of compensatory programs. In August, 1971,

.

the consultants,presented to the Board three plans, each of which.calIed for the
, .

. .

transfer of about 400 .classroom teachers. All three, plans, to the- extent pos6ible,

froze teachers with the longesttepure in the buliding. The Board c=hose the one

which transferred more experienced teachers first, dinimi'zed travel time, OcciuLd
. - ! -

no teachers from reaLzignaent (other than Reading arid,RA.th Team dprs'whollad
.

.4
:

recently, received special tilig), and attmpW.to.wintain an experience ini>
v

but.ipere race and sex..
0

'The consultants founi that the distribution of special subject ts'acheh,

prior to the Court order, had been quite inequi.table. On theil, recommondation, -

beforejelks:iro'dm tc:Achcrs veLa,6ighcd, .ind math teachers were.ditrTh,-A,i
1

,
on the bAsiolof med. Other -.spc!cial rArbjk.!cC teacher:, (art, mIc.id, foreign lanctavo,

iansir :rar. arts, 1 Pnr2 r". and pl-p.rric:al Pqrreat inn). w.)-r thr.11- a'sricrflod on a per tr',rppil

1.

4.149'. r.-t--1

Majority of the tc,..i.cher; irl'elcm..utaty f;ctlo:Ils t,,,xe black otyl*wDmf:n.

r
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,

anq school, they we4e now assigned on, an itineraitt c..g.; one (20%) ;

4' 'el

two 440%), or three .(60%) days to more thart one school.- with these teachers
1

-. .,

"frozen in", the Classroom teachers were then distributed so that in eaCh,elemen-
.. .

(.
., A ,

.

1,3m-4p:within plus or minu7,5 percent qf,theterry school the total teacher dollar

-0. projected District ipeAnAr per 15upPoslqenditures for teachers' salaries.

.
The mean, caiculated'by computer, wast.bal.Q;on procted school- by - school

N -* /

-

-.0

,enrollment figures for the 197/71972 schoOl ,&af,, -- figures new to'a system .,hick
.

. 1

- had nct projectpd.individual school enroilment§,beforez That these projections
4 a w.

were not accurate became clear the following rOwiy, when'the school aqministra-
,

.

tion presented.the actual pupil count and the actual teacher placement data on a

'school-by-schoollasisi'
t

. /
. . .',..

at that time the data%indicated that the plus or minus 5-percent equali-:
4

nation for all file schools had not -been achieved.. .Juliu's Hobson threatened to

/-
return.taCourc, chargind. that the school system had` failed to comply with .the

,.

,equalization ordp.
.

4

semester, thd school

Nat lashiettO interrupt clas6es alreadywell into the spring

administration tried toktt Hobrn toe agree to delay further

transfers;until the following school year.

Hobson vias pn;sistent. In the spring of 1972, with seven weeks reffain-,
.

ing in the school year, andTHobson threateni4 contempt of,-courtscherges, Super-
. ,

intendeni Hugh Scott reco mmended to the Board that equalintion could be achieved

with the least disruption by roving subjoct-ceach-r-;, thus chi. n ing the
.

percent of tlAr ;:aiary charger; to each school.

r
mwinr, ST- , T:Iacnk : r.1111'...14,1-

. The BoarVp!prbycA th:;

nn14 11 n1-1,

V

trPrlyr.4--: me-1yr,,

11

.

04
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This approach became the hallmark of equalization plans over the next

two years. When the figur es were collected in the fall of the 1972-1973 sohobl

year, .and schools needed to. gain or lose dollars to comply with the court smier,#
e

it'was the special subject staff that was shifted. No attempt was made to

equalize .by substituting. a 15ds egpensive teacLer fdr a mere extensive one, or

vice Versa, even though that is what was done with classroom teachers in the .

initial moves in September, 1971. .

This had some ironic results.. In effect, it nullified the one.polidy

in the original,equaliz44on plan related to education 1. need: the placement of :

special mading and ma.n teachers in school where the need for them was greatest:,
.

.- ,

And it affected various educational program.: haphazardly:
,

art progiv4ns suddenly
- 4
. -

disap peared vinen the art teachers were shifted, or schools were equalized
-1

assigning "them three music teach'ers or two Latin teachers.

T61ng to correct such disorders, the school system:movGd toward a.

school.-by--;: ool'budgcung procedure. Schools were asked to indicgte in order' of

%.
.

priority what special subject...teaches they might Wish to lose or gain should

dollai, needs warrant any movement of teacher:,. This in turn encouraged decent.,
.

. , .
.

fl.- tralization and indiVidual Lehcol panniilg, as well as "consumee :Involvement in
..

I .

cicision.Lrralzin.
1

, . .
- .

By.the 1973-1974 school year. oqualization throughout the city had

,.

_-- baccxn:w more a m2chanical Char, policy process: dollar needs were computed and ,

4

sk,e(jal taachr_T6 mov:d tdachic..w,7, complianes,, By the nc.xt'schoOl war
c

1T7,4714-475. the pro:,1c1.1n inh,.,rent in suell an appnta,th bceamlobV3ou:,.

schpol-, r,:el cm- of nr.::.5,11 :oub:iect teacloro. Othcr hId not only loot

speci741 subject teoen -r.., ov r thityc,ars, but w..na du.:-.4 to lose (.14.1ditional rcnnurc4.-_;

I

cold Lot progralr..

4, I. .1',:.(t{, A : jil 1'474.
13
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111 December; 1974 'the Superintendent submitted the annual compliance

; , . a U
...- ,

report A6 the.Beard for approval before sending it to. the Court. It called for .

- 10 -

Q

<r-

the -trensfr of classroom teachers as well as special subject teachers; over half

. (79) of the 133 elementary schools were to be affected,
. 3 .

.Many objected to the plan and community spokesmen challenged the

-

accbcracy of the data used to ccmpute the equalization plan. A revised plan-was
1

prepared, but still, .in January 1975,sorite 20 clan room and over 80 special a
,i

, . J
,fiect teachers were transferred...Even as'she submitted' the repOrt, the Superin-

.

I," , ,..

... r. v*'*

tendent expressed dissatisfaction with it and indicat that the school system

. ,
... .

was worMing:sn an alternative that would allocate resources according to indi-
.

., -

vidual needs.

J.

a
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A
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a
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WHAT HAPPENED IN THE SCHOOLS?

Because of the increasing dissatisfaCtion with the annual equalization

process, D.C. Citizens for Better Public Education initiated a study undertaken

by Syracuse University Research Corporation (SURC) to determine the effect of the

1971 Wright decision on the school System.
- = r

Thirty-eight schools were selected in the SURC study -- those wiich spent

the least number of regular budget,c1011ars for teachers, and those which'Pent the

most in the school year before the equalization decree. The staff compared the
4

gistribution of dollars anti "teachers with what existed three years later in

January, 1974. (See Apperixix TI 41DV detailed data.) in addition,, teachers, prin-

cipals and others associated with the school system in Washington, D.C., during

the equalization years, were interviewed.

The 38 Schools; 1970-71

f.

The tiro groups had some pronounced characteristics. The low spending

schools 'tended to be large, while the high spending schools tended to be small.

*In faEt, the-low spending schools served about 19 peicent of all the elementary

school children in the Distrliqhile the most favored schools served only 6 per-

cent.

The socib-economic 6a of the children in the two groups of schools

differed greatly top. The low spending cbools were located in parts of tht-,, city

'where the family income averaged $8,411. In contrast, the high spending schools

fell into twogroupb: (1)_ schools in afflt nt areas where family income avere.:::yd

$19,931; and (2) schools where family inclome, averaq0d 58,881. (S' Anry-neli% TT,

)

15
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In 1971 the high spending schools spent an average of $540 per pupil

for classroom teachers (with a range from $455 to $672), the low spending schools
o

only $398 (with a range of $332 to $448). Expenditures for special subject

teachers differed no less dramatically. High spending schools spent an average

bf'$147 per pupil, while the low spending schools spent $62.. (See_6ppendix II,

1

Table 3.)

6;111 in all, in 1971, the high spending schools outSpent'the low spend-

ing schools from regular.budget funds by 49 percent. The average spent from

reg4arfubds for all _teachers' salaries included in equalization as $687 per

;pil in the high spending schools, and only $460 in the low spending schools.

Pupil/ Teacher Ratios

Pupil/teacher ratios for classroom teachers followed the same pattern.

.High spending school's averaged 22:1, low spending schools 28:1. Although the

School Board in February, 1971, passed a resolution recommending that no eleven

tary class include more than 28 students, 12 of the 20 low spending schools had

classes at or above this number. No high spending

the recaumended maximum.

nad classes exceeding

Again, the difference for special subject ±eachers was even greater:

high spending schools averaged one teachers for every 80'studentsx'while the low

pending schools averaged one- for every 182 children.

Allocation of Professional Staff Not Included in Elualization

Although Judge Wright's Court order did not include other professional

school staff -- librarians, counselors, special education, and speech teacher:,

this study examined their distribution as well. In 1970-1971, high spending

16
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The 38 Schools: 1974

How haye three yeais of equalization affected the allocation of teachers

,
rn.high and logspending schools? Has the shifting of teachers affected the dis-

.

tribution of other services? Has the attention paid dollar expenditures helped

correct inequalities in pupiliteacher ratios.?

The Difference Diminishes

The amount of money the high spending schools spent on classroom teachers

before and after equalization appears unchanged -- $540 per pupil in 1971 and $5347

per pupil in 1974. However; there vias a drop in the number of teachers in these

/

..schools in 1974. Increases in teachers' salaries and decreases in enrollment dup-
.

inglthe period frau 1971-1974 resulted in equal4zation dollars per pupil buying

fewer teachers. But in the low spending schocls the story was different: their

average expenditure rose from $398 to $508. (See Appendix1I, Tablpi 4)

In 1971 special subject teacher expenditures had heavily favored the
.

high spending schools, with an average of $147"per pupil compared tb.,462 per pupil

in low spending schools. In l974 rthe per pupillexpenditqres in high spending

-schools for special subjects had dropped to,$105, and the low spending, schools

went up to $110. All the low spending schools had special subjet teachers in

1974, while 5 percent of the high spending schools had none.

A look at the regular budget funds spent on both classroom and special.

stibject teachers before, and after equalization shows a dramatic drop in the dif-

ferende betoken the high and to 'Spending schools. Before equalization, the

.high spending schools had outspent the 1pw by aboat 50 percent. Now the difference

was only 3 pcxcent.

17
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But Differences Remain

Judge Wright ruled that each elementary school should be within 5 percent

or the mean or averdge for all the District elementary schools. This 10 percent

range was deOigned to give the school administration some flexibility in assign-

ing personnel, and permit individual schools a bit of leeway in absorbing enroll-.

mein and staffing changes.

Still, there were wide differences within the post-equalization school

system.. (See Appendix II, Tables 4 and 5.) If one measures the 38. study schools

against the District -wide mean in November, 1973; 21 schools-are found to be out

of compliance with the Court.order. Thirteen formerly low spending schools fall

below the required minimum. Eight of the formerly high impending schools were also

out of compliance: Iwo were above the limit, and six below.

Why is this so? The school administration's report to the court in

December, 1973, had indicated all schools in compliance. The principals' reports

of staff actually inifthe schools on January 3, 1974, showed they were not. An

.
analysis of the difierenc:es an the two ,reports shows a number of factors which

1

throw schools out of compliance:

. Missing Staff. Staff 6:Ssigned-iO the schools-do not always report to

_
that school-Or they do not render the amount of services indicated on the com-

pliance report. In other instances the problem was thp school system's policy of

assigning vacant positions to achieves compliance. The administration equalized by ,

assigning a vacancy to a school, then, after the start of the year, either these

yaccinoies went unfilled, or they were filled but for less moncy.than originally

allocated. Occasionally, and inadvertently, staff pocitiono were filled and lict:-J

in fhe compliance report but paid .;-rom funds outcide the r4.11 :ir cnool budget

(c.el tlInv 1.14. 4,1

-

18
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Take low-spending-Davis school.' A science teacher was assign6d to vis

for 40,percent of his time. For some reason, that'teacher did not report L Davis.

A reading teacher, who had been assigned for 60 percent of time and salary (three

days), actually taught at Davis only two days a.week.(40 percent). The school

, .

administration also had allocated funds for a reading position and for 20 percent of

the services'of a language teacher, but those positions were unfilled in,January?

The special subject supervisors agreed there was little likelihood of finding quali-

fied candidates for .them. Furthermore, the third grade teacher vacancy was filled

at,Davis at an actual cost per annum of $9,982, instead of the estimated $14,123

per annum, the average salary for a District of Columbia teacher. The result was

an additional $34,121 teacher dollars, which the school should have re'egived in

services. (See Appendix. II, Table 6.)

. Equalizing at the Extremes. Regardless of size, schools equalized at

the top or.bottom of the expenditure range are vulnerable where actual staffing
o

differs from the staffing anticipated at the time of the comptiance report, or if

enrollmdnt changes., River-Terrdce, for example, a sal school with an enrollment

of 313, was equalized toward the, top of. the range (+4.40,percent). In January

a special subject teacher, who had been assigned .6o. the school for three d.Jys,

was, in fact, at.the school 611-time, putting the school out of compliance. Emery,

School,,equalized toward the bottom (-4.51 percent), alas out of complianr_!e_in January

,/

when, enrollment increased by 26 students. Between October 1973 and Januaryj.74,
. ,

. ,
. . .... -

Stevens School lost eight children, but it would have Leen out of compliance had .

'. / . . ...

it only lost one, since it had been equalized at the tt*of the range (+5 percent,

or $699).

Additional /examples of some of the problems are in Appendix

/

1.9
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PupiliTeacher Ratios

Overall pupilLteaeherratios have improved along with dollar equali-

zation, These. r.4tiOS., once 28 :1 for the low and 22:1 for the high spending

schools studied, are now about the same in the two groups: 22:1 for the low,

and 21Arfor the high spending schools. Clearly, the low spending schools
..

-

gained staff.

The'pupil/classroom teacher ratio reflects the same changes. The

ratio in the.low.2spriding schoOls improved -- from 28:1 in 1971 to 26:1 in

1974 -- and the-17'atio in thehigh -spending schools rote5-7 from 22:,1,in 1971

,to 2:1 in 1974.

The slight increase in the classroom size in the high spending schools

probably reflects both the inipal school adm4nistration policy to try to Main-
,

fain the Pre-equalization number of classroom teachers wheiever possible and the

decision of principals and community groups to favor low pupiliclassroom teacher

ratios. As al_result, many, high spending schools had to sacrifice all,, or almost

all, of their special subject teachers in order to pay classroom teachers'

salaries. They would have4ost more clasSroom teacherS had they not suffered a

severe 80 percent cut in their special subject staff.- (See Appendix II," Table

Same schools did not choose this course:of their own accord. In small ___

schools, there is very little otion about the number of classroom teachers; par-

ticularly in; those s ools which have combined classes because, of low enrollm;nts.

0
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Allocation of Profess:onal.Staff Trot! Included In. Equalization

And what of the staff not included in equalization -- the counselors,

librarians, special education teachers -- who had been distributed so unevenly

before?

In 1974 the high spending schools still heavily outspent the.low, a fact
, . .

, .

which might be discouraging to advpcates of court mandated change. (Sej Appendix II,

0 . .

"Table.,9.) Where'the Court did not order equity, inequity was reduced but still

remains,. Tour'years after the decision the high spending schools averaged $71 per'

Cchild for support staff, the low spending sehools $51.

In the.-high spending schools the staff/student ratio for counselors,

librarians and speech tedehers in 1974_was 226:1, compareeto 312:1 average in
l

the low spendihg sclio5is. rri-.1C14 spending schools, with approximately three times
. ..------ . 0

-._ .":

the enrollment of the high spending schools, have 16. such: teachers -- or an.average
-----.._

913.1 instead of a 349:1 pupil/staff ratio. .These ratios-result from a licy of

assigning support positions to a building, and not on a per pupil basis.

Title I and Comparability:.
,

The Distrfc't School Syste now receives about $10 million ayear in

, 0

Title I (of the Elementary and Secondary School Act. of 196b) funds. Since 1971-

1972 these mo4ies have been concentiated on reading and math staff in those schools

determined by_ thi',0 !,.3.Liainistination to have the highest concentration of educationally

disadvantaged :children.

In 197?, ore-year after the edwilization decree, the' Office of Education

tightened tht rt..7gulations for Title I spending to ensure that the funds would -,up-

plemcnt locAl scho'>1 district funds. The regulations stated that the average

^expenditue:p..:r pupil for staff in Title Tschools be no lcs2, than minus 5 percent
n-"..." 0

_

21
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While the intent of this Title I guideline closely resembles that of the

Wright decree., the formulas for computing,compliance differ._ .(See_Appendix II, Chart A.)

To comply with the Wright. decree, the per pupil. expenditure for teachers'

salaries (classroom and special subject teachers5, including longevity payments and

fringe benefits, must be equalized in. all eleientari schools within plus or minus

5 percent of the mean per pupil expenditure for all elementary schools. To comply

.,with Title I regulations, the per pupil expenditures for salaries (base salary on .y

for all instructional staff (tekhers, administrators, librarians, etc.) in the

Title I schools only must be at, least 95 percent of the II-lean expenditure for, t e non-
Z.

Title I schools. Thus, the Title I regulations do not require that per pupillexpen=

ditures in the non-Title I schools be equalized. Further, in computing the /ean,..

longevity payments and benefits are not included.

The Washington, DC. school administration claims that the differences
4

between-the two constraints make it impossible to meet both simultane9usly In com-

.

plying with the two, it now prepares separate reports. To satisfy the Wright decree,,'

it calculates expenditures Per pupil on the basis of actual enrollment in the second

week of October, adjusts teacher allocation accordingly, and thcn submits reports tc

the SchOol Board and Court showing hOw instructional expen'diturcs are equalized

within the re2 fired range,. It then calculates how far the comparability require-

ments are Met, and reshuffles staff-once more to satisfy them (in 1973-1974 it

. 'found some extra funds ii t-the last moment and so was able to add Title I school

staff, rather than reshuffle): ,When moving teachers to comply with Title I,, the

school systemican easily move it.ce._ out of compliance with the Wright decree

fjualiation ant Academic Performance

Judgments about the effects of equaliz ion on academic wrformanee are

..-
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testing., However, they did continue the standardized tcc,ting of a small represen-

tative sample of the children (10 percent of grades 1-9) Like other cities

unaffected by equalization orders, the results indicate that the reading perforMance

of students in the District has continued to decline. In 1974, except Tor a'Small

1

.

improvemeni in the first and second grades tested, District pupils over-all scored
.

two years below the hational norm and 1.9 years behind the norm for big-city 'schoors.

The results have serious limitations as measures of effects of equal-
,

ization. Data available in the compliance reports, which rank schools in quintiles

according to reading performance, indicate...that academic movement among high and low

spending schools appears randoM. In the low spending schools in the study., two moved

up a quintile, nine moved down a,,quintile,sand nine were unohangod. In the high

spending schools, five moved up at least one quintile, one moved down, and twelve

were unchanged: In view of the types of resources shifted and the difficulties in

actual ccmpliance, it is not surprising that no effect on performance can be shown.

. Equalization: To Summa

Despite the,obsiacles facing it=in 1971, the

sincife effOrt to-64ply With the equalilation decree.

-tion of revlar

school system 'has made a

As a result, the distribu-

udget..ponies spent for teachers in the District Of Columbia ha::

improved greatly since th2 Wright -decree of 1971.

Before equalization there was a 49 percent difference between the per

r.

expenditures in the high spending and low spending schools in the D.C. Citizens C0111

mittee sample study. After equalization, that difference had dropped to 3 percent.

(See Appendix II, Table 9.) While all the cchool;.; were "MT-1711 conpliance,. then hal

,

been a significant realction in thrl incquitief, in exp:nlItuIs. Initially, high

paid classroom teachcrz had been cYcnangcd for less exp:=ive teachers hau

t
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ry

been addgd an low spending schcbls with high pupil/teacher ratibs and special sub-
,

je95 teachers had. bean redistributed. By 37974 the formerly low spending schools,

enjbyed more of the special subject teachers' services than did the formerly, high

spending schools, many which had suffered severe. losses.

The fact that many schools were not in compliance with the Wright deerzla,

in 1974--'or at any given point in time -- seemed a result of administrative diffi-

cuities.
t't

By and large, the school system lacks reliable school -by- school inform-
. "

tion. Before equalization the school acinlinistration had no school7by-,school infor-

imation system, an many of its supporters hoped that it would use the Wright deree
a.

and Title I constraints to demonstrate its'14ed for one. But though there have .

-
been some, ;improvements, it still a cumbersome task to provide the Coulzt, or the

,
I 1

,

federal Office'oftducation with accurate school-by-school data, \ ---,

Teachers, principals, administrators Board members and carmunity
V

leaders'-- inclxiding"Hobson .-- all feel that while equalization has resulted in
.

a fairer system, it has not had' a significant .educational effect. Equalitation. .

f

has secured an approximately equal allocation of teacher dollars from the regular

budget to each elementary selboI. This is in itself a major aehieveMent: there -

,

:are few school districts in the United States whicii can claim snc.th equality.

4

fr
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IS 'THERE ANOTHER WAY?

- 21 -

0

As the District school system has struggled with Problems that at times

seem to overwhelm it, as it has tried each year to satisfy both the Writ decree

and Title I "comparability" restraints -4,shuffling
and reshuffling teachers and

placating "Advents about all the disruption many have if thdre
4

is not another way to equal educational opportunity.

D.C. Citizens' study suggests that any move toward modifying or finding

alternatives to, the Wright decree in the District of Columbia should consider the

following.

An Expanded Information System

Right now the many parts of the-school system dealing with Title I and.

Wright decree compliance --.the payroll office, the Title I office, the Equali.za-

-.

files, and the links between them are tenuous. To

and the Title I guidelines, the District must .have

n oneplace. This.information should he qumuja-:

tion office -- all keep separate
. 1

,comply with both the Court order

accurate, up to ddte information

tive as well as current, and should include statistic's on a school -by- school basis.

Setting up such an information system is well within the means of current -computer

technology. A centralized information system need not men centralizea deciciipn

making; on thNontrary, a well designed iniormation system could give local school

authorities - not only dectirateinformation abut their individua) sChoDls,.but also

facts ,on the vari(Ay of option'axiailablc to

A crntralized'information 0:1i:h-d in th: D;;;itri.(K

of Columbid fello')1 sv.;tom. Tt-te evkpl.;trl, n=

1

25
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e

andoretricval must be modernized: 113tafrom the -,rocnnel office, the Title I

office the Payroll office,- the recelarch blannini:, and develo :.ant office the

equalization office and the budget office must all be wrged into a central 'file;

programs must be desi'ed to indicate "at- the flick ofa switch," con e st.-itus

with the Wriujit decree or Title I guidelines. %

$

A Stele Compliance Office

New, two t;eparage offices prepa're compliance reports for the Court and

for, the Office Of Education. Neither office takes an active role in- the work of
J.

the other. For example, in January l075,.school administration officials moved:

teachert to equalize under: he'Court order, and moved other teacherein FebrdLry
to satisfy Title I-without first findihg out whether these transfers put the schools

-out Of compliance with the Court order.

1.1irthermor,e-, during the past four years of equalization, the school admAnis-,

tratiOn nas equalized the schools on the basis of attua3 enrollment of students as
.of one day in October. -The compliance, office has routinely received notice of per-,

sonnel,changes during the year, but the effect of these'changes on equalization in

the schools has not been considered at the time thechanges are made. The result has

beenthat:in the following OCIober,.the icivi ua1 school may again ha out of eom-
,

pliance and teaciwr6 moved. ,Some of this diseUptiohMiOlt be reduced if the per

pupil expenditure in all ofthe elementary schools is monito.td constantly and all

movements out 'Of, con0
they occur' ar.11, Laken into op

further zr:..;ord:el chrani-7,es are made.

.

A sinill e,o131..;_zLt;on o'fi-:,,- --.' 'N 21 ! i* 'f't IL, fur .1.0 T.,-rict s,,I.--1..
,. , .

.

&1st
_ 1,Thr bath in- "^i =,".

26-



.SuRgosted Iweedure .

: Establish a central information file which contains all data on a

*
.

school-by7school basis for which Judge Wright req',1ested expenditure reports: all
\

regular budget funds, Impact Aid, Title I, and other Federal funds.

-23-
.%

Assure maxi mum verification of sehoolz-by-sthool data, as will as

opportunitids for sellool comparisons by: .

-- Publishing a resource allocations directory at least twice

a year, listing the specific resources allocated to the school's

from all sources as required for Wright decree compliance --

a directory detailed enough to allow for school-by-school veri-'

fication by narrow, not gen6rar (i.e., "instructiorial'staff"),'

.45

categories.

Setting up a committee at each school similar to those formad

to recoMmendvequalizon priorities, to review school reports

and verify the actual arrival, of teachers'at school.sites.

. Identify those schools pith sl,gnificant"fluotuations in enrollment

,during the course of the year and equalize th:72.e sch(ols.within a narrower range

than plus or minus 5 percent._

. Allot vacancy dollar value3 oosipare!le to cost of a phstillute

tolcipr or :Mary or teach:Ips who fill vacant poitionz, rathea; th_Ti

comparabL, to tne aver,o- of all Ditriot

. Keep t1,,,1 equal::atic,n cnr;..n by ruming prmptly
. a

dge to tei.a1==fc-. , or 1:+7

r.;.; -1
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Retur6 to the. Court
,1 .0

. *

It ins hard to 'fineanyone entirely satisfied with the-equalization pro-

a

01.

ti

, sk4'
r ,

V.

cessl-Km in effect in .the District of Columbia: Though equalization has achieved,

a great deal, it is criticized for three main reasons: the shifting of teachers,

during the cburse, of the year the lack of special subject tea6hei,s.in some
4

.

._ ^

schoo1A;,, and the lack of,

4 s it` possible

attention

to -devise

19eing paid to youngsters with special needs.

another plan that would both S'atisftihe Court's

sive tOprovide "equal educational opportunity" to, all District school children

and satisfy the bommunity's.desire fpr "effectiveschools"? Isihere a better

way?

9.

(An Account of.Individdi Differences?

Washineon's;equalizationwlan now'treats all children as if they were

kzeetiyalikeand imakes no allowances for individual needs.
4;'' '

. The school administration has indicated interest in a plan based on the
Ce ).;

-
.

4dUcatraDal theorv.of "incommensurability" -- aditheorTwhich holds that all chil-

,
,.

dren.vary an ability and learning pace over time, and therefore. education must be
.:-.

indiy dualized.

1

Any such plan must meet the Court's criteria of being "specific
a

meauarable 'and educationally justifiable" and "reasonably"designed In substantiye

.; . part to overcome t he effect of past discrimination, on the basis of socio-economic

'9ndracial

'lany states have.tried to individualize euucation through disbursement

folimilas-whjch attem pt to allo cate more dollaps to those students with more needs.

Generally, these formulas waight factors such as the ccotc of educating children

W different cases or different tyrc.; (prc:-;chool, bilInsual, ponr, handi-
.

. . .

1: Davad 1,1a an.)- 11110 Of
A Society' for thetoly of Ulua,e.jon, 1972.

4
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,Can We EmphasizesSebvise; Not Dollars? e t

..

..

A plan might address itself to the services a4ually.offered schOol

en, rather than'ehedollars available to their schools.

. . , . .

The voucher system is an example which gives. parents the.option of
9 , . .

'purchasing" educational program, as in the Alum Rock (California) experiment.

The istrict of Columbia's "six school project" is an attempt to provide all

children in an area,equal'aecess to all programs..

Can We Emphasize Educational Stability?
--- z

Frequent shifting of teachers has been the cause of much of the 'as-

satisfaction with the decree. An improved information system whidh proilides
. .

.

constalitlYup-dated information might help by alerting schools tapossible

.allocation problems as enrollments change.

4

41.
a

9

,0
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-VI

SUMI'MY

This brief report summarizes the result of the first part of a two-
.

part study, designed to examine What has happened in,the District of Columbia
, . /

as a result of the Wright decree on equalization expenditures. The second part

of the study, now in progress, will use the findings of this report as a basis

_fov proposing possible alternative plans for resource allocation which the

District of Columbia might adopt to assure to all students euual opportunity
.

for a quality education?"'

One of the objectives of this study has been to:examine the influence

of the Court on educational policy. It is clear that the Courts have played a

centra l role in the Distri,ct_of Columbia's quest for equal educational oppor-

tunity for all its pupils. From Plessy v. Ferguson to Hobson v...Hansen, the

courtroom has been the setting for redefining "equal educational opportunity"

during the school system's history -- from "separate but equal" to "desegregation"

to "integration," to "equal dollars." The underlying motivation for these Court

orders was the assumption that char:7es in input would cause changes in educa-

tional output as measured by academic achievement and school retention rates.

Educational, achievement of children in the District of Columbia public

schdols has not improved d.monstrably since the initiation of Hobson's suit

againnt the system. Court intc..nrention proluce oth= rs::sults.

- The end of the "tracking" styc.trzi.

. The reduction of over-c..:dirpg cr., area of this city. ,

30
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. An improvement in the allocation of resources in the elementary,

schools.

Some improvement in the data base and an increased demand for fur-

ther improvemeht.

Much-still needs to be done to achieve compliance with the 1971 decree

andLwith Title I requirements.. While instituting improved proccdures_Rdsjilt well

result in the actual dollar equalization of schools for both formulas (or will

at least highlight the difficulties inherent in complying with both) , it is

doubtful that moving present resources from place to place will in itself effect,

che',--es in educational outcomes;

31



-28-

APPENbIXI

!

INFORMATION TO BE INCLUDED IN COMPLIANCE REPORT TO THE COURT

UNDER 1971 HOBSON DECREE

I. A. By October'1, 1971, per pupil expenditure's fpr all
teachers salaries and benefits from the regular D. C.
budget in any elementary school shall not deviate more
than plus and minus five percent_from the- mean-Of-all

elethefttary-gch6611-.

B. Schools may deviate more than five percent only
with adequate justification presented to the court.

Such justifications shall include:

1. "roviaon for, compensatory education for edu-
cationally deprived children."

2. Special education services for the physically
or mentally handicapped or other "exceptional"
children.

3. Deviation that is accounted for solely, on the

basis of economies andidiseallomies of scale.

C. Computation of expenditures per school will be based
on classroom teachers and special subject leachers and

total average daily membership. .c

II. A. The school shall present to the court and the plain7
tiffs in October and June of every yearA report indicat-
ing the administration's compliance with the court order.
The report shall include at least the following informa-

4 Lion for every school:

a. name,

b. census data on neighborhood,

c. average 61ily mk.ribership,

d. numt!r and percenta,v! off" children by race,

e. percent of capacity of building being 4
utitizrd:

f. total n,mber of teachers,

g% pupil/tcachor ratio.
h. total ol'eratinp; c\pLnditures ;rom tha

regular bilafv,t,

4. 32
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A

total7e.y.pend itures for all teachers'

salaries and benefits. from regular
ludget, _ ,

k. per pupil expendituresfor teachers'
salarles and benefits from regular
budget,
7

1. total expenditures from impact aid,
r

m. total expenditures from Title.f,
m. --per, pupil expenditures from Tille I
o. .cotal.cxpenditures from UPO,
p. per pupil expenditure from UPO,
q. total expenditures from all sources, and
r. per pupil expenditure from all sources.

-29-

I

0

' B. The report will include the mean for all schools
or teachers salaries and benefits from regular.budget
funds and the five percent upper and lower dollar
bounds from that mean.

C. Any changes in computing data from year to year
will be promiaently disclosed.

III. Auld finally; "At some future time, the Board
and the school administration may adopt specific

measurable and educationally justifiable plans
-,-which are consistent with the present order. At

'-.such time, upon a prima facie showing that the

planS are reasonably designed in substantial
part to overcome the effect of past discrimination
on the basis of socio-economic and racial 1s/ tatus,

the court may modify the present order." -

1
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APPENFOIX

The Data .

Judgeight's 1971 decree focused on classroom and

4special subSct teachers paid from regular budget funds.
X .

The regular bu ,.,et constitutes approximately 75-80 perce

of the tota; sch 1budget. The other 20-25 percent'of .6r.

school budget is erived from Impact Aid funds (2 -5 percent)
\ -

and categorical Federal grants -- monies targeted for par-

ticular groups to meet specific needs (e.g., ESEA 'Title 1,

NDEA, Agriculture Lunch Aid grants)'.

Data on expenditures for this study were collected from

the following sources: the November 1973 compliance report

submitted to the courts b'y the school system; the individual

,
school membetshipblists submitted by school principals for

March 1971 and January 1974; the payrollS for March 1971

and p^tober 1973, and the March. 197!t comparability report

submitted to the USOE.

The study used the terminology for professional staff

.'used by the District of Columbia:

(1) Administrative principals, assistant principals,

community coordinators.

(2) Classroom teachers -- kindergarten through grade six.

(3) Special subject teachers -- art, foreign languages,

language arts, science, music, physical education,

reading and mathenatics, inclUling reading and

34
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(4) Support staff - librarians, counselors, social workers,

sight and hearing therapists, psychologists, speech

teachers. (Social workers, psychologists and sight and

hearing therapists constituted such a small..percentage

of the support staff assigned to schools that for the
, .

purposes of this study the'y were omitted, from bur data

tabulations. )

(5) Special Education staff.

One of the major limitations of the data is that they were collected

at individwil points in time and to not represent a picture of the actual

resource that went into aschool over the course of a year. Thus, a

vacancy that shows up in our March 1971 or January 1974 data may be

filled at another time, or a filled, position may become vacant. The
t

school system reports "projected expenditures" tom the Court. It does

not.dlect-actual qxpenditures on a school-by-school basis:*

The 67 elementary schools (57 percent of jthc total") that,, based on

reports to the Court or the 1971 summer' data, appeared to be at the

extremes of the District'S spending scale for 1970-1971, wre'ranked

according to their per pupil e :.pcndibires for the salaries of all
v./

teachers included in cqualiation. The 20 higw'st and the 20 lowest

spending of these schools wer, selected for our case study. After
Fa

qollecting all the data for the 40 scl-pls, a nimbcr of problcm3invo1v-

f'

These sch-.,o3s 6ere eliminated and that group was reduced to 18 schoo)!.

35
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APPENDIX II

CHART A

COMPARISON OF 37971 BOBS9N DECREE 601PLIANCE AND TITLE I
GUIDELINES COMPARABILITY FORMULATIONS

1671 Hobson Decree Title I Comparability

that Fund
.Source?

ti

What Staff?

What p4?

What Mean.? .

What Criteria
for Compliance?

Regular

ClaSsroom,teachers,
Special subject

teachers

Bb.se salary

Longesiity payments
benefits

District-wide

3% mean per -pupil
salary expenditure .

(including lon-
gevity)

O

_z

Regular budget,
' Impat Aid t

Classroom teachers
Special subject teachers
Librarians
Psychologists

Workdrs
Guidance Counselcirs

Edm.ational Aides
Speech Teachers
Principali
Assistant Principals
Community Coordinators

Base salary

-t4

Non-Title I Schools

Title I schools must be

--at least 95% of mean per pupil
salary exp'enditure (excluding
longevity)

--at least 95% of mean pupil/staff
ratio

of fa=irs of in3trjtional
materials costs (if'nocessary)

ti
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APPENQIX II

CHART B

PROFESSIONAL STAFF BASED IN SCHOOLS

Included in our Data Not included in our Data*

Covered by Wright
Decree ,

Not Covered by
Decree

/Not Cotveed by
Decree/ < .

Classroom Teachers **

- K-6

Special Subiect
Teachers
- Art
- Foreign

,Language
- Language Arts
- Music
- Physical.

Education
- Science

Reading
- Math

Support Staff,
- Librarians
- Counselors

Speech Teachers

Specia3. Educatiov,

- MIND'
- School-Based.
- Extended Learning
- CriSis-Resource
- Social Adjustment

0

Support Staff
- Psychologists
-*Social Workers
- Sight and Hearing

Therapists

Special Education
(discrete classes)
- Mentally- Retarded
- Learning Disabled

AdminisErative
PrinCipals

- Assistant
Prificipals

- Community
Coordinators

* Except: those supported by Federal funds.

- ** In 1974-75 the District included preschool teachers
and teacher aides in their compliance report. They
were not included in our 1973-1974 data.
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APPE1IDIX

Table 1

SELECTED CHARACTF.RIS`TICS OF LOW SPENDING SCHOOLS
1

101

School 7 BlacIE"
)-

Income -

-.

2EctianEnrollment- Reiiding Fvp.y

ANACOSTIA,
'Regular zr

!Rt.
Davis
Kenilworth
Ketcham
Kimball
Nalle
Orr
Simon
Smothers

,

TOTAL .

A0621.

'17';92;

954A
998
941

385

1079
596

6807

.7y

3

5
4

2

I 2 It

3

3

1

23

3.

t0861
6875

9148

7564
8675.

'9450

,8686

8186

69445

100.0
99.7
97.5

98.3
100.0
''93.7

98.9

99:9

MEAN 851 . .2.9 8681 98.5

ANACOSTIA
Project ' . 1

1

Congress Hgts. 973 2 8102'
.

94.7
...

1

Draper 1027 3 7010_ - 99:4
McGogney 851 4 8037 99.4
Savoy 1041 3 8022 99.8

1 '
k TOTAL 3894' 12 31171 , 0

MEAN

CENTER CITY

974 3 ,7793 98.3,

t).

' Model

/
Bowen 819 3 8077 ., 84.6
Tubman 893 5 6072 97.8

.TOTAL 1712 8 14149

MEAN 856 4 7075 91.2

/March member shin.

2/
Lewin Quintile Ratin7,s; 1 is hi6hest, 5 lowest.

,

4 / October 22, 1970 ncthership. (narch percentays 7et.., not available.)

0 38 Cont;%uc--_'.
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Table 1

SELECTED C1LARJXT2RISTICS OF LOW SPENDING SCHOOLS
(continued)

I/
2/ Median Faly 14ackitSchool Enrollment Reading Group, Income -7

CENTER CITY

Emery
Lenox
Noyes
Rudolph
Slowe
^Walker Jones

926

296

650
948
802

639

1

'

3

4'

2

2

3

3

8466

9029
4.. 9850

10067
10301
5734

.. 96.6
98.44

100.0
99.4
98.6
97.8

TOTAL 4261 17 53447

MEAN 710 2.8 8908 '98.5

20 SCHOOLS

TOTAL 16674 60 168212 1954.5

20 SCHOOLS
MEAN 834 3 8411 - 97.7

MEAN 'ALL D.C.

ELEMENTARY
%SCHOOLS 650 2: 9583' 92.6

1/'
March 1971 membership. 4

2/
,Lewin Quintile Ratings; 1- is highest, 5 lowest

21 1970 census data:.

4/
October 22, 1970 membervhip.. (March percentages were not. available.)

0
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APPGINg II

Table

SELECTED CH.ARACTERISTICS 0Fy HIGH SPENDING SCHOOLS
1971

. ,

/
/ Median Fa lySchool Enrollment: Reading Group

. inc()raa

ANACOSTIA
Regular

Nichols Ave. 24
River Terrace 408 "

TOTAL 652

MEAN 326

CENTER CITY.
Model

,Claveland

-Garrison
Grimke
Harrison

TOTAL

MEN

CENTER CITY
Regular

s

Bowen
Ednoad's

Giddings

l'etworth

Stevens

TOTAL

MEAN

21
7,6

65
67

1 49
437

q

1.5

4

5
5
5

4.8

,

8022
4* 10772

18194-

'93427

74

6

549
651

24755

6160,

.
481 ' ' 5 12908
163 2 . .

10911

469 2 10633/4143

339 5

216 2 13139

1690

338

1/March 1971 memb,?.rea.'..p.

2/
1,1.!win ; 1 is hi0e, r, 5 low(r51-

3/
1970 p.!asus

16 541.454,
3.2 1082T

4.

0

.17

Black/

100.0
99.4 .

99.7

100.0
984-

.100.0

99.2

9.4

99.0
96.7

f00..0

100.0
7#.5

%ft

.4

94.0

A

22"; 1970 Lc,:-.:Jer,,L;p. M.:reh pfGentab.:. w-re hot qvalla le.)

';
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API.LNDIX II

'llablc 2

SELECTED CHARACTERISTICS OF HIGH SPENDING SCHOOLS

(Continwd'

School Enrollment-
1/

ReadingGroup:'lledianrcaillY!.7. Black,/.2 r--.2T

Income

WEST OF THE PAKK
'.

Recular

Yillmore 125 1 17352

Hardy 157 1 22207

Hyde 108 2 21455

Jpney 371 1 1743
ley 155 1 26539'

Mtirch 571 1 17469

Stoddert 149 1 17049

TOTAL. 1636 8 139514
* 4

;

MEAN ?;i4 1.1 19931

18 SCHOOLS
TOTAL 5727

18 SCHOOLS
MEAN 318 ,

'MEAN ALL D.C.
'ELEMENTARY

SCHOOLS . 650

54.1
7 52.7

59.8
25.1

i
30.0:

10.8
6.3

34.1 ,

46 237208 I 1305.8

2.6 13178 j 72.5

2.5 9.583 / 92.6
.."

1/
March 1971 7-enberip.

2/
Lewin Quintile Rz.:ing3, 1 is hithest,'5 lowes.

2/1
970 c.rnsus data.

Octobt:r 22, 199b (March percentaz:2s were nut available's,)

jf
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(16674)

APPOIDD ii

TABLE 3

PER PUPIL aPERITURES

1971

Equalization Staff

ClasSrOom Special Subject
Teachers Teachers %.

$398- $62

.

High $540 '$147

(5727)

Percent
Difference

4

Special Federally
Support Education Funded

Total Staff Staff Staff Total

$460 $35 .$ 7.. $14

$687:-. $67 $ 4 $21

49% 91% 200% 50%

Source: SomRiled from March 1971 Official school membership list., and
official March 1971 payroll. , ,

0.,

0

42

c

$516

$796

54'
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APPENDIX II

Mble 9

PER PUPIL EXPENDITURES
1971

Equalization
- Staff *-

Support
Staff

. Special_
Education.

Staff

Federally
Funded
qt.:1ff-

Total

Low-

c .

(16674) $460 $35 '$ 7; "$14 $516

High

'(572.7) $687 $67 $21 $21 $796

Percent

/Difference '49% 91z 200% 5071- 54%

Source: Comiiiled from March 1971 official school membership lists and
official March 1971 payroll.

PER PUPIL EXPENDITURES
1974

Equalization
Support : Special Federal
Staff ;Education Funds

;Low

(14610)

High

(4951)

Percent

Diffdrrice

,

i

4

$6.19 $51 I $14

i /

1 \ /-
,

,

$639 . $71 \

1

039

\i

3% \ 397> 179'..!

Sourci.: Co74)1 led i ro:1 Vin),aky J')74 o

Total

\

$26 $710

$45 $794

73% 17'/

L.0,0,..,1 1 nbor-Li;) 0,.tA_T
tt.101,1).« y q 71, I -, IOC 2.(?:
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' A CRITIQUE OF
"A QUEST FOR EQUAL. EDUCATIONAL OPPORTUNITY

IN A MAJOR URBAN SCHOOL DISTRICT:
THE CASE OF WASHINGTON, D.C." 1/

To date the Public School System of the District of Columbia has

not conducted.a formal, systematic study of the impact& on D.C. public

education of a 1971 court decree ordering the equalization of expendi-

ture in elementary schools of the District. Therefore, the D.C.

school administration welcomed research' into the effects of equalizing
.

per pupil expenditures by the Syracuse UniVersity Research Corporation,

the D.C. Citizens For BetterEducation, and the Educational Testing

Service Eddcation Policy Research. Institute.

In anticipation of a scholarly, dispassionate report on the imple-

mentation of t'he Wright Decree and its impact on the school system, the

D.C. school administrationcooperafed fully with the researchers,
-

granting full access to school records, public documents, historical

files:and to school personnel.

However, the final report issued in June 1975 by the Educational

Policy Research Institute--ETS, A Quest for Equal Educational Opportunity

.

in a Major Urban School District: The Case'of Washington, :
2/

.C., fails-

1/ This critique has been coordinated and developed by Joyce Leader, Office
of ''lancing, Research, and Evaluation, Public Schools of the Districof
Columbia.

2/ Baratz, Joan C., A Quest for Equal Educational Opportunity in a Major
Urban. School District. The Case of Washington, D.C., Syracuse University
Research Corporation, 1975. Referred to in this critique as: the equali-
lation case study, the case study report, or cited as ECS with appropri-
ate page references.
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.D;

.

to resent constructive, scholarly analysis of the inpact of the equali-
;

.

zation order. likst of the procedural recommendations made in Chapter VI

are already being done by the school syrstem. Those that are not in

effect are either irreleVant to the court order or would require an

infusion of resoprcesunavailable given current budgetary constraints.

The comparison in Chapte-iV of the allocation of resources prior to

the Court Decree in 1971 which the allocation three years later in

1974 bogs down in a discussion of the "disparities" between resource

allocation reported to the court in December 1973 and resources actually

inthe schools in January 1974..with no dismission of the variables that

r.12%e this so, such as teacher and student mobility. The discussion of

alternatives in Chaptet VI bogs down with a discussion of whether the

school system can be expected to comply with both the equaliiation decree

(that bases expenditure computations on teachers salaries, including

benefits) and the U.S. Office of Education Title Z Guidelines (that base

expenditure computations on teachers salaries, excluding longevity and

benefits, and pupil/teacher ratios). The reportLsconclusion that it is

possible for the school system to comply with both formulas is based on

hypothetical models so far from sound educational practice and school

sestet? nolicy IS to be' unrealistic. This tangential section fails to

refute tin school systcm's contention that'aliocation of resources to

sa:;.-77 -(tai fors iAs is moot.

'e first c it f...:tLal dad interpretive errors that derive from subtle

'; of 1.--ana2 and statistics, from the use of erroneous and incomplete

ai th c'dssion o;" rraevant information, and from the biased

GO



selection of source materials would require a critique equal,in length

to_the case study. Therefore, this critique-will highlight particular

problems ukth the report and offer information to clarify some of the

misleading interpretations.

Societal Context

Limited and misused source material-for-informaion-on--the---hister
,

ical situation of Black-people in the District of Columbia results in

an analysis that "blame the victim' for the injustices of the past and

the inequities of the present.

In discusSing the Washington, D.C. setting for equalizatiOn in

Chapter II, the case study conveys an impression that Black administra-

tors in Division II of the school system--the segregated Black division--.,

-
had independent control over policy=making and fiscal matters, diverted

financial resources to the "most promising" students, ad rejected

'integration- to protect black elitism. To, support its contention-that

... the black (sic) school division adopted a policy of devoting a

large peicentage of its meagre resources to those schools it considered

were serving the most promising students" (ECS, p.16), the report cites

an article about Dunbar High School, an all-Black school until 1955 re-

nowned for its impressive list of well-known graduates. However, the

article, "A Case of Black Excellence" by Thomas ,Sowell (Public interest

, Spring 1974), presents information that in fact refutes the claims of

the case study. The source cites evidence to show that a majority of

Dunbar-students, who selected themselves for this non-neighborhood school,

wera not children of middle-class professionals, were not light skinned

Blacks, and were not above average intellectually. Nor did the .school

61
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have an undue share of the eddcational resources. Writes Sowell:

'Dunbar was of a segregated school system,Tadministered by whites at

',the ton and perennially starved for funds." - (Sowell, p. 9).

The case=study also 'claims that historically "... black middle

-class teachers preferred the "rewards" that carte from teaching in

schools serving pupils who were more easily motivated to learn" (ECS,

n. 17). To support this contention, reference is made to a 1971 Rand

Corporation teacher mobility study in San Diego, a setting totally

irreleVant to the historical situation in the District ,and unsupportive

of such a claim.

Fducational Considerations

The court's 1971 equalization decree permitted the school system

to seek=with "adequate justification"--exemption frbm equalization cal -

culations for schools.in two categories:

1. Schools which provided "compensatory
education for educationally deprived
pupils..." (327 F. Supp. at 864)

2. Schools whOse per pupil expenditure
- varied from the city-wide mean by more

than + or 5% where that variance...
is accounted for solely on the basis
of economics or diseconomies of scale..."
(327 F. Supp. at 864)

(ha/ter TV of the case study reports charges that the D.C. School

3oard disregarded theSe options and failed to incorporate considerations

of educational need in its implementation policy: "The options referred

to -in the court order.... were not considered. ... The Board did not

4ose to deal with any" such questions regarding educational needs"

n. 65-66).
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Information available to the researchers, but not present in their

case study, clearly shows, however, that the Board considered both exemp-

tion options in developing its equalization plan and incorporated educa-

tional considerations. The first compliance report, submitted by the

D.C. School Board to the court October 1, 1971, explains the Bdard's

reasons for seeking no exemptions froth equalization for any D.C. school

at that time.

Two reasons were offered for seeking no compensatory education

exemptions. The terms of the 1967 court decision, binding on the D.C.

Public Schools, justified compensatory education "'to overcome the detri-

ment of segregation" (269 F. Supp. at 515). The Board decided that, be-

cauoe 25 percent of the,pupils in the D.C. schools in 1971 were Black,

"alMost all schools now would be deserving (of compensatory education)--

a circumstance which on the one hand precludes "compensatory" attention

as commonly understood, or on the other, forces the development of more

/
specific criteria to isolate schools with the greatest needs."

1
The

Board also noted in its'101 compliance report, that Federal fupds, al-

located according to need criteria and not, subject to equalization uniter

the 1.971 court decree, " are used for, contemporary programs 6asc1 on the

needs of children." 2/

On the queIa6n oF economies of scale -- an argument used by the

D.C. school syGtf 1 to explain the high per pupil expenditure of'small

schools 1%1(11 %,)r-47to eolt of large schools -7- the Board noted in

i/ Co7plinlico l'.eport, September 28, 1971. rublic Schools of the District

2/

cf ColvTbia. 'las)ington, D.C. , 1971, p. 39.
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.the 197.1 Compliance RepOrt; "As the Court notes, the amount of varia-

tion in teacher costs per pupil explained by economies of scale is

unknown and the SchooliBoard lies chosen to seek at this time no exemp-

tionstions on groundsof economies of scale."

Neitherof these decisions was considered absolute or final. Bit

time was a crucial factor in planning the initial implementation. There

were just four months between the May 25, 1971, decree and the.October L

reporting deadline. The court order permits the school system to develop

approach& to equalization other than the one .specified in the 1971orders,

and currently alternatives are under consideration that would utilize

specific criteria to isolate schools with the greatest needs in order to

go beyond'the dollar-for-dollar equalization currently in effect.

During the initi al period of policy development, however, priority

focused on minimizing disruption to the educational program, the students,

and the teachers who would return to school in September. In Accordance

with this policy priority, the 1971-1972 school Year equalization plan -

!exempted fiom ttansfer: 2/

4

1. Teachers in schools where per pupil
expenditure was already within + or
- 3% of the city =wide mean (contrary

to a statement'in the'case study re-
port, p.72).

2. Teachers trained with their principals
as reading or mathematic mobilization
team leaders in accordinceWith the.
city-wide Academic Achievement Project.

1/ 1971 ronnliane "c-,crt, p. 38.

2/ Mid. n.3.
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Special subject teachers, though not exempt, were reassigned manually

by subject department*heads'"because assignment of special subject

teachers requires. complex educational judgments in the subject areas." 1/

Assignments in these categories were frozen before the ccimpUtei simu-

lated alternative' assignmentpossibilitiej. for the
)
other elementary

classroom teachers.

From among the classroom teachers not

a list of reassignmentswas generated by a

consider: the staff experiendenik at each school, pupil teacher ratios"-

frgzen int8 their positions,

.computer programmed to

at each school, the percent of the staff that was 13,1ack and.male At

each school, the distribution of teachers at each level (K, 1-3,4-6)

in proportion to the number.of students .at each level, and the dis-

co/
ruption to teachers that might affect their performance.-- For the

opening of school in September 1971, the first year of equalization,

fewer than 300releMeritary classroom teachers, about,10 percent, were

reassigned. 21

It is curious that the case study report fails to present information

from the 1971 Compliance Report to document its Chapter IV discussion of

equalization policy, development. In fact,. the 1071 Compliance Report to

the court is cited just once (WS, p. 69), a reference to a table showing

the distribution of special subject teachers before and after adjustments
-0

were made for equalization. Reports submltted to ehe, court in subsequent

Compliance Report n. 3.

p. 50-51. o. 3
T'

Th.P. 11. 3.

-7-

b
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years are not cited at all. While tip chapter does include nine

references to School Board meetings held during the summer of 1971 in

discussing the management of implementation, heavy reliance is placed on

the use of secondary sources: newspapers. Nine statements in the chapter

are document with reference to Washington Post articles and editorials;

three, to the Washington Star; and one,to the Washington Daily News.

This reliance on secondary source material in lieu of primary source

material, raises serious questions about the scholarship of the report,

the accuracy of its information base, and the objectevity of its analysis.

Equalization Implementation Procedures

Nowhere in the equalization case study.are the on -going administrative

procedures for jmplemuLing equalization in the District schools explained.

The recommendations offered in Chapter VI (ECS, p. 177-180) for assuring

future compliance would have the reader believe that provisions for

acdountab.ility or continuous up-dating of information are currently non-
.

existent:

To the contrary, most of the recommendationsiofferdd are already
ti

integral part's of the equalization implementation process. Although the

court requires schools to be equalized as of December 1 of each school

year; implementation is viewed as a continuous process. The main on-

going task of the equalization office, staffed by one person, is to

maintain accurate up -Co -date information on the assignment of the more than

3,000,elementary teachers and aides; the salaries and benefits

assigned to these teachers and aides, and the enrollment in each of the

elementary schools. This data is collected, corrected, and'verified

during each spring and fall prior to threillocation of resources to

- brin:4 each in 'to 6mpliance with the' court order.
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The case study suggests 'in several recommendations (ECS, p. 179) that

the school system should develop the capacity td generate compliance

reports monthly to determine which schools are iryor out of compliance

at any given poin t in time, with the rational that this will "make the

. ,

December compliance less disruptive" (ECS, p. 179) Tha school system

totally rejects this suggestion if it is intailided to imply that resources
l T

should be shifted in o or out of a school every dine the school slips
...\

\ .

\

outside the legal per pupil expenditure corridor. This would involve

continual shifting of staff and would prove totally disruptive to the

educational process. If on the other hand, it is intended to imply that

the school system should monitor compliance with the court order, the

/
school system would agree. However, currently there'is no monitoring/

system distinct from the implementation process of pp-dating and

verifying computer information files. Funds have never been available

forthedatacollectionandonsitevalidationthatwould be required

for monitoring. In fact, since 1971, budget constraints have forced a

reduction from three to one in the number of staff assigned to the

Equalizatioh Office*.

Aaalysis of the Impact of Equalization

The methodology-used in Chapter V of the case study report to

analyze the impact of the equaliiation dedree on the distribmtion of

"measurable educational inputs" raises serious questions concerning the

cholarship.of the report. Problems include sample selection, misuse

data, and_d_igression to a tangential issue totally outside the

cified research framework.

I
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The first part of the impact analysis was to be a comparison.of

teacher assignment patterns prior toequalization (March 1971) with

. .

those of three school years later (197371974). -The Methodology was to ,

.o

focus on "extreme cases," that is, schools with per pupil cdpenditures-
,

farthest from

.

the city-wide mean. But instead of exami ing teacher

assignmentimeterns in the "high" and "low" schools for both 1971 and .

.... 1973-19744 theanalysis follows schools designated "high" and "low" on
i

... \

the basis of 1971 data only. Use of =this sample permits a change analysis

\

of discrete cases only and precludes generalization to the school system

as 'a whole. N.

he data, however, on change in these discrete cases is mistakenly

treated as group data with implications for, the impaci of the equali-

zatibn.decree on the total school population. This results in

statistical findings that -- despite their& apparent significance and

favorableness to the school system -- are in fact meaningle.A.

Far example, a comparison is made (ECS, p. 122) bas;(9.d-on data in

Tables V-9 and V-16 to show that the difference between-the mean per

pupil expenditute of "high" and "tow" spending clugters of schools was ,

reduced from-49% to 3% between 1971 and 1974. This,.however, is a

a-
'

e meaningless finding. By 1973-1974, the "high" and "low" groups of 1971

no longer, clustered at\the per pupil expenditure extremes. Instead,

by 1973-1974, each group of sample schools contained pep pupil expendi-

ture means that spanned the entire range of allowable means. After three

years of qualization,'the ease study's selected sample schOols -- labeled

"high" and "3-w" 4ceording.to 1971 data -- clustered around the city=wide

per pupil expenditure mean instead of at the expengiture extremes. No

-
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I
V

information is preented about the schools, that clustered at the extremes

/ .

in 17-1974.
T

Thus, the analy§is that Set out to compare teacher assigntent

patterns by focusing on ext,rem6 cases fails to analyZe the extremecages

of 1673-1974 mid uses meaninglesst mislealing conceptual labels -- "high(
4

and "low" -- for groupings of selected sample schools. If the researchers

wish -to depart from the treatment of discrete cases,in order tb make

generalizations about changes in the sch-01 system.as'a whole, then they
Y

-must:reorganize their-dada and use comparqble subsaiiiPles.

,The, case study analysis is further vonfused by the use of

inappropriate data to determine the 1973 074 status of the selected

c

sample of "high" and "low" schools. The )er pupil expenditure means
. .

shown in Table V-1] (ECS, p..3.20-121) are calculated by the researchers-___

on the,basis of January*,1974 membership and payroll data. However, the

school system currently bases equa).ization and individual school com-

pliance on membership asof the last Thursday in September and payroll

as of October 1. The rationale for using January data, according to

the cases study report, is ;hat the "reallocation of irces authorlzeil

in the equalizatio plan reported to the court in December should be
. k4- \ ..

.
,

accomplished by 'January (ECS, p. 121, footnote). This reasoning ignore'S

boththe.dynamids of the dati and the letter of the law.

1. Perp4pil expenditure is a fluid
atistic. Neither, of its

.coyonents -- staff membership
and salary; pupil membership -- is

.
static.

2. Equalization, in accordance with
the 1971 court decree, is a point-
in-time adjustment of resources.
The school system is not held
legally liable for maintaining
continuous compliance.

1
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1.

Therefore, the use of January. data to explain the status of selected

sChools in 1973-1974, without evena mention of their status'zfrireported
.

,

//(f

.

to -the.pourt in the 1973 CoMpliance Report, is grossly misleading and

dishonest. 31,

Further, even though the case study report uses Janu ry 1974 data

to calculate the per pupil expendture of its selected sample schools,

DeCember 1973 city -wide 'mean per 'pupil expenditure P4gure is used

°

to; letermine whether thesesamPle schools were in comp ii( e with the
.

-

,tourt order (ECS, p. 122). Thit procedure is just not metlodologically
.

1,:

.

possibl.-!. If January data is used to calculate per pupil exi nditures

-- as in the case study report then January data, not a Dece ber

:4I/ \ ,

figure based on September and October date', must ble!dsed to calcu e a

,

_ comlarable p6int-in-time city-wide per pupil expe diEure mean. Only then
I

would therele a common data base for making legitimate detetminations

of compliance for each schoolsin the sample. lithe"chita has been ud,

all Out-of-Compliance determinations noted on Table \ -11 (ECS, p. .20-121)

'

are meaningless.
6

O

After using erroneously juxtaposed data to determine whether selected

sample schools a re in compliance, the analysis sinks deeper into a

quagmire of data confusion. The study then digresses from an analysis

of the chaive-s ia resuure distribution between 1971 and 1973-1974-to an
on

examin-ttion of the so calked "disparities" between the January 1974

reqource allocation a:, calculated by the resvrchers and the liecember 1973 prOces

resocallocatilni,(Fported by-ehe school system to the ciurt in followj

DecumKr 1973: "'laic there is considerable agreement betwe.m the two

(the N

it is

court

.(ECS,

and ha

betwee

using

ehe ad

and la

Ti

of,intk

implem(

freely

submit

any gil

lag oc(

"the rez

teaches

of a n:

resign:

the let

Despitc

.

t
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t

(the November 1973 Compliance Report and the January 1974 membership),

it is the differences that are'at issue concerning compliance with the

court order" (ECS, p. 122). The lengthy digression which follows

/

.(ECS, p. 123-152) includes three detailed charts (V-12, V-13 and V-14)

and has nothing to do with an arialysis of changes in resource allocation

between 1971 and-1973-1974: The thrust instead is to build a case --

using phrases such as "the staff allegedly assigned to those schools by
' a

.

the administration" (ECS, p. 123) -- for school systeth mismanagement

and lack of faith in dealing with the court.

The school system, however, denieS the report's impliedicharge
X

of- intentional misdirection of resources and lack of goon faith-in

implementing the equalization flan as 4eported to the court. It also
..*.

I I

freely admits. that resource differenceS do exist between, the plan

submitted to the court in. December andthe per pupil distribution at

any given point in'time following that'submission. A ne essary time

lag occurs between the computer analysis of up-dated equalization files,
. _

the reassignment peresources, and the,assumption of new1assignments by

teachers. This time lag means that if,a few families moe in or out

of a neighborhood (especi:Illy where schools are small), o if a teacher

resigns, a number of schools could conceivebly.he_out of compliance with

the letter of the law by the time new resources reach the s hool.

Despite numerous acconniatility checks built into the equali ation

1
;

process, "disparities' canaot be avoided. Differences that occur
;

i

follwing --the D2rTnbEr. 1 data for reportIul to the court are a justed

\

..-----"--
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the following year. Legally, the school system is not responsible for

,maintaining continuous complian e which would be, in fact accountability

for the mobility of its teachers an`d pupils.

If any conclusions can be drawn from this methodologically faulty

digression based on erroneously juxtaposed data, they are the following:

1: The Equ9lization Plan submitted to
the court in December based on
calculations that use September and
October data, must be viewed as a
model for the per pupil allocation
of "measurable educational inputs"
during the remainder of the school
year.

2. Teacher and student mobility seriously
affect the stability and enduring
accuracy of per pupil expenditure
calculations.

3. Anything other than the current.
point-in-time equalization reporting
system would result in continual
shifting of teacher resources, a
situation considered disruptive enough
when it occurs once a year.

Equalization and Compliance with Title I Guidelines

The school system maintains that the 1971 equalization decree and

the Office of Mucation Title I Guidelines are incompatible and cannot '

both be accomplished within the framework of sound educational policy.

The case study report attempts to demonstrate in Chapter VI the

compatibility of these conflicting formulas, but instead proves that

the internal logic of the formulas requires educationally unsound

policy if both.the court and the Office of Education are to be satisfied.

The case study llysis bases its conclusions on model situations

so atypical that they lack heuristic value. The "extreme cases" used
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in Examples I, II, and III (ECS, p. 186-189) are two schools, A and B,

each with 500 pupils. But School A has twice,as many teachers as

School, B and School A has all inexperienced teachers, while School B

has all experienced teachers. The pupil/teacher ratio at School B

(31.2:1) exceeds the School Board policy limit. Neither has any special

subject teachers, and both are equalized at about 3.8 per cent below

the city-wide mean of $666.45, the compliance standard in December 1973.

Examples II and III demonstrate the absurdity of such a model. To

make School B comparable under the Title I formula, which excludes the

longevity pay of its all-experienced staff, 9.8 support staff must be.

added to bring the mean as calculated by the Title I guidelines above

the $513 lower limit and to bring the pupil/staff ratio down to 18/1.

However, there is no guarantee that this school of 500 students. needs'

a librarian, psychologist, speech teacher, counselor, etc., the only

type of staff that could be added without throwing the school out-of-

compliance with equalization. In addition, no school with fewer than

600 pupils is entitled, under School Board rules, to an Assistant

Principal, as is added to School B in Example III. The report gives

no indication as to the source of these support staff or their salaries.

Any addition of support staff at one school means the deletion of such

services at another, a complexity the school system must face that is

totally absent in the two-school examples used for analysis in the case

study. Further, although the pupil/staff ratio is lowered at School B,

the pupil/classrA7 b.acher ratio remains unchanged, i.e. above the

Board limit. T; s proposed "solution" for m%King the Schools both

"equal" and "comparable" thus has no educational rationale, a criteria
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emphasized as non-negotiable throughout the case study report and

. ...

considered non- negotiable by the school system.

Example IV, Steps 1, 2, and 3 (ECS, p.-.190-192) alters the assumed
.

characteristics of Schools A and Bby mixing the experience levels at

each school, a situation lihich, as the case study report indicates, is

"mote representative" of the true situation "since the District has

attempted to mix teacher experience levels in the schools" (ECS, p. 193).

To achieve comparability however, each school requires 2.8 additional

support staff. Again, there is no indication of the source of these

personnel or their funding and no educational rationale for their

addition is evident.

Example's V, VI, and,Vii (ECS, p. 193-195) attempt to show that even

schools equalized at the extremes, but within the 5 percent corridor

above and below the city-wida mean, can be made comparable. School A.

with an equalization mean of $616 is assumed to be at the minus 5%

level. In fact, because the lower limit for equalization was $632.18

in 1973-1974, the school in the example is not in compliance at all.

Its mean'of S616 is actually 7.4 percent below the city-wide mean of

$665.45. ( Throughout the discussion of these examples, it should be

noted:that the case study report fails to clarify exactly what the city-

+ A

wide mean for equalization and its -5 percent( corridor was for the Yelir

in question). Also, the "solution" again re 'tires the addition of

support staff, frr whom th,lre may La no c.:.:catiOn4 rationale and of

which there: IF. no unlimited supply.
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The case study report claims that "comparability does not give

Title I schools the option that Judge Wright alluded to, which,is to

employ more teachers because one employs inexperienced teachers"

(ECS, p. 195). To the contrary, if the examples given in the re;o.?t

show anything, they show that the best way to ensure that a Titli

se

school will be both "equal" and "comparable" is to equalize.it with

the largest number of the lowest paid teachers. This will keep the

school's salary component high when'longevity is excluded,Iceep its

pupil/staff ratio low, and thus require the minimum of staff reassign-
,

bent. This logic suggests restrictions on staff,assignment and local

school decision- making that defy consideration of educational need

and sound educational policy.

The case study report states that "inequity in the distribution of

funds and services can be masked when individual schools are compared

with a group mean" (ECS, p. 195), as in the case in the Title I

coMparability formula. In context, this statement is used to support

the report's contention that the comparability formula -- which lacks an.

°Upper limit -- cannot replace the equalization formula in ensuring an

equitable distribution of resources. However, the implication that a

closer examination of non-Title I schools and their relationship to the

non-Title I per pupil expenditure mean could reveal previously "masked"

inequities seems worth persuing. A ranking of all non-Title I schools

according to their mean per pupil expenditure, where longevity is excluded

might reveal just where the,high salaried, experienced teachers are

" -

actually teazhin8. Similarly, a ranking according to pupil/staff ratios

.* might reveal specific groups of schools either at the top end or the

bo40,71 er;ft
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Cost of Equalization

An analysis of the impact of equalization on the school system is

incomplete without'some consideration being given to the costs involved.

This is not to suggest that there could be some trade-off between the

benefit derived by pupils from equalized access to educational inputs

and the costs to the system of reallocating resources. But the cost

of the current method of equalization should be a factor in evaluating

it against recommended modifications or alternative procedures. No

consideration of cost is included in the_case study report.

Determining the cost is not an easy-- task.. If'central office and

field staff time is to be used as a measure/of coSt,
f
time-consuming

data collection must be'undertaken. The school system.has not, to date,

kept a record of such costs-for equalization alone; the line-item

. -

,rather than program budget of the school system makes such record-keeping

a tedious process. Some rough and partial estimates, hamver, can

suggest the magnitilde of.sucl; costs.
z-4

To assist the school system in setting,up the. initial implementa-

tion procedures between the Juneand October, 1971, contracts were.

awarded total,ing $94,753.71. During the first year of implementation,

several top school officials deVoted a considerable portion of their

time. to'implementation:11

Et-

1/Estimates from the school system's current equalization officer, Betty'
Holton, who has.workad With equalization since the 1971 decree.

e



Staff Estimated Time

July 1971 October 1971 (4 months)

Vice-Superintendent 40%
Exec. Asst. to the Vice-Superintendent' 60%

'Asst.' to the Vice-Superintendent- 100%
Asst. to the Vice-Superintendent 100%
AdfiliT,-Asst. to the Vice-Superntendeut 20%

' 'Clerk - Typists 170%

November 1971 - June 1972 (8months)

Vice-SupOintendent 10%
Exec. Asst. to the Vice7Supetintendent 20% ;

Asst. to the Vice-Superircendent .. 70%
Asst'.. to the Vice-Superiendent . 70%"

Since July 1972 the Equalization Office has been cut back to one person

who works almost full time on implementation. Occasionally, just prior

to the presentation of the equalization plan to the court, additional

staff have been detailed to assist in that office. ,A total costing of

equalization according to staff time estimates would include the time

spent by 'personnel in the school system's computer center, the cost of

supplies, the cost-of computer runs, and the cost of time spent by the

Corporatipn Counsel, Board members and all the persons in the schools

who collected or verified data for computerized information files.

. If the costs are to be measured in terms 4tdisruption to the

teachers, pupils, and educational program, then another type of data

collection and investigation needs to be undertaken. None of these

aspects of the impact of equalization Ion the school system'have been

touched on in the case study report.

Benefits of Equalization

Not all of dle results equalization would be classified as

cost. The equalization proeess has produced some valuable side-effects

19
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that have contributed"' to reducing the inequitieS of practices inherited

from the once segregated, dual school system. Previously informal

procedures have become formalized; previously vague policies have

been clarified or defined. For example, although "equal access" was,
o

defined by the court in"terms of the allocation of regular operating

budget funds, the equalization process has has} a positive effect on the

reallocation of capital funds as well. The entire construction program,

was examined anoverhauled in aneff6ii to reduce the overcrowding in

the under-funded Anacostia region. The equalizatiop,process also had

an impact on the procedures.used for determining the allocation'of
Y.

Title I funds prior to the current comparability guidelines. Procedures

for allocating money for textbooks and supplies, expenditures nert7

'regulated by the court decree, were revised along per pupil_expenditure

lines. The case study report makes no reference .to school system

operating,procedures affected positively by the equalization decree.

Fundamental Questions

The proSpect of other school jurisdictions adapting Judge Wright's

1971 Equ4lization Decree as a model for adjusting resodtke alloCation

inequities makes it imperative for some fundamental>questions to be

raised on the bNis of the D.C. experience. The case study r ort,

however, fails to raise such questions. Instead, the report approaches

the'case study analysis with unchaIleng14 acceptance of the logic of

the court decree. By doing so, the report implies'that justice derives

compliance.

9
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Judge Skelly Wright's decision in Hobson v,. Hansen (1971) is one of

a Wumber of court decisions that attempts to add substance-to the legal

definition of "equal eduCational opportunity." It contributed the con-

cept that equal educational Opportunity consists of equal access to

objectively measurable educational input's. The court interpreted this

concept in terms of expenditure per pupil for teachers and reasoned

that equal opportunity could best be achieved by equalized expenditure.

The'court-order.remedy to redress the imbalance found in the allocation
--.

4 . p

of,D.C. teacher resources required that the mean per pupil4expenditure
...

for each school not vary by more than +5% from the city' -wide mean per
.

6.

pupil. expenditute. The intent of the equalization decree was to

force a'reallocatiqn of resource§ that would distribute "quality
"*..0

teachers" -- defined as the most expensive teachers aceording to their

salary level -- more equitably throughout the school system.1'

Two.questions that should be raised, which are not touched on in

..the case study report; are:

, 1. Are "quality" teachers best identified by, the
.

length of their teaching servi'se as indicated
by their salary level (incitkliaig longevity
increments and benetits)1-

2. -Does equal expenditure on.pupils Mean they
have equal access to educational opportunity?'

In argqing its °case in, 1967 and 1971, the D.C. School System-main-

V

tained that teachers' salary -scales are based on experience, not Performance,

and that research has not shown experience to have a signifi,..ant"correlation
, .

with performance as.measured by student achievement. In'both its 1967

I./Hobson Hanseil :327 F. Supp. 864 (1971).
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and 1971 decisions the court rejected this argument on grounds that D.C.'s

teacher recruitment efforts to attract and hold experienced teachers

by offering them attractively high salaries were a ;'testimonial" to the

fact that experience is a,"real asset for a teacher" (269 F. Supp. at 434).

Does the evidence of equalization bear this out? Are students in

schools that received high paid teachers" as a result of equalization

demonstrating greater mastery of reading and mathematic skills?. The

case study report does not explore this. It tklliches on the issue
0

of the impact of equalization, on academic per'fOrmance

.'(ECS, p. 163-160 /
., but its finding that some schools in the "high"4

group and some in the "low" moved up or down a quintile at the end

of three years of equalization is meaningless. It does not_relate

that moveuient to the school's expenditure level or its staffing pattern.

Some form of analysis that relates teacher experienceto student skill
0mastery over the time period of equalization mould be useful in either

.

accepting or rejecting the court's definition of "quality" teachers.

Underlying the 1971 equalization decree,is the assumption that

all students have an equal, chance to be successful in the academic

system if equal amounts of money are,spent on them. This assumes that

children are more similar in their educational needs than they are

different. Perhaps what is needed--once a school system can demonstrate

that a pattern, of Aiscrimibation no. longer exists in its resource

, allocation--is an approach that assumes children aremore different

than they are alike, that variation in expenditure and educational

program is more appropriate than, is the equalization of expenditure.

9
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In developi \g an alternative to equalization to present to the

court, the'D.C. S hoof System is moving the direction of a plan based

on assumptions of issilar student need. A January 1575 paper

submitted to the Boerd of Education by School Superintendent Barbara A.

Sizemore, entitled " ecoming 'Comparable' and 'Equal': Questions and
0

.

Answers," stated the }ollowing philosophical' approach:

"...'equa ' is defined in terms of equitY\or the
meeting o the educational needs of'all children
with justi e, fairness,-and-/tOartiaIity...the

needs of chiTUTZTrva?y,-and...since,these needs vary
educational programs must. vary. Some educational
programs cos more than others. Therefcre,
providing ea h student with educational programs
that cost equ 1 dollar amounts reduceS the extent
to-WHich am priate educational programs can

' be provided f all children and henceoerodes
the pursuit of equity. What is needed, then, is
an educational systeM for people, all of whom
are different, 'nstead of one for people who
are assumed to e alike. This will require a
model in whickr sources are.commensurate with
need...Programs that cost approximately equal
dollars cannot me t greatly varying educational
needs." (Sizemor

1

, p. 7, 8)

t

The question then raised in the paper is whether "the arbitrary plus

)

or minus 5%medhanical contrai X embedded in the.existing(equalization)

1 ,

deCree" permits a variation of regburees that is compatible with the

1

variation of student need. Data t6 support or reject such a proposition

has not been collected for analysis.

' Conclusion

Each time the school system "gods through the process of implementing

the 1971 Equalization Decreemodifieations arecmadein implementation

procedures and in the meClods that arse used to effect equalizatibn.

22
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Some departures' from the initial 1971 equalization plinT-i<i s theithange.
.

iin the data base from projected enrollment to actual enrollmen figures,

have made implementa'Aon 'of the orde more realistic. Others, such as

the practice of achieving.compliance with the letter of the law by

shiftini spec shbjec teachers instead of classroom teachers ra

questions about couii nce with the spirit of the law.
.

.

'',A.scho arly case stud) analysis of the impilct of egtialization om

the.Public Schools of the Distric f COlumbia could,be a useful document
. .

;''' c .

1

i
, .

. .
for 'school systemadminPstratoes and educa hal plannersboth

.

,

H. in the,Distract and elsewh
,..

ere. owever, for the reasons this

.1

critique, the document, A 'Quest for Equal Educational Opportunity ,in a
$ .

Major Urban School District: The Case of Washington, D.C. prepared for
"5:,$

the National. Institute, of Education by thSyracuse UniverstEy RdsearCh

Corporation, the D.C. Citizens for Better Education, and the ETS.

. Education Policy Ildsearh Institute fails to achieve constructive analysis

of a controversial experiment of interest to the entire-educational

community.

-. Postscript.

e.

, 5The D.C. Citizens fo Better Public Educatioh prepar0 a summary -4

of A Quest for EquzilEducltiOnal Opportunity in a Major lIrbanki

District:' The Case of Washington, D.C. Although the structure mixt

to

1
%.* 1 rformat of the summary bear,little resembtence to.the original report,

aft substance is unchanged. In a constructive omission, the sikuumary,, . "-
1

makes no reference to the rep'ort's dis6ussion,of the Oasila gton,4),C.,
e, 4

. ';societal context" nor to the report's digresgion into 01 compatibility
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,of the equalization decree and the Eitle I comparability guidelines. But

in all other respects thp summary includes all the errors in methodology:

data utilization, data analysis, data interpretation, and data mesentation

cogtained in the original report,. Therefore, th" smithery is subject to

'the same criticisms that apply to the total report.

I
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