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- . In two hJ.stomc dec1s1ons - one.‘handed down in"1967 and “thHe other
/
; in 1971 -- Judge Skelly Wr=1ght def:med equal educatlona:l. opportunity beyond

desegregation. In 197'1 he ruled that the District of Golumbia school system

’ <

mst equallze the amounts of money it spent on its puplls in e,len‘.entary schools
and he spec1f1ed tbe ways in wh:Lch this “equallzatlon" ‘was to be accompllshed

' But h.lS 1971 ruling left the door open to alternatives. The Court,
3 | he sald, was willing to mod:l_fy the "equal dollars per pupil cr1ter1a"° and the
| . only stlpulatlon was that such plans be “speclflc, measurable and edtcational .y

]ustlfn.able, and reasonably des1gned in substantlal part to overcome the effect
AT ; 1
- of past d1scrmunaelon on the basis of socio-economic and rac:Lal status "

B EN ey Before proposmg alternatives; it is’ necessary to f:md ou,t exactly

- . €

what happened under the or:.glnal Court” order. What difference had the two
Wr'lght decrees, and especa.élly the SpelelC 19/}3. Courft ord’er, made?. What had *
" they meamt to 'l:he séhools -- and .to the students" Vhat Pmds ‘of resources were

sl'u_fted" Wnat effec*‘ did those shJ_fts }Bve on educatlon programs? Were there

PN

. any ¢hanges in achlevement scores as measured by standardlzed tests?
” <t >

- In 1973 D-C. Cltlzens for Better Public Bducatlon, with the Lawyers’

- e Commrf-tee for Civil Rights tUnder Law and the Syracuse Uni versity Resear"h

Corporatlon/ Policy Instltm:e, received a. grant fron the Mational Inotl"ute of

e - —_— —

Educatlon to try to ancver just such que tlons These organlzatlons undertook

a year-long smdy to examine the eff ect of the bhed, ght decrees The: report which _

2
, " follows resulis from this in depth study. u
R TP AU T S S DI @
< 2. PBaratz, Joan C.; A Quest for Faual Educationzl Opporfunity in a Madior

Urban School District: “The Cace of Washington, D.C., .ayr'a\ Use Univers ity
EMC Resz=arsh COI‘yJJ dH.OH, 1375
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Bqual' educational opportunity 'fo:i’ all children is a cen@fcal theme in -

Amomcan education. The Supreme Court took a maj’or step toward thls goal when,

.

in 1954, 1t outlawed seg*egated schools in the landmark Brown v. Board of

Bducatlon decision.

As Wéshington and other school systems around the country desegregated '

3

ih response to the decision, pobicy makers and others saw how unequal and inade-
qaegge the education offeréd ;lglack chi;drén had beeri. Gradually., Americans
r*e?llz.ed that the gap in achigéyemeq"c aaused by 100 years of discr;iminétion'could
not be closed simply by desegregation. What other f:'a_ctors wefe involved? A 19'61(
at school exper*dlttnt*es in almost any jurisdiction showed large differences in | .
.khat was spent on 'some as compared to others - ' %.

'5.

", ,. In the states, the dlfferences often related to tam.ng capablllty -
. Van afﬂuent dlS'tr‘lCt could raise a.nd spend more money on its children s educatlon
than a poor one, - and several suits have been brought challengmg theoe dlStr‘lCL

differences in school expenditures. (Rodri j@ez 2 San Antonio Board of Educatlon.

" <

Serfrano v. Pmest Meskill v. Board of Fducation and Robmson v. Cahill.) In the

city of Washington the neighborhood seemed t0 make the difference. The per pupil

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

precfmdhantly' black, lower inccme neighvorhoods. ”

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

ditures among schools within a single district, since the davs of the pre-Proun

.

"separate but equal" doctrine. .




The Wright Decrée o .,

The District of Columbia School éystem had been an active part.icipant
- .l"

in the 3ud1c1al search for equal educatnonal' oppor*tunlty A District case,

El

Bollnlg v. -Sharpe, outlawed rac:.ally segregated educatlon in a ,decisionﬂ announcer

', with Brown v. Board of Bduéation in 1954. In 1965, Julius Hobson, aﬁooal\civil‘ .

=

I‘lohtS act1v1st end Darent of two chlldren in the D. Ca schools, sued the Board of

’Bducatlon and the Super;ntendent of Schools, cLanmmg they dlscmmmated against

[

poor and black children and demed them equal oppor*tunlty He c1ted as evidence .

the predonunance of lower class black children in the "basic track," ' the Segr*e- R )

. gatlon of facﬂitles, and the dlspamtles in per pup:z_l expendltures acrocs. the (-_ :.
city. \ . . . R - ' - .
% In response the Board of Education contehded that its pollc:.es had not -
dellberately violated the rights of poor and blac]\ chlldren The problems beforc
the Oourt, it alleged stenmed more fpom “che’ D1str1ct'° segregated soc:Lal system
with '1ts history’o dlscrmu_mtory housing patterns, than Boand actions.
The 196:1 Decision °:, . ’ . [ ﬁ ) Q "

e e e e — - —

- - i

Rejecting that axglﬂnnnt Federal Judge Skelly nght added a new
‘theme to the equalization struglga: "The arbitrary quality of thoughtlessness
can be as &isastrous and unfair to private rights and the public interest as the

parJersrcy of 4 willful schemr " He ruled against the defendants. Although the

o

Court found Lhat the discrimination in the disbursarent of regular budget funds -

was 1in vng]latlon of the equal protection clause of the Fifth Amendment, uudge

~ N ® .

¥right did ‘1ot move directly in thl“ first decision to cor'r‘ect these meqqall—

ties. He assumed that remedies in the decision -= faculty intcgration, busing,

, .
- N M . 1 - ¥ C e N ' ] vey e, m e .. 3 £ e
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" 1971 Decision

~ " ' .n » “ °
To comply with.the Cour*t directives, the school admmlstratlon

N "a'f . v

. . Discontirued toac}\mf by achievement \level and proposed ":LnleJ duallzed

.u

instruction” to meet the needs of chlldren formerly in "basic" and now
P ol

> in regular clasSes.”

. S S

T .

-

. Developed a busing plan to relieve ovgmrowding in the schools in

southeast Washington. . . ’ B
? '.\ . (.J'ry

. . . Devised a teacher -integration plan. .
. Created new school boundaries to achieve maximrim school integration,

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

~

] . .
allowed some students to avoid attending predominantly black schools.

1]

~ ®

¢ Al - - ’ /

~In 1968 Congress passed a law providing for an elected School Board,. and

Hobson was among the‘»\‘r*iew Board members elected. Using his position, he ¢btained .
numerous reports detailingithe equipmeﬁt, the textbooks, the curriculum and the

specjal projects in each school., These reports showed continuing inequities in per

pupil exRendihme\s'in_‘the schools. Unable to get a plan from the administration to
deal with the problems, Jullus Hobson r'etur'ned to court in 1969. He filed a motion

asklng that all regular budget expendi. turer for the clementar'y .,chools be equalized
to within 5 percent of the mean expendltures for all the elementary schools (eyclud~

-

ing speCJ.al eduoatlon programs for handicapped children). .
The dlalogle that ~followed signaled some g:hanges in the civil rights.
st;r*uggle. ) Hobson made it clear that this motion did not mercly request enforce-

ment of the 1967 decree. It was a neéw thrust --"away from the issue of desegre-

gation and tdward that of resource equalization. "Hobson v. Hanscn is... on the

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

¥

4
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among blacks naEi;gnr:ide _in their fight for a fair share: Its own history refle.ts
" - this. transitiop." . . . .
- 3 <
. Coe )
. \ The defendants countered by “asking the Cour't to vacate the 1967 decree,

Los

Hobso proposal hould do nothing to improve the s1tuatlon, and sfiight make it” wome

\
.- Judge Wi, ght ruled thattthe best data ‘available to him 1nd1cated thc;ﬁ:
\ .
there was stlll a substantial dlfference in per pupil expendrmr*es, fa\,om.ng thé -
¢ S /
-elemenj:ax'y schools in the whlte afﬂuenu area. He ruled that a pmma facne case.

and rie\lease them from the obligations it ..mDOS(-Ed They testified that the new .

of discr" ination had been made. The Judge issued a "show cause" order/as]\:mg

"why the School Board should nct devise a plan'to equalize within pl(s or minus
5 percent \varlatlon, expendltures for teaching cost... among all the District of
2 " .
2 Columb:ua elementary schools o .

/ Denylng there was a po na facie case to ke made for d1scmm1n3tlon, the

-

- defense made several clanms % . .
t ! ‘ - .

. Per pupll expenditure is a,-poor* measure of equal educational .oppor-
l b4
tunity. « - Y

ER = a

- - . , . - - ‘9
. There was no -pattern of expendi‘ture across the city, and those schools

o .t wnh high eypendltures had m:my black students due to buslng

. With equallzatlon, fnany blacks ln‘hJ gher spendlng areas would suffer.

k4 / v
. There.was nog necessamly a’ relationship betwéen quality teach:.ng and

. " N o

salary. e
* The District did not assign teachers according to student income level.
/,"j .. Inequalities could be acco/untcd for by economies of scale (the larger
/ “s ’ d

schools being able to spend more cfficiently) and an cqual ization
Q -

~ i

/ - # ovder vould _eventually hinder exp seriientation and innovation.
/ ¥ - .
// ’ - g ’ A ',
/ . T. vt i ’,':;f ,‘ "\“ s ) e ' xm ey ?'1 , ‘!((!71 ., ) oo , )
O S . '
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/
to hlS r*ulmg was the pon.nt that tb‘, 2 equ;yzatlon of expunditures applied only to

teachers' salaries (mcludmg longdvrcy

k

benefit payments) not to all expmn-

dltures. In addlt.lon, J.nleldu);i schools could deviate more than 5.percent from

~ A ]

Lhe mean for~ compensétory educatlon, spe

cial education services, and expenditures

that could be accounted for" solelg/ on the basm of economles of scale. (Seeq

&
>

Appendlx I.) 7 .
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”On May 25, 1971, Judge ngh ruied in favor of .the Dla:mtn.ffs. Central
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Ninety ljals to Equdlize

/Dé predictions folloved the 1971 dec1s1on chaos

¥

t@ache‘f*s would resign or retnré early ‘ , ,' T " o '1","‘ .

., However, the schools opened in the fall of 1971 w;Lth J.:Lttle delay and '

-

confusion. While the school system does not have figures on the amount of Hedply"

. teacber* retirement and resignation —- a result of the poor data and information

.
. . "

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

teachers, prmtlpals and adnum.str*atorc indicate that the number was not large.

-

Tn July the Doard and the SuDer*mtendcnt had pired COnsultant° to help .

them with an equalization plan. In advising the Board, the consultants faced ma jor

problems redis*tributing teachers to equallze salaries before school bcgan

.
P NN

}lrst and most 11*0ub1‘esome, they aacked preclse :mformatlon about

- v

enr‘\ollment at each school and about teacher charactemstlcs (their experience, +

+

degtees‘, subjects 'on, grade) and the‘n”r actual assignment to the individual schools .--

'again the result of the pooz* :Lnformatlon system wh;ch: cont:x.nues to plague the seliool

system and the larger covrmmu 0y The District had not tradltlonally used individual ‘

. A e -

schools as the units for plannmg or accountmg pur'po.,e The consul tants ' f wret

task <y then, was to construct an mfonnatlon system about the schools and the

’

teachers who served thenm. s
The.second problem was 1o determine the criteria to be used for shifting

*
v

teachers to ascurc compliance with the Weight decrce. The Board and the various

interest groups concerned, like the Washington Teachers Union 01:' the Council. of




. . ’ ‘ v ' - "
- M M ! - © .
N " / : // ° - . - ' v
. School Officers, were reluctant Lo propase criteria for teacher transfers. Under-

»

standably, nobody wanted to be accused of i‘avomttsm,.no‘[mdy \vmted to assume .

ponSLblllty for n\évmg individual teachers fmm °choo"l to schoo" , The job fell,

P

therefore, to the anonymous comvuter. The con ultants presentcd the Bosrd wnh & .

<\

- ‘Nt

‘e

several alternative "computcr smmlat;ons" of teacher tn.nsfcr:, based on. several

. factors movn_ng teac'm,rs with more experience, or those m.th, lew, amount of trc.ch

t Pl

rcqulred f@r trans{erried teachws, race, sexcand ewer.once mix in each school's,

- - v

faculty, teachers‘ tenurce in present buildings. The ob;)ectlve was to prepar'e a '

plan whsch would comply wnh the, Cour't order, w:.th thc least dlsr'uptlon 'to the

» t

_ schools, which was gcnerally tr'ansla cd to mean the pldn which moved the fewest num-

M -

: ber: of teachers. \ T .

Ll - .
. .t - 4
. .

~

. "Moving Teachers:_ The _lzesmnm? ' - - -

2

The Roard ruled out tf‘ansfer'r\mg students or closing small sc'hools cmd

” . .

chose not to exempt any schools because of compcnsatory pmgmxns. In August 1971,

’

the consultants. pmsented to the Boanl three plans, each of which cal 1ed for the
transfer of about 400.classroom teachers. A«.ll three plans, o the extent possible,

froze *teachers with the longest .tenure in the building. The Board chose the one
which transferred more experienced teacher*s first, nfinimil%ed tr'av'el' time,, e‘?cciuded

N
[od l -

no teachers from reassignment (other tha.n Readmg and Jeth Tean I.quf_r's who had }

recently r*ecuvud special t:m.mmg,) and attempLe;l to m,nntam an cxpwlcnce mn\' :
1 & R 4

but . 1gn(3n, race and sex.. . . ) . ) o
L) . . .
" The consultants fi ounl that the dwstr‘tbutlon of special subjcct tsachers,
- ,
prior to th' Court order, lad _L‘een quite mequ‘nable On theibp moonm“ndauon, -

L S SCN

4

before >, cl&stmm teachors were recs s.lgned, re.diny and math twchf TS WRre xirx s;h‘_ll-.uto]

.
. .

. on the bisis of need. Other special subject teachers. (art, m'xr.ic', foraign langiage, '

’ . : - . . s . . Lt . .- N .
lanmuase arts, =rience and phveical rducation). were ther Assismed on a per pupil

4

- . . . ; Cos " N I . > \
P S S S S L R B S ISP S WA T Y S S S O 4 R N P b S T LR |

~

Q . Hajority of the teuchers in clacntary schools uere black ond wonen.
EMC . h ’ - K - 3 ¢« ¥ ' "
N . . . 11 .

. - - . _ - 2= 2
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ong sch@ol, they we,ne now ass:.gm_d on, an rtmerar\t ba515 - c.g. s one (20@), ' M
‘ .
two (1;09) or. thrce (60%) days to more th:z‘ one ‘schoot .« Nll.h these teachdrs

»

: "frozen in" the Cla"o‘smo'n teacher here then dls‘crlbuted so that in each elemen—

’ , . . « O
Lt tary school the total teacm,r- dollar:.» wg‘gs 'mthln plus or mlnus 5 percent of Jche )
. .- )- N . .. ‘-
“ pro]ected DlStPlct medn, {“’or* pc:o pupﬂm\xpendlttmes for teachcrs' salaries. PR

The mean, calcula..ed by COmputer, was Lbaé,d on pm:l, cted school-by—school .

[ 1

enrollment f J.gur\_s for the 1971—1972 school “year —- flgurcs new to’'a system ..hlch
i

. had mt project,ed individual school erurollmerrts; before 'l'hat these pro]cctlons

*

were not accuraLe became clear the followu viad Febmaxy, whcn *‘he scthool adm_mstra— ’

<

>+ ‘tion presented the actual pupJ.l count -and tﬁe actual teacher placement data on a

N . -

\

3
3 -
. SN~ .

. schooluby—-school' pasus R 7
kt: that twme the' data J.ndlcated that thc p,lus or' mnus 5 percent GQUdll-

T e

zatlon for all ’che schools had not.been ach_eved. . uullus Hobson 1hr‘ea’cened to
return.to Couvq, chargins 4 thjc—the échool system had’ i‘ax.léd to comply with thc >

equalization ordep. Mot wishing to :m..emlpt clas Ses already\well mto the spr*:mg

§. - . i LA -,

semester, thd sc‘nool admim. tratlon tmed to gft Hob(on to, agr*ee to delay further

”
' v

transfers;until the follo.rlng school year. R

[ L

Hobson was per's:.stent. In the spring of 197?, w:d.h scven wee}s romain-

~t

t

ing in the S(‘hOO.L years ar\dTHobaon Lhr'eatenms cont(mpt o%ooarvt churges, Supf.r-
: mtendent Hugh Scott r’eco'mended fo the Boad that couallultmn could be dC]L eved

with the least disruption Ly moving s*:fzc‘lal sub cct* teach rs, thus clianging the
e 2 ? \
. o ]

. - 3
® . 5 . -
.

. percent of their salary chargea to cach school. R T
) « .

* Moving 9' sl Teachions:  The Hidlmak rali .

. . ° , (% . . -
The Bﬂ.’m:ig approvel tho plan anl oz 100 eFoiarrahjent teachors! .
- \ . .7 * .

Lo "”“j"""."" v ek nmed "ir.'lv‘g }1 ~1 ok e Fenack el ey Poued. - - ..

. \ ' . e

~ I3 hd ~ » -
” - ' N 4
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S . Thl" approach be‘,ame the hal]mark of equa) ization plans over the nc, t
e A ;
' '1:wo years. When the flgux\,s were collc,cted in the fall of the '1972-1973 schodl
e L Y

)vear, and schools needed to. gain or lose dollars to comply with the court order,s °

‘u

1t was t‘ne ‘special subjcct staff that was shifted. No ettempt was made to

¢ - ’ .

4 Y
. ‘ equallze by substitu ng a 1¢ss e:{p\,ns.we tcac}._r‘ .Ldr a wore. cxncn,,w._ one, or ’

L]

v1ce l\rer"a, even thoug'n ’cha+ is what ‘as donc with classroo'n teachers in the .
. o

initiad moves in Septembep, 1971 . . . . .

~

o Thls had some ironic n,sults. In effect, it nullified the one polidy .

in the origlnal,cqu:ﬂ.izqt@on plan related to educqtiox\n\ 1 need: the placement of \'

spnc:ml r\.adm,, and ma.h teabhcr** in schools w‘mrc the nged for them was gr'eatcgt

’

And 1; affef‘tod vamou., educational program: haphazardly ar't pmgzuns suddenly s

N3

. dlsappeared vhen the art tcachers were shift Led) or schools were equalized by
: 1
assigning them ihree msic teach\ra or Jcwo Latin 'Leachers.

d

'I’y/g to cur'mct suﬂh dlsorders, the school system; move:l towarﬂ a,
school—by—-.,_..‘ool budg gting, p*"*ocedurc. Sch'ool‘* wers as}'ced to indicdte in order of = -
priqrity what “')eqlal ..'U.bJ;CL tedChQI..; they might Wlsh t0 lose on gain should

dellar needs warrant any mav-.:mnt of teachers. This in turn encouraged decen-

. ~ -

. . ~

& tralization and individual cchiool pT mnmg, as wc,ll as "consumzy" involvement in

decision*mediing. . vt : ‘.
> . ,,' . . . L]
L] - - - . ¢ 2 »
. ~ By« the 1973-1‘374 school year, gualization throughout the city had
- ’ ’ 7 ’ . :
.,»boccm-.* more a (RS amcal thare policy ,;roc 58t dollar needs were computed and
3 : \\cml SL.DJ cot teachors mv o to d(.,blf‘\'“- co'npllancq By the next .:ChOOl yo.‘ar - )
. -y a
- . 1 - .
o 197141975 e th: provkaas inherent in seéh an approach beecans obvious. S
. . - . e : .
. ochools sin ply ran out of srosial oubjeet teachoro. Othcr- hiad not only 1 ot I
« . . - -‘ -~
special subjont teachor. ovir the years, Lut were \x“ to 1095' w_xdlt K .131 RSHIRINSTS
cc;uld ot d;';nlof wendnsful programa. ' » ) :
\) 7 s P g ¢ 13 -
EMC RIS AT T, :
P -4 véle -4 %8 .\.-,' FETE A v 1‘ ‘_) ‘. ]
. . I | . - .- . . . )

£




vy, ~ % 7 V.
) L S F 2 " - e e . .
. Lt e e TNy, et
S o ~ ‘ ~ P e
. . ¥ om0 - - ¥ e S ¢
‘ " ° ' 2 b T ’ ’ -
) ] > - >\ 7 R
LI A - <
! " 'In December' ; 1971},' the Supemntendent submltted the annual compliance
7} -
Tt called for

. -"
[y

'ﬂ _J A repor*t: to The Beand for appro\;al before send:mg it to the Court.,
TN\

the tr*ansfer &t classroom teacnws as well as spsca.al subject teachers, over }*alf
(79) of the 133 clementary schools were to be affected‘

[

\ ' 4 3
Many obj ected to the plan and communlty spokesmen (:hallenged the

L [

accx;raezy of the dat'a used to compute the equallzatlon, plan. A rev1sed plan was _

2 \
prepared but still, .in Jan ary 1975 some 20 cl jroom and over 8C speCJ.al Su

;]ect teachers were t‘ransferr*ed '.E'ven as’ *she subrm.tted the repért the Superin- \
that the school system h

v
LA . -
- L

> Akl
) tendent e*<pressed d1ssatlsfactlon wn‘h it a\n\d mdlcat
was work.mg n an alternatlve that would allocate resources accordmg to 1nd1- * N
o_/ [ T : . N N\
Vl’dual needs. > » : T
L3 % . . ‘ . = . { *
i .l R . . 2 s o ,
" L v e *
* -r
- v Qe - - - . v “
A\ Y »
_‘\ Fd ° . t <
. ~ hd - <
[ ~ .( N « . >7
& - . N * E ’
-l - N - 4 ’\-
. . 4 . -
1 > .: . - . 1 . \’ ® o
. ~ » - [RRY SN < t
‘." LY “ T 4 3 o’..::. - . A -
. ’ > R ; * .Q h ]
-t oL . ' t A . ;’*‘-) ) .
. : [ 4 . o . . I
"’t"“\v" / . 2 , oo -~ ‘QV - . L b2 #
AN - i ¥ 4 4 b
e . « * ‘¢ P * . .
Y — s P
4 L] L ) - -
s 20 & » e - . 5
b 4 '-
. P * .
1 ’ - <
.- N . ’ . , . o
- . .
4 ’ - * » < - [ h - =
. ‘:1 ‘ 1] v . ‘ -
- * ®
% o " . « v * - ; - H
- — . +
. . - e . [4
« ™ - ! LA ~ . - o - e b‘
. . ’ . Y ¢
4 8 S ‘. . ¥ iy
. “ » i - M M * * t P
SO SR : RN -
B « . . ~ £ 14 , N . ) \ .
Q ‘,; PO < TN L% e y o . I o . « s e .4‘ . - v .
wERIC " - St SR S ~
b oo - L AN o0 s -
;4- ﬁ“ i} ¢ - t‘l‘» f h - ’ ) i { . .' ", ’ - ’ " ! -




»

L]

N
.

> . - . - PR N e e s L.

v . . e - . 5

1 * -
-~ WHAT HAPPENED IN THE SCHOOLS?

o ¢

Because of the increasing dissatisfaction with the annual equallzatlon

process, D C Citizens for' Better Publlc Bduattlon _.m.tlated a study under'taken

by Syr‘acufe Umver'51ty Research Corporatlon (SUPC) to determine the effect of the

K}

: Thmty—elght schools were selected in the SURC study ~- those waich spent

1971 Wr'lc,ht decision on the school system ) ‘ o N

the least number of regular budget, déllars for teachers, and those which spent the

most in the scheol year Lefoze the equallzatlon decrée. The staff co*npared the
glstmbutlon of dollars and’ teachers with what exissted three years later in
January, 1971;. (See Appernixix IT mr detalled data.) In addltlon, teachers,  prin-

cipals, and others assoclated m.th the sthool system in Washlr\gton, D. C. > durlng

the equallzatlon years, were :Lnterv1ewed . *

v
x L3

Trie 38 Schools, . 1970-71 - . - o

'I’he two groups ‘had some pronounced characterlstlcs The low spending

schools tended ‘to be large, wnlle the high spending schools tended to be small.

1

In faf:t the low spending schools served about 19 percent of all the elementary

school children J.n the Dlstrm:m_le the most favored schools °er~ved only 6 per-

cent . o i

The socio-economic §tatws_of the children in_thé two groups of schools
. - By .

differed greatly too. The low spending chiools were located in parts of “the city

’whepe the family income averaged $8,411. In contrast, the high spending schools

-fell into two groups: . (1) schools in afflutg areas vhere family incone avere:jed

4 -

~

$19,931; and (2) schools where family incomes averased $8,581. (S22 Appenlix 1T,

Table, ot 2.) - ‘ ) : ) .

>

o
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~ classes at or above this number.

- 19

» o o«

. In 1971 the high spending schools spent an avérage of $540 per pupll
for classroom teachers (with a range from $455 to $672), the low spehding schools
only $398 (with a range of $332 to $Lll+8) Expendi%ums for speci;‘:ll subjeét
!teachors differed rno less dramatlcelly High spending schools sp:;n"c an average

'of $147 per pupll, while the low spending schools spent $62. . (See .‘I}‘ppéndix 11,

\ .
.Tab1e3) . ) :

<A1l in aJ.l in 1971, the hlgh spending schools outspent the low spend-

ing schools from regular budget funds by !49 percen-.. ‘The ayepage spent ffom

regular fuﬁds for all teachers' salaries mcluded in equallzatlon was $687 par

1apil in the high spending schools, and only 6460 in the low spending schools.

. . ~ i °

se

Pup_ll/ Teacher Ratlos e "

-

-

Pupll/teacher I‘athb fom classroom teachers followed the same path.

. High spending schools averaged 22:1, lc o spmdmg scncols 28 1. Althouah the

School Board in E‘ebmary, 1971, passed a resolu..lon recormending that _no elemen—

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

>

No high spending . .... had classes excéedi_ng

the reccmnended maximun.

-

-

Aga.m, the difference for spoc1a1 subject teachers was even greater

high spending schools averaged one teacher for e?;ex'y 80 “students, while the low

s

{g;,pending schools averaged oner for every 182 children.

.-_-—._—_-—__—___—.._—.—__-—_-___4—.____-—_—__

Alth'Jugh Judge Wright's Court order did not include other profezsional
school staff —- librarians, counselors, special education, amd speech teachers —-

-

this study examined their distribution as well.

Tn 1970-1371, high spending

R . v
. s . )
MRS YIS DR SN S PR TRV L e soae
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The 38 Schools: 1874 N s

‘How have three years of equalization affected the allocation of teachers
in High and low spending schools? Has the shifting of teachers affected the dis-

tribution of other services? Has the -attention paid dollar experditures helped

~ correct inequalities in pup:i_'l_/‘teacher;ﬁr;atiios-?

The Difference D_nu_m_shes .

The anount of money the hlgh spending schools spent on classroom teachers
before and a.cc& equalization appears uncnaﬁged -- $540 per pupil in 1971 and $53%

per pupil in 19714. Honever*, there vas a drop in the number of teachers in these

(‘

.’_.schools in ]:97'4'. Increases in teachers'! salam_es and decreases in enrollment dur-

———— _—

ing*the period from 1971-197% resulted in equalization dollars per pupil buying
fewer teachérs. But in the low spending schocls the story" was different: their
average expenditu.pe ivose from $398 to $508. (See Appendi::: ’If, Tablf"z 1)

In 1971 special subject teacher e@enditums had heavily ?avor’ed "Ehe | ,

- - [y S « 1A Ld .
high spending schools, with an average of $147 per pupil compared to £62 per pupil

in low spending schools. In 1974 the per pupil expeﬁdltures in high spending

-schools for spec:.al sub]ec ts had dr‘opped to $105, and the low spenulng schools

went up to $110. All the low spendmg schools had spec1al subject teache.rs in

1974, while 5 per’cepL of the high spendmg schools had none.
A ook at the regular budget funds spent on both classreom and special.
sub]e t teachers lpxoz\. and after eqmlluatlon shows a dramatic drop in the dif-

ference b(btwccn the high and low spending schools. Before equalization, the

-

.high spending schools had outspent the lpw by/about 50 percent. Now the difference

was only 3 parcent. - N

17 e




But Differences Remain | ) T

——— e e e — —— — — *

? . Judge Umc,ht r*ulc_d that each elementar'y school should be wisthin 5 percent

-‘,_ v

- OF the mean or average ‘for all the Dlstmct elementary schools. This 10 percent

"range was deSigned to give the school adrmm.stratlon some fleleilit_')} in assign-
ing personnel, and ~perﬂ:j.t :’.ndividual schools a bit of leeway in absorbing enroll-.
ment and staffing changes. 7 ) X

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

-

—system (See Appendlx IT, Tables 4 and 5.) If one mcasures the 38 study scnools

against the DlS"‘I‘lCt—Wlde mean in November, 1973 21 scnools are found to be out

of ccxm)llan e w:.th the Court order. 'I“m.r*teen formerly low spendmg schools fall

below the requl_r*ed minimum. Eight of the lormer'ly high spending schools were also

-

out of compliance: two were above the lzmlt, and six b=lo'1

=

thy is thls so? The school adxmnls"ratlon S repor't to the cou:c*t in

- <

December, 1973, had ;mdlcated ail schools in c\;npllanceg The prmca.pals reports .

of staff a..z.ually m;the schools on January 3, 1971; showed thcy vere not. An

analysis of the dlfxerenqes in’ the two,reports ShOWa a number of factors which

- N - - —_—

Throw schools out of compliance: ) - g ) :

” N -

. Missing Staff. Staff agsigned €6 the schools ‘do not always report Lo

that school or they do not render the :amo'unt of services indicated on the com-

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

assigning vacant positions to achieve compliance. Thre administration equalized by

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

»

)zacéz'rxci”es went unfilled, or they were filled but for leus monzy. than was origindlly
allocated. Oceasionally, ard inadvertently, staff positions were filled and lisisd

in the compliance report but *m_d srom funds outeide the reg sular c¥hool Ludget
(ﬂr\ theotyr Azt ke Aok aAd 1:1}-11-»* e e It e i B

4

UV [
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Take low-spending Davis scﬁoél.' A science teacher was assigned to_D;xvis ’

for 40,percent of his time. Tor SCme 1eason, that teacher did pot report to Davis.

A reading teacher, who had beentassigncd for 60 percent of time and salary (tloee

days), actually taught at Davis only two da;}s a week_ (40 percent). 'The school . .° ;
B . AR

adninistration also had allocated fundc for a readin_g pooltnon ard for 20 percér'{f”%f

the services of a lancua'oé teacher, but those positions were unfilled in.January?

The spec1al subject supexrvisors agreed there was little llRellhOOd of f:mdmg quali-

‘at, DaV1s at an actual cost er annum of $9,982, instead of the estimated $ll; 123

4

|
. ¥ied candidates for .then Furthcmore, the thll’ﬂ grade teacher vacancy was Cfilled |
. |

per annum, the average salary for a Distrdct of Columbla teacher. The result was, \\
an adciitional $34,121 teacher dollars, which the school should have received in °
services. (See Appendix II, Table 6.) . . R

Equalizincr at the Extremes. Rega}dless of size, schools equalized atf

the top or.bottom of the expendlture range are vulunerable whev‘e actual stafflng

4

differs from the staffing antlcmated at the time of the comp‘llance repor’c or if
" ‘enr*olhnent cnanges.  River Terrdce, f(}r eyample, a sm3ll school wrch an enrollment *
,: of 313, was equalled toward the, top of. the range (+4.40 _pﬂrcent) In January

a sp°c1a1 subject teacher, who had been assmned to the school for thru: ‘év:s . L 2

- was, in fact, at the school full—tme, puttmg the school out of compllance l;mer'){. '
[

f
/

. School,—equahzai toward tho bottom (-4.51 Dercent) , was out of compli Lame :Ln Januafy

a -

when enr'ollmﬁnt J.ncr\,aoed by 26 stulents Betwcen Octobcr 1973 aud Janucnoy J.;}?l&, .

Stevens School lost elgh‘;: chﬁ.ldr\_n but 1t would have L@en ou‘. of compllance had .
N A

it only lost one, since a-t }'._ad been equaJ.lzcd at the top of thz range (+5 percent,

or $699).

14
L]

Additional. examples ol some of the pmblcms are described in Appendixz VET,

- . ~
- i

19
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Pupll/Teacher Ratios .- _° o .
oo Overal’l puwcﬂeher ratlos have improved along with dollar equali-
z;'ztion- These r@t’/ s, once 28:1 for the low and 22: l for the ha.gh suendlng .

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

and 21‘1 for the hlgh spendlng schools.

*‘io.

W
2

»oalned sta.ff ka R - . e

Clearly, the Tow spending schools

- f,

xar

The pupll/classrocm teacher ratio reflects the same changes 'I’he

-

ratlo .Ln the. low‘spendmg schools' 1mproved -- from 28:1 in 1971 to 26 1 :Ln
197!& - and them spend:mg schools rofe¥~- from 22:,1%111 1971

_to 25: l in 1974,

»

The slight increase in the classroom size in the hl%h spendlng schools
probably rsﬂe"ts both the _nl}_al school administration pollcy to try +o main-

tain the p**e-equallzatlon number of classroom teachers wherever p0551ble and the
f

o i

deca.sa.on of pm.nca.pals and ccmrrmnl’cy gr'oups to favor low pupn.],/clas srocm teacher

" ratios. As a result, many,h1gh spendlng schools had to sacrifice all, or alinost

all of their special subj ect teacherf‘ in order to pay classr*oom teachers'

salarq.es. They would hazre Jlost more classroon teachers had they not suffered a

severe 80 percent cut in their special subject staff. -

b3

Some schools did not §choose this course of their own accord. In small

3
schools there is very little or&a.on about the number oi' clasoroom teacher*s, par-

tlcularly J.n s those s

.
’
Y % \ ~
o .
P \ -
‘e

. v

T3

(Sec Appendix IT, Tablc 8.

hools which have combined classes because, of low enrollments.

2

»
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“ disadvantaged children.

.
/
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Allocatlon of Profess onal Staff Not’ I“cluded In, Fquallz,atlon

[ an
bk d

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

o -

|

llbrarlans, special education teachcrs -- who had been distributed s0 unevenly P
. 9 - . . .

before'? : : N
D - . ‘ - i
In 1974 the high spending schools still heavily outspent the low, a fact

-

wm.ch m,ght be dlSCOm"aglnC" to ad\\zocates of court mandated change (See Apper‘dlx II

Tacleq 9. ) W‘nore the Court cud not order equity, mequlty was reduced but stlll

e

remains, *Tour yea.ro after the dec.lSlOP the high spending schools averaged $7l pcr' ‘

»

child for ‘support- staff, ’che low opendlncr schools $51. ‘ ¢

R

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

v

librarlans and \speech\teachers :_n 1971}.was 226:1, comoared “to 312:1 average in

\\ ©

the low speﬁdmg scliosis: 'I"“low spendmg schools, with appro:»\lmately three times
ST~

—

‘the enrollment of the high spendlnc' schools* have lscsuchr. teachers - or an.average

™~

\.\ .
913.1 instead of a 34911 pupl_/staff ratio. »Tbese ratlosresu]t from a policy of

v\ \ﬂ

assigning support pQSltlons to a bulldmg, and not on a par pupll bas:Ls O

—_—— e e e = N R
<

47 The District School System now receives about $10 million a year in.
‘ " i . .

e

RO AR ° y 8 N va . T
Title I (of the Elementary and Secondary School Act, of }966) funds. Since 1971~

1

1972 these moriies have been concentrated on reading and math staff i.n those schools

-

determined Ly. tﬁc aqru_nlst“atlon to have the highest conccn ratlon of edueat 1ondllj
‘ - ] «

NP
<
- - [

" In ~l97? oreryear after the eghl-‘ilization decrae, the Office of Lducation - .
. /
t/ightenﬂ tlw e c'u.'lat;xons Ior Title I s p\.I .’llng) to enzyre that the funds would Sup-

LY

‘plepent ,Locml schenl d'LG'tI"LC{” f;mds. 'lhf.-: regulations stated ‘that the average

'Rl - ”

C’{)"'ld.LLuP” x «r pupll fol L,taff ;u: I‘;tle L oChOOl lo no lc s, than minus 5 percent

s e




While the intent of this_ Title I guideline closely reoembles that of the

Wpigh_t' decme, the fonnulas for .computmg, compllance Ci.}.ffel"{ (See_Appendix II, f‘hart A.)

e

E

To comply with the Wright decree, tne pnr pupil expendlturc for teacherc‘

S

salarles (classroom and opccml sub]ect tcachers5, mcle:m;' long'ev.rtv payments ard '

/.

\'\

.

‘ dltures in the non-Tltle I schools be equallzed Furtner, in computing _the mean,

)’

fringe benefits, must be equallzed in all elementa.ry schools within plus or mmus

§ percent of ,thé mean per pupil: expenditurc for all elementary schools. To comply

o

}./with Title I regulatcions, the per pupil expenditures for salaries (base salary onl)y)

e

for' all msmcuonal stafi' (teachers, adnunlstrator's llbrdrlaps, etc.) in the /

‘; e

’I‘ltle I schools only must be at, least 85 percent of 1he x‘uan expendlturc for. the non-

""I‘;Ltle I schools Thus, the Title I r'egulatlon.:. do not requn_re that per pupil fexpen-

long,evn_y payments and benefrts are not mclu&ed . . sov

: 'Ihe hsshmgton, D.C. school admmlstratlon cléims that the diffe;qences

between “the twol co}lotrain‘ts make it impos 31b1e to meet both snmultaneous)y In_com-

s

plymg with the tvo, it now pr'c_parcf separ*ate. reports. To satisfy the Wr*lg,ht dccme,

-

it caldéulates’ cxpendlturcs per pupil on the basis of actual enrcllment in the second

¥

week ‘of October, adjusts teacher alloYatlon acco*dmgly, cmd then submits reports tc

the School Poard and Court Jowmg how mstrucilona.l r*xpoml turcs are equalized

< within the required range. It then calculates how far the comparability requirc-

N

ments are iet, and “reshuffles staff:once rro:t"e ‘to satisfy ‘them (in 1973-1974 it
*found sume extra fL.nds ai oho last moment and SO wac able 1o add Title I school
Staff , rather than reshuffle) J'Jhen moving, teachers to comply with Tit].c I, the

school. systen can easily move i't%f\o‘ut of compliafice with the Wright decree.

'3 . -
» 3 -
+
v

Equalization and Academic Performnance ’

“

1

Judgm nts about the effocto of equalization on dCde mic performance ace

_—

/

/

3
\

A
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¢ ' ) .
testmg s However thcy dld continue the standar\llucd te: ‘ng of a small represcn- |

tative sample of the children (10 pcrcent of grades 1 9). Like other cltles L

3

)

unaffected by equalization or\krs, the results ll’]dlCate that the rcadmv performm]ce

of students in the District has cOntu‘pued to decl;me In 1974, except for a small

.improvement in the first and second g}"ades tested, District pupils ovep-all. scoz*ed
) . ) v )

¢

two years‘below the Bational norm and 1.9 years behind the normm for big-city’scliools.

. \\ - « ° ° - . i
Thege resu.}ts have serious limitations as measures of effects of equal-
. : ' . > “
ization. Data avallable/ in the compliance reports, which rank schools in quintiles
< N » .

2
2

~alcording to reading performance, indicai:eiha;tmaCéfl‘iflii&’LQYf’-jncnt among high and low

Sendi s randen . C o B .
spending schools appears ra_ndom. In the low spending schools in the study, two moved .

A}

up a qumtlle, nine moved down a quintile, ‘and nine were urchanged. . In the high

- *

, spending schools, five moved up at least one quintilc, one moved down, and twelvc

were unchanged: In view of the “types of resources shifted and thc difficul t.LCo J_n ¢

-

actual ccmpliance,® it is not surprising tlat no effect on performance can be shown. ~

Fqualization: To Sum Up

Despite the obstacles facing it7in 1971, the school system *has made“a
7 . Fs
smcefe ef. for*t. to comp’Ly with the equallzatlon decree . As a resull, the distribu-

+ ~tion of regularVyudgetimonies spent for tcachers 1n Lhe District of Columbia has

improved greatly s:ane the Weight decree of 1971. o .

% . \

Before equczluatlon there was a 49 pemcnt. diffcrence Letwcn the per pupJ'L

expendlture in the hlgh spcndmg and low spcnimg scliwols in the D.C. L,ltlzens Com--

-

- -

mittee sample study. Aftcr equalization, that differcnce had dropped to-3 pereent.

v

".

o (See Appendix II, Table 9.) While all the schools were 70T in compliance, ther hal

been a significant reduction in the incguitics in exwpaditures.  Initially, high

paid classroom teachers had been cxclianged for less expencivé onco, teachas had

.




- a fairer sy:,tem, it has no‘L had a engnlf icant. cducatlonal eff ect Equallt.atlon

‘/. ' ’ ‘" .
B \ . s N . { ..:A . %
been added in low spending schools with high pupil/teacher ratids and special o -

jec\t teachers had. been mdistr*iblited By 1974 the formerly 1ow apendlng schools -

o

enjoyed more Qf Lhe specml subj Ject teachers' services than cud the Lormer'ly high

- g_‘

- e ]

spendlng schools mny\ed‘\whlch hcld suffer\.d severe losses.

. The fac.. that m:my schools were not :m compliance wﬁh the lwlrluht d‘_c;rh'*

-

in 1974 --’or at any given pomt in time -- - seemed a result of adrm.nls trative lefl-

. . b

culties. By and lcmge, the school systcm lacks n,l.mble school-by/school lnrorma—
tion. Before equala.zauon the school administration had no .,cnool-by-f*chool mfor‘-

. -

imation system, and many of its suppor*tcvs hoped Lhat it would use *the wmght dccree

?

and Title I constr'a:m'ts to clemon strate its 1y sed for one. But though there have . !

O

been some :merovcmants, it ’1s stlll a cumberwo;nm task to px~ov1c.e the C?ur't or the

\]

‘ B

.
¢ { -

fcderal Of fice ‘of Education wrth accurate school—-by-ochool data \

Teachers, pmnc:.pals admms'l:mtors ‘ Board members and community

—

k] - [
.

leadens’ :-- mcludlng Hobson -- all feel that while equaliz .ation has :_"eSUi,ted' in

has secured an apprwommate 1y équak alloc:tlon of 'LeaChCP dollars from the regulan
budge“c to each elementary sctool. This is in 1t£‘(-»1f a mcnop dclm.vmx‘r»nt theve _ - i

- i
[y
e . . %

Jare few school dl..»t'l”lC‘l:“ in the Unltu:i States vhieli can elaim such equality.

— R 1 »
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" IS 'THERE ANOTHER WAY? ' . ‘ : .o

- <

_As the District school system has stmggled with pmblems that at times

-

seem 1o overwhelm 1t, as it has tmed each year to satisfy both the Wrigat decree

and Title I "COIH[)’iI‘&blll’Ly" r‘estralnts -2 shuffling and r*cshuf"llng ieachers cmd

N -

placatmg ‘Darents V.Q\fmed aboui all the disruption -- Jnany have- wondered if 1.hdn,

4

-

1s not another way Yo equal educational oppor'tum.‘cy ‘ CO AL

R D.C. Cltlvens study suggests ihat any move toward modla.ylng or f :md_.ng

-

alternatives to the Wright decree in the D:Lstmct. of Colunbla shoulq consider ‘the

- ) - , 1

- following. ) : . .

o

. An Expanded Information System . . EA . S

-~

R;Lght now the many par*ts of the school sysiem dealmg with Title I and

L R ’

Wright decree compllance --.the payroll office, the T:Ltle I offl‘ce the Bqualua— e

_‘ tion office —- all keep separate files, ard the 11nkq between them are ienuous ’I'o
(- b
‘comply wn,th both the Court order ard the Title I gu:LdelJ.nes, the Dlsi‘olct must have

e By

accurate, up to dalte information 7n one place ThlS :mformatmn should be qum:ﬂa—.

“ ~

tive as well as eurrent, and should :anlude stati stlcs on a school—by-‘,d‘ool bagls

'Settmg up such an information « j:;.tem is well wi Lhm the means of current comoutc,r

-

technology A centralized mfomaiwon system need not mm:m c;nur-alu zedt dcc:m:\ow

making; on th;\éontrar'y, a well de 1gmd mfor'n ation system could give locﬂ .chooi

authorities: not on] v accurate mfomad«gn abnu-_ their mdw:dua] schools, 'but als

fact v.on the vamay of optiong available tc them.

.

A centralized: information syaten Should be eatablichrd in th- Digirie
of Columbia achool svatem.  The pranent quapem s Iinfemmnt Tan w5 gt e
D - - - - . - . L » -
- ’ > .
~ . 5 e - . i .
- - . . 25 .

g

&
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, . )
ands retrioval must be mxderpizeds Ih'.a- from the personnel office, the Title I

vl w7 i

office, thvﬁ Payroll office,* the rc"eamh D]anmnr and dew.}orm nt off ic-e, the

.e_‘Llldl"dtlon off1ce an'l the budwet oi” fice must all be morged into a eceptral ‘f:LJﬂ )

Programs must be demgned to 1nd1ca1”e "at the flick of a switch," conphar\.e statua

wJ.ih ihe er;m decree or Title I gu:.d\_lmeo. > i . . <

-

g r N >

" A Sinjge Compliancd Office - ~ - B

. Now, two separate officos prepare cémpl iance reports for the Court and
for. the Office of B:iucatiéx;,. Neithe¥ office ta 'e., an active role in the work of

+he other. For example, ’in Januar'y 1975, - school admm;stratlon officials moved *

. - M

;.- teachers to equalize unc}en‘éc'he ‘Court: bn:‘ier, anél moved other teachers™in Febwdapry

to atlsfy Title I wi t:hout First findihg out whother these transfers put the schools

’

out of compllance w1th the Court order. ‘ .

>
» »

. ' Rmf;bermor\,- dumng tne pasL four years of ec;udlzatlon, the school adminis-

,,l“; .

n*at:cbn _hag equaluad the schools on the baels of attual crzmllirc-nt of students Tas

-

. of one day :m Octobar, "l'he 6bxr‘mliance offize hps rout.m-;ly received notice of per—

' gonnel chang,es dummr the year, but the effect of these’ ‘ch:mges on equalization in

the schools has not .pcan cons 1dgrcd at “the time the chcum 'S are made. -The result has

’

-

LT

been that in the following Octobg,. s the m*’mv:.dual uchool miy agaan bz out of com-

<

1Jﬂnce and tcc.cx\qrs rmved . Sone of this dic 1‘upLJon myh* be r'*'iur‘cd if the p v
P

=

pup.&l «_xpfin'}luur’e in all oi' ; the x.l-.:,uaw cchools is monitored constantly and all
N mnve.mﬂn‘cg oul of comul iance noted az ihc, oogur a;’.r’ waken into eonsidera ion vien
. ;
further persor ‘:ul chmges are made. - . * . o .
¥ A sinolo ey 311,.3_@:: OffinoniAa T b et U fee the Tictpict D R | -

N

]

) A - - . . . . . ',
Systaom reeconsitle for both COrd T anm y mwreot ine arel peaplil e
S CAKUE RSl LS RS 4
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; Establich a eontral mfomitlon {ile which r'ontc.mv dll data on a

p

'-‘chOOl—by—‘:ch"ol b;s is for v‘u.ch Judge !h*lght n.q'ue:tn,d eapc.nhiure rcoor'tv' all
\
regular bu:}g t funds, Impact Aid, Title I, and otbor Fedcral funds. I

. Assux\_ maximum verification of bChOOl—by"oGﬂOOl data, as well as

s ¥

opportunitiés for school comparisons hy: . .- .
.\ .*\ - »

. -- Publishing a resource allocations directory at least twice ,

% d M

) ) R a year, listing the specific resources allocated to the scheol's .

from all sowrces as mquired for Wright decree cempliance -- ‘-" )

'.

a direccory detailed ernough to allow for school-by-school veri-

>

fication by narrow, not genéral (i.e., "instructional staff"),’

. categories. | . -

-- Setting up a committee at each échool similar to those formsd

‘.vt

to regomma ‘CQU&ll?{‘thn priopities, to review school renorrt.:,

= - - .

' , and verif y the actuai ar-mval of teachers'at school. sites

’ 5

Identify those schools with s significant *iuctuations in emol‘]mpnt

A

-

during the course of the year and c,auall e thoce Scheols within a narrower range

&
. % .

t
4

than pluc or minus § percent. . . .

. Allot vacancy dollar values cosparatle to the cost of a gubstitute .

teacher or the a_\'}ér ape calary ot tLuCh”" wo £ill vacant pocitions, rathar thon

N : *

comparable to tne averdane nalary 01’ all le‘-trict roeachnrs. - .

~

. Keop the equa j1ization rcru roowrint by runping roports promptly

-

wWhen ohifts duye to reliramt, Aears,lc e,y OF Letd Larang, OLor. ~
) . .

b -

aant o~

VL Aoswe tnab no oeleols ar squudin bat the aftyanes.

-
.

O

ERIC - o ,, .
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Re’cur'n to the Oox:ot o Tt T

’
-

LIt 1§ hard to ”flnd anyone enta_rely satisfied wn.th the equal:.zat ion pro-

» a o

. cess °now in effect in .ﬂ}e Dlstmct of Oolumbla. Though equallzatlon has achievedr

M 4

Y ea goeat deal, it is criticized for tnree m.:mn reasons: the sl,ufv“n\;, of teachers

Y& o2 -

dumng ‘che cOur.;e, of the year, the lack of spec1a1 subject teachei's .in some

_sehoo_Ls;& ancl the dack of attentlon be‘.mg paid to youngsters with special needs.
- o ,Is 1‘55)Doss1.ble to dev1se anotner plan that would both gatisfy_ the Count's

™, .
~ .

de‘sme to. provn.da "equal educatlonal oppor"umty" to all District school chlldre_n

>

-

and sa‘elsfy the communw s des:re fpr "effectlve schoels“" Is, thene a better

/) ~ _.Q . . . . .

way? . . - . o, -

rl . . v

. .
'+
,-—..__.__._.__.—._-—.———_._—— . 2

‘\.. - PR

Washmgion S equallzatlon“plan now l:r’eato all ¢hildren as 1f they viare

e\gotly alJJ\e and malkes no allowances for 1nd1v1dual needs. . N

~ \

<~ ' .. [The school adxm.nl traulon has mdlcqt'ed mtercst J.n a plan based on the
v, - X .

educat_}xonal *heorv of "mconm:nsuramll*y" - a heo"fy whlch hold that all chil- ¢

— .
" u" -

~ drem. vary, 1n ablllty and 1earnmg pace over time, and therefore education must be
‘ ~ . .1 " M <

- :indi\i}.dualimd. Any such plan must meet the Court‘:, criteria of being, "specific

»

- = - ": I

"measarable and cducatxond" ly justii ldblO" ard’ "reaoonably ‘designed in subst tantive

. . P

pauit to overcome the gffect of past dlecr:mmmt.lon on U*e bacis @; socio-cconomic

. .
s
v . N . 3

, * and racial status'.. S o
waR> 1 4 ‘e * <
rx r ¢ -
g IR ( ;iany ste tes have tm(xi to ‘Lndl.Vld alue euucat:on through dleburcement
b fo"ffndlas .which att.empt to allocate morc dollime to those students with more needs. LT

> Genevall Vs tne.w fornmulas V"lght. facior'o such as the cocts of eoucan.ng childeen

‘s B . 5
-

w -
. e . .

) RN Lot .- .. e R ‘ FEEEE A CRE Ty,
'/ ‘)‘. . . , ‘ ,

"
' o Of duferent aﬂe or de ferent typc (prerchool, bll-.mm al, poor, Mo al, hardi~
J

4 « - .

f\.-’ . P ) P e L

- =V ] NI v i . . - £ M
gl Io7 David Hewkins, 4o Watuce and The Seore of Tdacation, Yearbook, MHational
i~ . Sceietyfor the Studv of Tducation, 1377. "

ElC . - -
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‘A plan mlgh't address itéelf to the. services actually.offered school.

en, mthef than “the dollars avai],aﬁle to i:heir sch'ools.

. I d

.

» The voucher system 1s an example which glves par\-_nts the optlon of :

® 4

"opur'chas:mg" educathnal programb, as in the Alum Rock (€alifornia) exper-lment

LY

Tﬁs‘cmct of Columbla S "sn.x school p,ro3ec1_" is an attempt to provide all
(‘ €

chlldz’en in an area equaL aceess “i:o all prog;:‘ams

-

< PIRGR Y

-

‘Can We BnDhasue Ldacatlonal S‘tablllty"

-~
)

Prequent sh:.;t«lng of teachers has beeri the cause of much Qf the dis-

Y

An mproved mi'ormatn,on system wm.ch Drova.des

’

' f . satisfactlon w:.th the decree

constaritly, up-—dated mformatlon might help by alerting School° ta poosz.ble

L3

allocation problems as enrollments chance ’ .
v
S ‘ . |
- -~ o -
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. Th:Ls b]f*1 ef raport sumarizes the result of the fnrst parft of a two-

S,

parft study, de51gned to exdnme what has hapmed in the Dlstmct of Columbia
as a result of th=> Wright decree on r.quallzatlon experdittures., The second part

of’ thé stt.dy, noy in pmfrr'ess, w:J.l use the fmdmgs of this report as a basis

H

.for proposing poss:.ble alternative plans for resource allocatlon which the

Distrigt of ColumbiZ might adopt to assure tQ all students eyual opportunity
a quality education.- ' - . ) . s

One of the objectives of this study has been to examine the inf{luence
- .l\v . -“ b 4
of the Court on educational policy. It is clear that the Courts have played a
centr*aJ role in the District. o:. Columbia's quest for equal educatlo'lal oppor-

tunlty for ail its pupils. Frcm Plessy v. Ferguson to Hobson v. Hansen, the

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

I

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

. to "mtegraL.Lon," to "equal dollars." Tre underly.mo I"‘.OthILlOI'l for these Court

\

orders was thf:. ssumnption th..t chan"eb :Ln 1npcn_ would cause changes in educa—

- tional ouz.put as measuned by academic achieven ent and school retcntion rates.

’ Educational, achievement of children in the qu‘rlct of Columbja public
schdols ha not improved . monstrably since the initiation of Hobson's suit
against th2 system. Coux't intervantion did produce otl"“ rzsults.
=
-

- The end of the "tra }'um" gyctem.

. Th2 reduction of over\::ro:-:dlng in o area of thoe city. ,

. L]




. An improvement in the allccation of resources in the elementary ,
schools.

. Some _improvemﬁt in fhe data base andl an increased demand for fur-
" ther ijnprovemehé. , - ’ )
Muc}u—still needs to be done to achieve compliance with the 1971 decree .
_and with Titl‘:?, I requirements. . Khile instituting improved procedures might well
resulf in the actu_c}l dollar eqﬁalization of schools for both formul;ts g(br' will
at least hlgn.llght the difficulties inherent in complying with both), it is

doubtful that movz_ng present resources from place to place will in itself effect

o~ —e2s In educational outccmis.'

&
3

p=
31
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-~ APPEN ‘DIX I ’

g
2

o

INFORMATION TO BE INCLUDED IN COMPLIANGE REPORT TO THE COURT

.

UNDER 1971 HOBSON DECREE

& ~

Y

.

A. By October 1, 1971, per pupil: expenditures for all
teachers salaries and benefits from the regular D. C.
budget in any eleméntafy school shall not deviate more
than plus and minus five percent .from the mean of all__ -
. elepentary 5cho6Is. - -

5

.
»

B. Schools may deviate more than five percent only
with adequate justification presented to the court.
Such justifications shall iaclude: -

1. Provision for compensatory education for edu-
cationally deprived children. ’

2. Special education services for the physically
or mentally handlcappea or other "exceptional
_”hlldren._

- -

3. Deviation that is accounted for solely. on the
basis of economies andidlsecdﬁ?mles of scale.
c. Computation of ekpendltureo per school will be based
on classroom teachers and special qubject ‘teachers and
total average daily membership.

A. The schonl shall present to the court and the plains °

tiffs in October and June of every year a report indicat-

ing the admipistration's compliance with the court order.
The report shall include at Teast the follewing informa-
tior for every schoolt: -
‘4 - ’

Qe name, > .

b. census data on ne:bhborhood

c. average oiily membership, « \

. d. nunhoer and percentage of children by race,
e. _percent of capacity of building being <
utL!L/oo, .

f. total n.aber of teachers,

g.  pupil/teacher ratio.

k. total overating ¢xpenditures ?rnm the
repular dude~t, S

32




"ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

e

4.  total ‘expenditures for all teachers' °
. salaries and benefits from regular
. . . .budget,
- k.  per pupil expenditures’ For tcachers
. sdlaries and benefiLs from Lugular
budget, \
- 1. toL§l expenditures from impact aid, -
- m. total expenditures from Tltle I, \T*C\*
_#A:fg—n."*ﬁer pupll expenditures from T1Lle I .
o. -cotal expenditures from UPO, s/
p.- per pupil expenditure from UPO,

q. total expenditdre; from all sources, and
,r- per pupil expenditure from all scurces.
. i .

+

B, _ The report will includg‘the mean for all schools «
or teachérs salaries and benefits from regular.budget
funds and the five percent upper and lower aollar )
bounds from that mean.

C. Any changes in computing data from year to year
will be prominently disclosed. |, .
Ard finallyf{"At some future time, the Board
and the school’ administration may adopt specific
. _.measurable and educationally justifiable plans :
4-vhich are consistent with the present order. At
~such time, upon a prima facie showing that the
plans are réasonably designed in substantial
part to overcome the effect of past discrimination -
on the basis of socio-economic and racial 7tatus L
¢ the court may modify the present order." =

¥

G
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: - APRENDIX IL . _ e

The Data .
e 8t

*

;
¥
|
Judge\ Wr~1ght s 1971 decree Iocused on classroom and |

spec1al subj\qct teachers pald frem regular budget funds.
h \ g {

The regular buiget constlfutes approx:Lmately 75 80 pe:nce
of the total schtil Jbudget. The other 20-25 pement "of th\e

school budget is erived from Impact Aid funds (2-5 piarcent)
ar;d ca;c‘egorical Peci}érél grants -- monies targeted for par-
ticular groups to meét specific needs (e. g., ESEA ‘:I'itle I,
NDEA, Agrigulture Lunch Aid grants). ',
Dat%{ on expe'ndi“cwe‘% for this s_tu_d)} were 1co:l.}:‘ec‘ced from
‘the followi:ng sources: the November 1973 canpligce report

submitted to the courts b’y the school systun, Lhe individual

~

- school menber ship' lists submt'ted by school pmnclpals for
. N
March 1971 and January 1974; the payrolls for March 1971

and ,&tober 197_3, and the March@ 1974 comparability report

submitted to the USOE
. The study used the ter'nmology for professional staff
~"used Dy the District of Columbia:
(1) Admmlstratlve -- principals, assistant pm.rcnpals,

comnunity cooydinators.

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

(3) Special f‘ubjem Leaclmro —-- art, foreign languages,
langyage arts, sdiencc, music, physical education, *

readdng and mathemitics, inclaling reading and

)
-

k<

s




e

£

-~

(u)

(5)

Support staff - llbramans, coun«elor S soq:ial workers,

51ght and hear:mg therapists, psychologlsts, spg_ech

teachers .

hearing therapists constituted such a small.percentage

©

«

of the support staff ass:.gned to schools that for thc

pur*poses of thls study they were omitted from dur data

tabulat ions.)

Spécial Education staff.

~

o

T

~

-

-(Social workers, psychologists and sight and

@

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

4

A

resource?/that went :mto a/school over the cauise of a year. Thus,

>

R

-

vacancy that shows up m ‘our March 1971 or January 197'4 data may be

filled at another tm, or a filled, posnlon may become x?acant

The
L

school s /yatem repor*ts "pro;;ec‘ced emendltupos" toai‘he Cour't It does

notmf)l] ect - actual e,xpendlﬂmes on a ochool—by—-cchool ba51s

W

at 1nd1v1dual points in time and to not represent a picture of the actual

pl’)"

The 67 elcmentaxy c;chools (57 reocent of the total) “that, based on

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

extremes of the

according to their per pupil expenditures

£
1

.- spending of these

teachers included in cqualization.

schcols were

District's spendum scaie

for 1970-1971, M.BPQ pan}\ed

for the salaries of all
“ -y

The 20 hi{;’best and the 20 lowest

} ected for our case study. After

collacting all the data for the 40 sct-ols, a rumber of problcms Anvolv-

Yhese schools Gere eliminated and that group was reduced to 18 schodds.

n

™~

e
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APFENDIX IT . _
CHART A : 5

. COMPARISON -OF 1971 HOBSOQN DEGRER COMPLIANCE AND TITIE T

GUIDELINﬁS COMPARABILITY FORMULATIONS ;

P ~ P

'l§7l Hobson Dacree

Title I Comparability ‘\

o

What Fund
.Source?

~

What Staff?

-

Wh%l%: Pay?
What Mean? .

What Criteria
© for Compliance?

«

&

Regular

°
e

<

e
Classroon

YR .
. T e
faoe Regular budget.

Yo, . ’ Imp‘:’lf:t md ?j

. =

. , )
‘teachers - Classroom teachers

Special subject Special subject teachers el

teachers

Base salary

Librarians ’
. . Psychologists
" Social Workérs - .
. Guidance CounseloYrs
Edvcational Aides .
Speech Teachers . -~ -/
Principals - /
Assistant Principals i
, Community Coorddinators

Base salary

Longevity payments ~ - S .
£i
benefits . A
District-wide Non-Title I Schools - -
L]

jﬁ%nmean per “pupil ]
salary expenditure . -

-

- Title I schools must be = ° (-

(including Jon- v - ==at least 953% of mcan per pupil

gevity)

solary expenditure (excluding
longevity) . .

v

=-at least 957 of mean pupil/staff
ratio .
e R . Y.

==95% of nxdn of instruetional
materials costs (if'neccssary)




APPENDIX II

CHART B

e . _ PROFESSIONAL STAFE BASED IN SCHOOLS

L3
i
!

Included in our Data

i
ot dncluded in our Data¥
) ;

Covered by Wright

Decree . e

Classroom Teachers*#
- K-6

Special Subject

Not Covered by
Dec;ee

‘ Support Staff.

~ Librarians
- Counselors
~ Speech Teachers

"/
Not Coveied by
Igecree‘
"

’

<
Support Staff
' = Psychologists
—.Social Workers
- Sight and llearing

Teachers ! Therapists
- Art -
- Foreign Specia} Educatior_ Special Education
Language ~ MIND (discrete classes)
'~ Language Arts - ‘School-Based: - Mentally- Retarded
- Musig —~ Extended Learning -~ Learning Disabled
- Physﬁcal. . — Crisis-Resource .
Education Y2~ Social Adjustment Administrative .
- Science - : : - Principals
" =~ Reading s ~ Assistaint
- Math Principals
. - Coumunity
. ' Coordinators
* ﬁxcept those supported by Federal funds.
*% In 197%—75 the District included preschool teachers
and teacher aides in their cowpliance report. They
were not included in our 1973-1974 data. '
] i R N \«,,__"“:t‘u
. « \\\
\'\
: : \.
\ )
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, CAPPINDIX TT T T
. *_ Table 1 ~%% A :
:“ SELECTED CHARACTERISTICS OF3LOW SPENDING SCHOOLS - | T
e - 1971 - '
. < - e . N . . ‘”‘_-
- N e - T — 5 T Y s N
School Enrollment:/ Reading Group—z-/ Hedian Fymily == o Blacl@i/-
. 3 Tncome -~
., ANACOSTIA R < !

. " Regular ‘ 5o, F ¢
Davis - 306212 3 foseal 100.0
Kenilworth 2928 5 6875 99.7

. Ketcham : 9544 4 . 9148 ( 97.5 . »

. Kimball ) 998 5 2 71564 - 98.3

o Nalle . ° - 941 124 8675 - 100.0

- Orx 385 3 9450 93,7

Simon 1079 P03 a 8686 98.9

= Smoth&ax;s - 596 ) . 1 818¢ ) 99:9

U e L. esors . 23 69445 ' .
MEAN 851 T 2.9 8681 98.5 -

" ANACOSTIA ' _
Project ’ . : .

. Congress Hgts. 973 v 2 8102° ) 94.7

) Draper 1027 3 7010 _ 29904 4

! McGogney " 851 4 8037 99.4
savoy 1043, 3 8022 99.8

A TOTAL 3894 12 31171 e .
MEAN 974 .3 7793 98.3
., . CENTER CITY ‘o
‘ ' Model ;
. ’ .
Bowen 19 3 8077 v 84.6
Tubman ‘ 893 ) 5 6072 97.8
+TOTAL 1712 8 " 14149
MEAN 856 l 7075 91.2
2 Bt ™
1/ ) g
="March 1971 membershin,
-;‘)-/Lewin Quintiie Ratinrs; 1 15 ‘hig,h.:st, 5 lewest, )
- ! ’ *
i/OcLohc:r 22, 1970 rewhership.,  (March perccﬂlazr-s“.were not available.)
O .o
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2/ Jewin Quintila Ratings; I is highest, 5 léwest

_&/ 1970 census data.

4/

a

»

~

3. .

" ~ ’
APPENDIX IT . - . -
'l‘able 1 "o 4 3
A SELECTED CHAR.-'-.'C'E?ERISTIC-S OF LOW SPENDING SCHOOLS
- = / (continued)
-1 in ] i I{
School : Enrojzl’:xent-'-'-/ Reading Group-?'-/ Median Fa }.ly 4 Black—d
’ PN . Income = o ,
CENTER CITY - - X
Regular . v .
¥ .
Emery 926 3 8466 .. 96.6
. Lenox 296 4 9029 " 98.4
Noyes 650 - 2 " e 9850 100.0
_ Rudolph 948 . . 2 . 10067 99.4
/ Slowe 802 -3 10301 . 98.6
i “valker Jones 639 .. 3 5734 - " 97.8
TOTAL 4261 17 53447
, MEAN 710 2.8, . 8908 "98.5
20 SCHOOLS . : .
'TOTAI 16674 60 168212 1954.5
20 SCHOOLS . . . S .
MEAN 834 3 8411 ' 97.7
'MEAN ‘sLL D.C.
ELEMENTARY . R ° , ‘
\SCHOOLS 650 2.5 - 9583 92.6
4
1/, 71 ey .
=" March 1971 membership.

>

= Qctober 22, 1970 memberghip.+ (March percentages were not available.)
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: - ' Table 2 o : |

- SELECTED CﬂARACTﬁRISTICS 0§ HIGH SPENDING SCHOOLS '
: 1971 o - ®

-—

- ——
ES

K School Encolloency! . Reading Grouﬁg/ He%ian Fagily 4 Black/
‘ = . L NCOME — _

ANACOSTIA - v voo - . ',‘
Repular ) : i : ' . B

Nichols Ave. ., 244 S SO 1 " 8022 ™ 100.0 i 1

River Terrace _ 4038 = -7 2 soe To% 10772 99.4 . 1
' 3

5 1

TOTAL 652 » 18794~
MEAN 326 -, B ‘9397 - 99.7
- CENTER CITY. e N o
Modl

Lleveland 2
” «Garrison 7

100.0 .

- Vi O\ |~
=
-
v
xS
Ch
(9%
“
T
O
[ee]
b

Grimke 3 5 549§ 100.0
JHarrison 6 5 . . 65731 99.2
TOTAL™ 49 1% 24755 S

B
. "[ MEAN
N
. CENTER CITY
Regular

137 - 4.8 © 6188 - ' 99.4

Bowen 481 - .S 12908 + 99.0
Edmoads - [165 2. 1091y - 96.7

. Giddings 359 ~ 5 . : 6844 \? » 100.0
Petworth 469 Sl 2 " 10343 T 100.0 .
Stevens - 216 ot 2 13139 ) 74.5

: - E-] vtj '3
TOTAL ° - 1690 16 . 54}45 -

MEAN 338° . “3.2 0 - 1.0829° 94.0
. ] - . : | 3 . Y
/ ’ ‘s ' >
stavch 1971 nemborship.

/ A - ' L. -A‘ '

> ?
Lovin Quirti%e gntzﬁgs; 1 is highest, 5 lowast
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. Table 2 o ,
. SELECTED CHARACTERISTICS OF HIGH SPENDING SCHOOLS o /
S . (Continuca’ X
1 N . . . , 7 3 . : o 6“ ) . ’ .
) = B A Y . 4
School ) Enmllment:l-/ Reading Group*z"f ~Median Fagily I,' % Black—/
CoT Incone = ' -
. ] ) ] i o o
| WEST OF THE PARX- S | :
) Regular - : o - .
» . H .
) Fillmore =~ 125 1 17352 ‘ 54.1
Hardy 157 ; 1 . 22207 [ 9 52.7
Hyde 108 : 2 21455 | -+ s9.8-
. Janney - 371 = 1 17443 + 25.1
. %oy . 153 : 1 26539 " | 30.0,
: sureh 571 1 17469 | - . 1I10.8
*SCOdderc hd 149 . 1 17049 s ¢ 6.3 H
- - ! . :
TOTAL ~ . 1636 L 8 139514 1,
N owEAN 26 1.1 29931 | R 3kl
.. 18 scuooLs : v : S / S
. TOTAL 5727 46 237208 / ¢ 1305.8
18 SCUOOLS " - i/ .
MEAN - 318 . 2.6 13178 | 72.5
>, . . i
*MEAN ALL p.C. ) : ’ ’ '/
"ELEMENTARY . ‘ : ‘ / / :
. ScuooLs . 650 . " 2.5 . 9583 '/ 92.6
l’ e & - : n — " £y ‘7 7 .
A/ bd

1 . . s
. —/ﬁ March 1971 menbexsaip.
. . . )
' 2/

i
. . . . . P . /
.« = Lewin Quintile Rezings; 1 is highest,’5 lowest.

‘ » . r/
2/'1970 census data. ' : //
Xy '

“ October 22, 19% marhership.  (March percenlages were not availables)
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. . APPENDIX II .
TABLE 3 .
. PER PUPIL EXPENDITURES - s
1971 . o s
i
E . T i
t , . o ) .
o Equalization Staff .= '
L o ’ Special Federally
o Classroom Special Subject Support Education  Funded
‘~ Teachers Teachers . Total Staff Staff =~ Staf.af Total
Low! . : o - ) - .
(16674) $398- $62 8460 $35 S 7 814 $516
- i - : P '. .7 : .
-\ R s‘\ M . \ ~ ? ! ! . * .
+High 8510 '$147 $687 - $67 $ 21 $21 §796
8727y .. - p . . .
’ - " . v
C * a3 :
Pel"'CeIl't ° o * . ,l‘ < 9“
Diffierence . 49% 91% 200% 50% 5u%
+ - - . _ a . =
Source: _Compiled from March 1971 official school membership list. and /
' official March 1971 payroll. L, /
) ) ' B ’ \“—‘ - /
. - a‘ * e !
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APFINDIX II

Table 9

PER PUPIL EXPENDITURES

!
\ . 1971
| . .
R T
i Support » Special pd Federal]:y
- Equalization Staff Education Funded Total
- Staff . Staff Staff .
. .7 . < . C e d
Low . i = o
(16674) $460 $35 97 T4 8516
o , |
High ° : \ ‘ // )
:(572‘7) $68'7 F $67 $2[l szl: :' $796 ’
Percent ! .
. /blafercnce - '["S:Z ~ 9Ly ,20075 50% 54%
/\‘\\\ - \ /'
- . s T r——— AT ‘l
1 // ;
Source: Cornpllec. from March 1971 off1c1al school mbmoershlp lists a'xd . :
. otf1c1al Marc‘l 19 /l payroll’ : -
/ - . - s
;oo " PR PUPIL FXPENDITURES
) o . 197&
/ e ' : \ ;" Q K
. . . Support ! Specilal I{gderal
) "~ Equalization Staif iEducation Funds Total
' ‘ \ _
Low P, _ :
(14610 $619 851 4 §1A $26 $710
i
1 //
High b, \\ / " ’
(4951) 3639 $71 I 30 $45 $794
A
i !
|/
Perceat b -
. - - */ [ -
Difference 3% \ 39% . MR 73% 177
A ; £
» [ .
¢ Source: Coupiléd iron Jan Mgy ;")7/; o/ 7 l- o hu,l omberohio Listoy Octer o Yl
3 fy JOU7 e f Yoot b b eyt
O ainl Jonu. LS A Lot L Lo e

‘Y‘l!i FLA ‘ ¢
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* A CRITIQUE OF
"A QUEST FOR EQUAL. EDUCATIONAL OPPORTUNITY
IN A MAJOR UBBAN SCHOOL DISTRICT:
THE CASE OF WASHINGTON, D.C." 1/

o

To. date ﬁ%e Public School System of the District of Columbia has
not conducted a formal, systematic study of the impaca on D.C. pubiic
. education of a 1971 court decree ordering the equalization of expendi-
| turé in elemegtary schools of the District. Therefo;e, the D.C.

school administration welcomed research into the effects of equalizing .'7

-

per pupil expenditures by the Syracuse University Research Corporation,

‘the D.C. Citizens For Better Education, and the Educational Testing

L3

Service Eddcapion Policy Research. Institute.

I3

In anticipation of a scholarly, dispassionate report on the imple- N
_ mentation of the Wright Decree and its impact on the school system, the

"D.C. school aduinistrati%n'pooperaﬁed fully with the researchers,

-

3

granting full access to;school records, yublic: 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

a

. 2/ .
in a Major Urban School District: The Case "of Washington, Z.C., — fails.

-
st

1/ This critique has been coordinated and developed by Joyce Leader, Office
of Pianning, Nesearch, and Evaluation, Public Schools of the District of
Columbia.

g/ 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-
zatien case study, the case study report, or cited as ECS with appropri-
ate page references. ’

Q fSS)
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to _reéent constructive, scholarly analysis of the inpact of the equali-

*

zation.order.i ¥Q§E of the procedural recommendations made in Chaptef VI

are already being done by fhe school sygxem. Tnose that are nct in . ;

-

effect are either irrelevant to the court order or would require an
infusion of resogzsff\fnavgilable given current budgetary constraints.

>
-~

The comparison in Chapigf“V«of the allocation of résources prior to

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

o

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

allocation reported to the court in December 1973 and resources actually

- .

in the schools in January 1974.with no'discdssion of the variables that

=

——

’ %
oaie 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 equalization decree
. i ~ ]

(that bases expenditure computations on teachers salaries, including

benefits) and the U.S. bfficeEPE Education Title I Guidelines (that base
Y

expenditure computations on teachers salaries, excluding lonzevity and

benefits, and pupil/teacher ratios). The report’s conclusion that it is

el

pos3ible for the school system to comply uvith both fornulas is based on

»

hypothetical models so far from sound educaticnal practice and school -

. . \
sveten nolicy :s to be unrealistic. This tansential section fails to

efute the schoel systcm's contention that "allocation of resources to

~

-~
L3

312971 tath formulas is moot. . LT

"o ypeint ot Yhetval aad Interpretive errors that derive from subtle
i "5 of Loamuat2 and statistics, from the use of erroncous and incomplete

infecation, Uro- the cnission o rrlevant information, and from the biasad

60




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

.

to the case study. Therefore, this critique will highlight particular

nroblems with the report and offer ;nformation to clarify some of the

-

misleading interpretations.

Societal Context

- Limited and misused source material-for—information-on—the-hister—
. ) ) K p

ical situation of RBlack people in the District of Columbia results in e

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

’

the inequities of the présent. =~ - ) R
i ’ i .
In discus$ing 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—-.

N - s r—
i U

f had independent contro} over policy-making and fiscal_matters,"diverted
financial resources to the ”most.promising" students, éﬁdirejpcted
"integration” to protect black elitism. To support its c;ntentiéntthat
“... thé black (sic) school division adopted a policy of devoting a
large pefééhtége\Bf its meagre resources to those schéols it considered
we;; serving'the most promising students™ (ECS, p.16), the'report cites
an article about Dunbar High Scﬁool, an ali—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-neipghborhnod school,
were not children of middle-class professionals, wvere not light skinned

£
. Blache, and were not dbove average intellectually. MNor did the .school

——

: 61
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“have an undue share of the educational resources.

v RS

'Dunbar was of a segregated school systen, administered by whites at

Writes Sowell:

ERI
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’ﬂ. .
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{53, o
c Sy

the'ton and perennially starved for funds.

.(Sowell p 9)

gThe casesstudy also claims that historically "... black middle

'class‘teqchers preferred the "rewards” that came from teaching in

schools serving pupils who were more “éasily motivated to learn" (ECS,
« 4 % [

2. 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. . : .

qucational Considerations . <

3

“

The court's 1971 equallzation decree permitted the school, system
to seek~—vith adequate justiflcation —-exenption from equalization cal-

culations for schoolswin two categories:

. . -~

1. Schools which provided "compensatory
T education. for educationally deprived
pupils..." (327 F. Supp. at 864) s
2. Schools whose per pupil expenditure

~ varied from the city-wide mean by more
than + or =~ 5% where “'that variance...
is accounted for sclely on the basis .
of economics or disecononies of scale...!
(327 ¥. Supp. at 864)

p ¥

Chapter TV of the case study zeports charges that the D.C. School

Board disregarded these options and failed to incorporate considerations
1

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

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

X3
chose

: ] ‘
to deal with any such questions regardirg educational needs"

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 infdcveloping its equalization plan and incorporated educa-

tional considerations. The first compliance report, submitted by the

< -

D.C. School Board to the éourq October 1, 1971, explains the Bodard's

" . ! ~ ’
reasons for seeking no exemptions from equalization for any D.C.. school

- at that time. "

4

Two reasons were offered for seeking no compensatory education
y

exemptions. The terms of the 1967 court decision, bind}ng on the D.C. '

Public Schools, justified compensatory édﬁgation "to overcome the detri-

ment of segregation™ (269 F. éupp. at 515). The Board decided that, be~

cauze 95 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
© . x

as commonly undarstood, or on the other, forces the developmnent of more

L4

. . Y
snecific criteria to isolate schools with the greatest needs.” = The

°

Board also noted in its’ 1971 compliance report, that Federal fupds, al-

located according to need criteria and not subject to equalization unler

3

the 1971 court decree, " are used for contemporary programs basecd on the .,

-

needs of children.” 2/ _ ’ ) -

% ,

e
. . s
On the ques.ion of economies of scale -- an argument used by the

-~ .
s

3 g

D.C. scheol systen to explain the high per pupil ezpenditure of'small
. ,:_ >

N - : .
schools waer ~o o gr~d. to et of larse schools —~- the Roard ncted in

v

1/ Covpliawce Report, September 28, 1971, Tublic Schools of the District
" ¢f (olpvhia, flaghinaron, N.C., 1971, p. 39. . z.

- *
an
»

Thid, "‘VJ




.the 1971 Compliance Report: "As the Court notes, the amount of varia-

: tion in teacher costs per pup%l explained by economies of scale is

A -

’ unknown and the School!Board has chosen to See¢k at this time no exemp- ¢

/

A i
tions on grounds -of economies of scale.” i/
Heither of these decisicns was considered absolute or final. But

- t;me was a ‘crucial factor in planning the initial implementation. There

© " yere just four months between the May °5 1971 decree and the October 1

s
Y

reporting deadline. The court order permite thekschoql system to develop

cappr_oa_che’s to chalization other than the one.specified in the 1971 orders,

\ * -
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 cutrently in effect.

L]

During the initial period of policy development, however, priority

focused on minirizing disruption to the educationa; program, the students,

-

and the teachets who would return to school in September. In accordance

with.thié policy priority, the 1971-1972 school §ear équalization plan - ,
2/

‘exempted from transfer:

’ 1. Teachers in schools where per pupil

; . ‘ expenditure was already within + or
' - 3% of the city—wide\nean (contrary

. to a statement in the case study re-

oo

port, p.72).
. 2. Teachers trained with their principals
hd ’
as reading or matheratic mobili?atlon
ean leaders in accordance .with the.' _
city-w1de Academic Achievement Project. ‘
¢ - * ‘ - . '
. ’ . ~ 7
- 1/ 1971 Compliance “ewert, n. 38. ;.
. . . Tt T ~ .
e 2/ )ld p.3.
s 'w
- f , a
. . )
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3 A

. » Special subject teachers, though not exempt, were reassigned manually

. ] AN . A
by subject department "heads’ 'because assignment of special subject

in the subject areas." l/‘

teachers requires* compléx educational judgments
.. * ¢

Assignments'in these categories were frozen before the cdmpdéef simu~

lated alternative' assignment possibilitigp for the other eleméntary

3 . ‘e 4

classroom teachers. ' .

, e T o PR

From among the classroom teachers not ‘frozen intd their po

sitions,

. . . 5
a list of reassignments -was generated by a .computer programmed to

L]

consider: the staff experience mix at each school, punil téacher ratios ™

LN .

at each school, the percent of the staff that was BRack and male at

each school, the distribution of teachers at each level ¥, 1-3, .4-6)
. N N . N
in proportion to the number of students .at each level, and the dis-
Lot . 2
ruption to teachers that might affect. their perﬁogmance.-j For the
. , .
* 4 -~

opening of school in September 1971, the first year of équaliiat;on,

” . N i 4 .
fewer than 301 elementary classroom teachers, about 10 percent, were

reassigned. 3/

-

L

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

.

"from the 1971 Compliance Report to document its Chapter IV discussion of
B - &
equalization policyldevelopment. In fact,.the 1971 Compliance Report to

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

. .

the distribution of specilal subject teachers before and after adjustments

. )
vere madé for equalization. Reports submitted to the, court in subsequent

- v
A .
PR

" a

-
> N

Compliance Report »., 3. .
Thid. p. 50~5}; p. 3

Thid. p. 3. : . !
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4

‘ years are not cited at all. While th? chapter does include nine
- N . \i

references to School Board meetings held during éhe summer of 1971 in’ *

- the use of secondary sources: hewspapers. Nine sstatements in the chapter

<

A Y ¢
are document with reference to Washington Post articles‘aﬁﬂ«editorials;

Y s :
- . . s 4 . \

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

v =

discussing the management of implementation, heavy réliance is placed on
. °
This reliance on secondary source material in lied of primary source 2

materlal raises serlous questlons about the scholarshlp of the report,

the accaracy of its 1nformation base, and the obJectnv1ty of its analy51s.

"~
- R Il

) Equalization Implementation Procedures v

s

”

)

a5

, Nowhere in the equalization case study.are the on-going,administrative
protedures for implewcuting equalizqtion in the District schools explafned.
‘The recommendations offered in Fhapter VI (ECS, p. 177-180) for assuring

future compliance would have the reader believe that provisions for

accountability or continuous up-dating of information are currently non-
- N 3
existent: : - . : '

To the contrary, most of the recommendations offeréd are already -
. ' o
integral parts of the equalization implementation process. Although the . -
* ) . N i §
court requires schools to be equalized as of December 1 of each school

.
<

B 0
year, implementation is viewed as a continuous process. Thg main on-

.
-

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

. ..
, maintain accurate up-to-date information on the assignment of the more than
: : "

z * ’
3,000, elementary teachers and aides; the salaries and benefits

N -

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

T - R e
elementary schools. This data is collected, corrected, and verified
. .

during each spring and fall prior to thé-ruéllocation of resources to
Y .
4

’

< bring each #-lLonl into éhmplianc% with the court order. :

O
EMC v o I ’ )
. T . =Bl 2 66 : )
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e

The case study suggests in several recommendations (ECS, p. 179) that

4 b . /
>

the school system should oevelop the capacity td geneféte‘compliance

reports monthly to determlne which schools ate 1n ©or out of compliance
) ) l
” . at any given po1q€ in time, with the tatlonal thatkthls w111 "make the

- \. . December compliance less disruptive" (ECS, p. 179)J The school system

{e
| ~ N
. |
totally rejects thi suggestlon if it is int é ed to 1mp1y that resources o
. . .

L .
k)

should be shifted in\o or out of a school.every tloe the schoolislips

‘ \ . \ 's
. outside the legal per pupil expenditure corridor.  This would involve
"y ' N . oo ) ’
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 schocol system should monitor compliance with the court order, the

n//
- « . ,‘ /

»

/
) school system would agree. However, currently there~1s no monitorlng/
v ’ >

"\ ’ system distinct from the 1Tplementatlon process of

/

up-dating and_ /'

verifying computer ;nformatlon files. Funds have never been avallable
: ' ' ' - K
¢ for the data collection and om=site validation that would be required
" { *
for monitoring. In fact, since 1971,‘budget constréints have forced a -

. ) . ! o
. reduction from three to one in the number of staff éssigned to the -

-

- Equalization Office. ‘ i S

Analysis of the Impact of Equalization - )

\ The methodology. used in Chapter V of the case study report to .
\ .l ~ . ) . ‘- Ty .‘—.. - /
\\ analyze the impact of the equalization decree on the distribution of
3 -
"measurable educational inputs" raises serious questions concerning the

cholarsﬁip‘of the report. ~Problems include sample selection, misuse

-

data and. digression to a tangential issue totally outs1de ‘the

gpAacified research framework.

LRIC




The first part'of the impact‘analysis was to be a comparison, of

P Il

teacher ass1gnment patterns prior to*equallzation (March 1971) with

those of three school years later (1973< l974) The EEthodology was to
5

that is, schools with per'pupll ﬁé%enditures o

1 IS

focus on extreme cases,"

farthest from the c1ty—w1de mean. But instead of exami ing teacher

L]
< ’ M .

*assighment ‘patterns fn the "high" and "low" schools for both l97l and . .
1973 1974; the analysis follows schools des1gnated "hlgh" and "low on

the basis of 1971 data only. Use of’this saimple permits a change analysis

.
. -

of discrete cases only and precludes generalization to the school system

. “
IS E 14
as'a whole. S . .
N = N N

‘ -

> & * )
‘The data§ however.,, on change in these discrete cases is m1stakenly
treated as group data wlth implications for the 1mpact of the equali-

zatibn.decree on the total school population. This results in
, 4 . .

statistical findings that -~ despite their apparent significance and

favorableneSS to the school system -- are'ln fact meaningle.us. ‘
For example, a comparison is made (ECS, p. 122) baiéd,on data in "

Tables V-9 and V=16 to show that the oifference between-the' mean per' .

pupil expenditute of "high" and "105" spending clusters of schools_was . .
’ + , 1} 4 ¥ t .

reduced from-497 to 3% between 1971 and 1974. Thls ,~ howeyer, is a’

meaningless finding. By 1973-1974, the "high" and "low" groups of l97l .

no longer.clustercd>at‘the per pupil expenditure extremes. Instead,
by 1973-1974, each group of sample schools contained per pupil expendi- °
ture means, that spanned the entire range of allowable means. After three

years of #qualization, the caSe study's gelected sample schools -- labeled

5
»

"high" ahd "Iou'" Lceordings to 1971 data ~- clustered around the city-wide

’ < . M > 3 <
per pupil expenditurc mean instead of at the expenditure extremes. No
» 2

v ¢
x

68 - .
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1}- * N . -
info#ma;ion is pregented about the schools.that clustered at the extremes

LY

Lo , :
in 1?7}-}974. . Y . .
v N ,’

‘fhus, the analygis that set out to compare teacher assignment
! <

el - f " P

K ;

)
.

. pagtérns by focusing on extremé cases fails .to analyze the extreme cades
= *

i ’ \ 2 ! .
. of 1973-1974 and sses meaningless} mislezling conceptual labels -- "high; o
» = . o . \ é b

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

. ) [ ! ) - ) - [ w
boe wish- to depart from the treatment of discrete cases_in order tb make ’

2N _ generalizations gbout changes in the sch..l system.as a whole, théen they

“ 1
-~ -

, ~ must, reorganize their-data and use compar2ble subsamples.’ B

- - M

- ,The, case study analysis is further vnnfuséd Ey the use of ‘ ~
» . » / . - ) L
inappropriate data to determine the 1973 1974 status of the sclected = . oo

©a . : < - :
sample of "high™ and "low" schcols. The ver papil expenditure means
. £ - - N

. .

, 7‘ shown in Table V-11 (ECS, p..120-121) afé calculated ;§ the researchers. —__ ™.
' ‘on the basis of Jaﬁuary‘}924.mémbersﬁipAand'péyroll datg. Howévgr, the )
. school system currently ba;es equalizatiqn and indiv{dual school céﬁ- \<:i’
y pliancé on membérship as-of the last Thursday iﬁ September and payrgil A'Lw
as of Océbbef 1. ihe rati naie.for using January data, according to C ,‘; -

- v

“the caser study report, is that the reallocation of resoYrces authotized

in the equalizatiJ% plan reported to the court in December should be
\ ‘ gt ? \ .

. )

accomplished by “January (ECS, p. 121, footnote). This feasuning ignores

<

Q
ERIC .
o v

A et e e e

both-the.dynamics of the datd and the letter of the law. .

1.

N

v
Per, pypil expenditure is a Fluid
hratistic. Neither of its
lzgwgonents -~ staff membership
and“salary; pupil membership -- is.
static. .
\
Equaiization, in accerdance with
the 1971 court decrev, is a point-
in-time adjustment of respurces.
The school system is not held
legally liable for maintaining
. continuous compliance. )

- 11 - )
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|
|
s

. ‘y Therefore, the use of JanuaryAdata to explain the status of elected (the N

l .- schpols in 1973-1974, plthout even.a mention of their status ag’reported " ‘it is
to the ceurt 1Q the 1973 Compllance Report, is grossly misleadlng and W’ . court

dishonest. B+ x@ Co ‘ ; . (ECS,
Further; even thoughfthe‘case study report uses Janugry 1974 data i and ha
to'calculate the per pupll expendture of 1te selected sam le schools, X betwee

.the December 1973 city-wide ‘mean per ‘pupil expendlture gure is used using
t;\determlne whether these sample schools were in compfﬁajte with the //7/ the ad

\ - .
.:tpuit order (ECS, p: 122). This proeedure is Just not met} ologically and la
\ , AT
' possiple. If January data is usea to calculate per pdpll e (penditures T
- as‘1n the case study report —— then Januar;—gata not a Dece ber . of_}nt
e
frgure‘based on September and October data, must b?;ﬁsed to calcu te a | . implaﬁ
comparable point- in-time city-wide per pupil ekpe?dlture mean. Only then ) ) ) freely
would thereshe a common data base for making leg#timate determlnatlons submit
s

of compliance rpr each school*in the sample. A itﬁe{data has been 9’ d, any gi
\; | all out-of-tompliance determinations noted on Tat%le’\?-ll (ECS,-p. 120-121) ;lag oct
. are peaningless; < .} ' 1 % ?‘ ‘ . ° “the re:
. Aﬁter usﬁng erroneously juxtaposed %ata to determine whether selected - teache
:;samp;e Suhoals‘ére‘ip?compliance, the an%lysis sinks deeper into a of a ne
quagmire of data confusion. The study tgen digresses from'an‘analysis resign:
{F‘ p% the changesfia resuvdree distribution between 197i and l973—£974'to“an . ‘the let
-hﬁ(’ examln.thn of the :; «allcd "dluparltho batucen the January 1974 ’ ' Despite
i T re§oﬁgge‘allocatinn ac 11(ulated by thé reseprtneco and the Decenber 1973 ’ prbcesé
R ' B followi

resource .allocations ~cenarted by'Ehe school system to the court in.
¢ . c : ' .

s —" - o ‘- . . .
%+ Decembir 1Y73: '‘ihile there is considerable agreecment betweon the two

s
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it is the differences that are’at issué
|

.(ECS, p. 123-152) includes three detail

|
|
) , i

: { - to
(the November 1973 Compliance Report aﬂd the January 1974 membership),

b

concerning compliance with the
) - . .

o«

court order" (ECS, P 1227. The\lengtéy digression which follows
ed charts (V-12, V-13 and V-14)

b
. . " . . .
and has nothﬁgg to do with an ‘analysis of changes in resource allocation

between 1971 and-1973-1974. The thrusé instead is to build a case —-

édly assigned to those schools by
: - ' °
the administration" (ECS, p. 123) -- fér school system mismanagement

| . I

ané lack of faith in deaiing with the éourt. -

i

using phrases such as "the staff'alleg

The school system, however, deniés the report's implied’charge
of .intentional misdirectiopn of resouréés and lack of good f%ifh-in

.j ". . .« 3 ’ ‘ P i
implementing the equalizatioh“plan as geported to the cour@. It also

. |
freely admits. that resource difference$ do exist between, the plan ‘

submitted to the court in December and the per pupil distfibution at

|
any given point inrtime following that submission. A nedessary time
s .

f up-dated equalization files,

‘ {
lag occurs between the computer analys%s o

"the reassignmment pf‘rgsources, and the assumption of new‘assignmgnts by

teachers._&This time lag means that if a few families mo*é in or out

i -

<

of a neighborhood (especi:lly where scﬁools are small), o
|

if a teacher

v
1

resigns, a number of schools could conceivebly be out of ¢ mpliance with

, |
the letter of the law by the time new resources reach the sthool.
i

ﬁuilt into the equalization

i

Despite numerous accc?nfability checks

. i . o o\
process, 'disparities' caanct be avoided,. Differences that oqCur
. : ‘
t

.’ ‘ ,
following “the Doepnber) 1 date for reportinz to tlie court are a&{usted

S N . %
! .
\




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

-maintaining continuous complianse which would be, in fact accountability
for the mobility of its teachers an\ pupils. . T
If any conclusions @an be drawn from this methodologically faulty

digression based on erroneously juxtaposed data, they are the following:
. 1. The Equalization Plan submitted to

the court in December based on

calculations that use September and

October data, must be viewed as a ' - s
- ) ; model for ‘the per pupil allocation fy

of "measurable educational inputs” '

L . during the remainder of the school
‘ el year. .

. ) . 2. Teacher and student mobility seriously
affect the stability and enduring .

, accuracy of per pupil expenditure .
calculations. -

<

3. Anything other than the current. S
) point—-in-time equalizatZon reporting ;
- ] ~ system would result in continual

_ shifting of teacher resources, a ,
situation considered disruptive enough ez
when it occurs once a year. 32;%%%

1]

Equalization and Compliance with Title I Guidelines

’

|

1

|

i

|

|

J

\

1

i

|

: |
. |
. . |
|

|

|

|

|

|

|

The school system maintains that the 1971 equalization decree and

the Office of Education 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 confliéting 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 1lysis bases its conclusions on model situations ..

., ., so atypical that they lack heuristic value. The "extreme cases' used

'
'

. ERIC . o .
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LY

in Examples I, II, and IITI (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 échool B
has all experienced teachers. The pupil/éeachg; ratio at School B
(31.2:1) exceeds the School Board policy limit. Neither has any special
subject teachers, and both are équalized‘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 ?bsur&ity of such a model. To

make School B comparable under the Title 1 formﬁla, which‘excludes Ehe-
longevity pay of lts ail—experienced stéff, 9.8 support staff must be.
added to bring the mean as calculated by the Title I g;idelines aboée
the $513 lower limig and to %ring the pupil/staff ratio d;wn to 18/1.
ﬁowever, there is no guarantee that this school of 560 students. needs’
a librarian, psychologist, speech teacher, counselor, etc., the onl}
typé of staff th#t 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 lowared at School B,
the pupil/class:d%w tvacher ratin remains unchanged, i.e. above the
Board limit. Ti » proposed "solutiun" for m.ning the schools both

"equal” and "comparable" thus has no educational rationale, a criteria

»
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°

emphasiéed as non-negotiable throughout the case study répoft and

considered nd&—nggociable by the school system.

Example IV, Sﬁgps 1, 2, and 3 (ECS, p..190-192) alters the assumed

-~ . - .
charactéristics of Schools A and B by mixing the experience levels at
each school, a situation which, as the case study report indicates, is

"mose representative’ of the true situation "since the District has

attehpted té_mix teacher experience levels in the schools" (ECS, p. 193).

To achiéve gémparability poweyér, each school requires 2.8 additional

support staff. Again, there is no indication of the source of these

o

personnel or their funding and no educational rationale for their

addition is evident. ~

Examples V, VI, and VII (ECS, p. 193-195) attempt to show that even
3 ,

*

schools equalized at the extremes, but within the 5 percent corridor

above and below the city-wid2 mean, can be made comparable. School A

with an equalization mean of $616 is assumed to be at the minus 5%
level. 1In fact, because the lowexr iimit for eqpalization was $632.}8
in 1973-1974, the sghool in the example is not in compliance at all.
Its mean of $616 is actually>7.4 percent bciQw-the city-wide mean of

$665.45. (Throughout the discussion of these examples, it should be
nopedzthat the case study report fails to clarify exactly what the ciﬂy—

: 4
. > . . . + ry -
wide mean for equalization and its ~5 percent|corridor was for the year

in question). Alsa, the "solution" azain requires the addition of
suoport staff, fcr whom there may L2 no eJacatiénSQ rationale and of

which tbere is no unlimited supply. ) ) &

ERIC - , ‘ . .

. .
Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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The case study report claims that "comparability does not give -

Title I schools the optibn that Judge Wright alluded to, which is to

2

employ more teachers because one employs inexperienced teachers' X

T s

(ECS, p.7195). To the contrary, if the examples given in the re;;}t ’
e/I

show anything, they show that the best way to ensure that a Titla

.

”

school will be both "equal" and "comparable" is- to equalize it with

the largest number of the lowest paid teachers. This will keep the

T v kd

school's salary component high.when longevity is excluded,‘keep'its

-

P
e

. pupil/staff ratio low, and thus require the minimum of staff reassign-
“ment. This logic suggests restrictions on staff,aséigﬁment and local

school decision-making that defy consideration of educational need
- . N - <
and sound educational policy. ‘ .

—

The case study report states that "inequity in the distributiom of

funds and services can be masked when individual schools are compared .

< «

L 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.

-

& : ' o

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

inequities seems worth persuing. A ranking of all non-Title I schools
- W . ’

<

,according to their meap per pupil expenditure where longevity is excluded

— »

P

I
non-Title I per pupil expenditure mean could reveal previousiy "masked' ‘

might reveal just where the-high salaried, experienced teachers are

actvally tea:hing. Similarly, a ranking according to pupil/staff ratios T -

“0 might reveal specific groups of schools either at the top end or the

. .

. -

bottom end of the scalz,
E 4

* ¢ p
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Cost of Equalizatioﬁ

An analysis of the impact of equalization on the school system is

.

incomplete without some consideration being given to the costs involved. P

- - "

-

This is not to suggest that there could be some trade-off between the L

‘ . benefit derived by pupils from equaiized access to éducational inputs

A

and the costs to the system of reallocating resources. But the cost
J

of the éurrent method gflequalization should bé a factor in evaluating

it against recommended modifications or alternative procedures. No N

. PO Y ~

consideration of cost is included in the_case study report.
“ oL ]

¥ ¢

Determining the cost is mot an easy -task., If ‘central office and

3
> « .
3 R " o

field staff time is to be used as a megsure'of cost, time-consuming S

& - »

. 3 -
> data_pollectiqh must be’ undertaken. The school system has not, to date, -
. 3 : e LTI -
- > ¢ . i . .
kept a record of such costs-for equalizdation alone; the line-item

«rather than progrém budget of the school system makes éuéh record-keeping

o .
- -

a tedious process. Somé rough and partial estimates, however, can
- 3 » T
. . . 7 . '“,, - R

7,

.suggest the magnitude of *such costs. PR A
- ‘l.-o"‘* - > -, -

To assist the school system in setting up the initial implementa-

- -

tion procedures between the June-and October, 1971, tontracts were.
X . 1] . .. ) . .
awarded totaling $94,753.71. During the first year of implementation,

’ L. : o
several fop school officials devoted a considerable portion of their
¢ ! , . !
“time. to implementation:l/ , .

A!\

-

-
\

l/Estimates from the school system's current equalization officer, Betty
Holton, who has.worked with equalization since the 1971 decree. \
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L " . .
who works almost full~tife on implementation.

”Staff

Estimated'Time

Ju;y 1971 - October 1971 (4 months)

Vice-Superintendent 40%

v Exec. Asst. to the Vice-Superintendent’ 60%
" Asst. to the Vice—Superintepdent~' 100%

’ Asst. to the Vice-Superintendent - 100y

; Admin. Asst. to the Vice-Superintendent 20%

© * Clerk-Typists 1707
. . ) _
November 1971 - June 1972 (8months) a .
. Vice-Superintendent * . 10%
. . Exec. Asst. to the Vice~Supefintendent 202~
) Asst. to the Vice-Superimtendent T 70% -
. {Asst‘.. to the Vice—Superi:{)cendént

. 70%

Since July 1972 the Equalization Office has been ciit back to one persoﬁ

Occasionally, just prior

a
2 -

to the presentation of the equalization plan to the court, additional

staff have been detailed to assist in that office.

- . ®
- \

. A total costing of

e . - N . :
. equalization according to staff time estimates would include the time

- . < &Q ’
spent by personnel in the school systgm's computer center, the cost of

supplies, the cost -of computer.runs, and the cost of fﬁme spent by the

» '

Corporatibn Counsel, Board members énd all the persons in the schools

-

\ L .
who collected or verified data for computerized information files.

- ) . P .t
. If tHe costs are to be measured in terms 3ﬁ4dlsrupt10n to the

feachers, pqpils: and"educational program, then another type of data

collection

-

and investigation needs to be undertaken. None of these

. L

Benefits of Equalization

" ERI
P e

v

e e

P - a_-

aspects of the impact of equalization bn the school system’ have been

touched on in the case study report.

1

-
At

Not all og‘tﬁe results  equalization would be classified as

P
» v

costi. The eéualization process has produced some valuable side-effects

R
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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 N .

<«

defined bys the court in“terms of the allocation of regular operatin

.

’ o -
-

budget funds, the equalization process has had a positive effect on the

real%océtion of capital funds as well. The entire construction prpgram,
i - .

was examined and overhauled ‘in an—effort to reduce the overcrowding in
a o "

! ’ - 3 . . 3 / ’
the under-funded Anacostia region. The equalization process also had

¢ .
an impact on the procedures.used for determining the allocation’ of
. & * - .

. . g
Titlé I funds prior to the current comparability guidelines. Procedures
s .

for allocating money for textbooks and supplies, expenditures not - |

?eguLated by the court decrge, 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 o

‘compldance.

-

The proébect of other school jurisdictions adapting Judge Wright's

4 . ’ ~ ] >
1971 Equilization Decree as a model for adjusting resodBre allocation
) N )
. - ¢ . v
inequities makes it imperative for some fundamentals questions to be

" ’

raised on the b¥sis of the D‘Q. experience. The‘ffffﬂffgnggeport,

hoyever, fails to raise such questions. Instead, the report approaches

>
” - -

the’case study analysis with unchaIlengidg acceptance of the logic of

the court decree. By doing so, the\report'implies'that just%;e derives
+ LA ‘\ -

.\ . .
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Judge Skelly Wright's decisipn in Hobson v. Hansen (1971) is one of

a fumber of court decisions that attempts to add substance to the legal

definition of "equal educational opportunity." it contributed the con-

cept that equal educationalwbppoftunity consists of equal access to fﬁ

objectively measurable educational inputs. The court interpreted this o
concept in terms of expenditure per pupil for teachers and reasoned . .

that equal opportunity could best be achieved by équalized expenditure.

~
¢ N M T
.

The'court—drder.reme&y tu redress the imbalance found in the allocation
. N aa - o

N ’ c a ~ . »
of ,D.C. teacher resources required that the mean per pupil “expenditure

for each school not vary by more than +5% from the city-wide mean per .
pupil expenditure. The intént of the equalization decree was to - f
force a”reallocatiqn of resource$ that would distribute “quality

~No
steachers'" -~ deflned as the most expen51ve teachers aceordlng to their

salary level —- m9re equitably throughout the school system.l/ .

.

Two .questions that should be raised, which are not touched otfiﬁd,:;
e

&

atgé%case study reportf‘ﬁis:
* v

.. + 1. Are "quality" teachers best 1dent1f1ed by, the .
. i ’f‘ length of their teachxng serv;ce as indlcated *
. - by their salary level (1nc1ud;ng longev1ty
: increments and beneffts)? - - -
- Vi .

"Does equal ex tzpenditure onqpuplls mean they ~
‘bave equal access to educatlonal opportun1ty° L

In axgqang 1ﬁs ‘case in 1967 and 1971, the D.C. School Systemumain-

N

tained that teachers' salary -scales are based on experience, not berformance,

“

and that research has not shown experience to have a signifi_.ant correlation
N )

with performance as.measured by student achievement. In’both its 1967

LY
- -

L/Hobson v/ Hlansen, 327 F. Supp.’ 864 (1971). . )
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T |, - . e .
. - - _ _ A . _ _ o _ _

B e




. »

and 1971 decisions the court rejected this argument on grounds'that D c.
R

teacher recrultment efforts Lo attract and hold e\perlenced teachers

N N o
-

by offering them attractlvely high salaries were a Vtestimonial” 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 studevts in

LR

of equallzatlon

N schools that rece1ve& hlgh paid teachers as a result

demonstratlng greater mastery of reading and athematic.skills?\ The
case study report does not explore this. It t%uches on the issue * .
. B d
. . X ) . e !
of the impact of equalization, on academic performance

J(ECS, p. 163-164), but its finding that some/sohools in the "high"

<

-

|

\
group and some in the "low" moved up or down a quintile at the end

|

of three years of e ualization is=meanin less. Tt does not relate
y q g _i

-

that movernient to. the school's expenditure level or its stafflng patter S
Some form of analysis that relates teacher experience ‘to student skill - -
. . . o
’ mastery over the time period of equalizatiog»would be useful in either .

- M Lt L
—-~—————T-~-—accepting or rejecting the court's definition of '"quality" teachers.

-~ e A
> Underlying the 1971 equalization decree is the assumption that ~
all students have an equal chance to be successful in the academic

.
AP .

) e .
system if equal amolints 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

7.
. - R
.

that a pattern.of discrimination no. longer exists in its resource
. ‘allocation--is an approach that assumes children are ‘more dlfferent -

than they are alike, that variation in expenditure and educational

“‘

program is more appropriate than is the equalization of expenditure.

\j ) - . . ) :
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
.

. . { oo ' .
decree" permits a variation of reéources that is compatible with the .
. . \ - <5 . :
variation of student need. Data to support or reject such a prop%sition i
has not been eo;lected for analysis. - ' <
. . . - . P ; \ ;
LA 8 .
Conclusion | T T T ceT ) '
Each time the school bystem gods through the process of 1mpiement1ng . .
- i ‘
the 1971 Equallzatxo1 Decree modlfleatlons are‘made-ln 1mplementat10n
proéedures and in the methods that are used to effect equalizatibpn. v ?
. -
4

- /

on assumptions of Yissimilar student need. A January 1975 paper

subm;tted to the Bojrd of Lducanlon by School Superlntendent Barbara A.
Sizemore, entitled_g ecoming 'Comparable' and 'Equal’: Qﬁestions and ' -

]

Lo
Answers, '’ stated the

’/ﬁ - "...'equal' is defined in terms of equ1ty\or the
S meet1ng of\ the educational needs of‘all children
with justi e falrness»,ané—QMpartlallty...the -

following phllosophlcal‘approach _ - ’ i

-Some: educational +
Therefcre, . .

educational \programs must*vhpy
more than others.

« be prov1ded £
the pursuit of
an educational
are different,
are assumed to
model in which,

all children and hence erodes Tty

equity. What is needed then, is . . :
systefm for people, all of whom ;

instead of one for people  who o
e alike. This will require a
resources are commensuraté with

need...Prognams hat cost approx1mately equal . .
+ dollars cannot mggt greatly varying educational C .
needs." GSizemor\, p- 7, 8) .

- [
Thé question then raised in the paper 'is whether 'the a%bitrary plus
. ].. .

or mings 5% mechanical conqtraikc embedded in the,existing‘(equalization)
i
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Some departures from the 1n1t131 1971 equallzatlon pian——sﬁihkis'thé‘thange.

in the data base from projected enrollment to actual enrollment figures,
" have made 1mp1ementa“lon of the order. more reallstlc. Others, such as «.*
I3 /'~
the practlce of achieving compllante w1th the letter of the law by L
3 o Q/v " /

teachers instead of cfaSSroom teachers raiées

&

“in the Dlstrlct and elsewhere

- -

cruthue the document, A Quest for Equal Educatlonal Opnortunlty,ln a

However, for the reasons

“

EQJOr Urban Sohool District:
2

The Case of Washlngton D.C. prepared for
v ‘
the’ Natlona; Institute, of Educatlon by the“Syracuse UnlversLty Résearch

Corpotation, the D.C Cltlzens for Better Educatlon, and the ETS

’
« :

Educatlon Pollcy Reseath Instltute fails to achieve constructlve analys1s
Vo
|

of a controverslal'éxperlment_of Enterest to the entire-educational .. AN
- .-""‘ “ . 3 '." . © L7
cormunity. ‘ g ) .o N
Postscrig_ < KR .
The D C. Cltlzens fo Better Public Educatloh ptepared a summary ;*. K

[

&

of A Quest for Equal Educltlona& Opportunlty in a HaJor vrban\thool
~ . \ . )

" The Case of WAshlngton D. C Although the structure anﬁ Lo®

- ‘ ’) v .

format of the summary bear llttle resemblence to .the orlglnal report, .t

I
e

District:

& h i

the substance is unchanged In a constructive omission, the sgmmaryt ~

. [ {
. \ 4 ' e \

-

makes no reference to the report s dlSCqulon .of the Wasﬂzrgton .D C., = £

[ ‘ e

socletal context" nor to the report's dlgresslon into th compatlblllty .
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// in all other respects th

’/’4 . . " ‘ . B £, . v’( , . \
,0f the equalization decree and the [itle I comparability guidelines. But
/ .

/

7

e summary includes all the errors in methodology,

\ .

data utilization, data analysis, data interpretation, and data presentation

" ’ ’ " ., . *
coptained in the oxriginal report. Therefore, thé sumtary is subject to.

*the same criticisms that apply to the total report. ) " .
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