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“ Abstract ' K

. The four chapters of this monograph comprehensi#ely review
alternative approdches to the issue of adequacy in education. The
) first chapter narrows the definition of adequacy and presents an
b ] ~ argument as to why this concept cannot be severed from the issue of ..
equity in a social policy context. Chapter two views the issue of
adequacy from a historical perspective and the third chapter presents
and analyzes current state approaches toward satisfying this standard.
The fourth chapter presents an overview of an approach to thé adequacy
and equity concepts that is felt to be especially useful to the
) consideration of these concepts in a public policy context. This
* resource co«t based methodology provides a framework for '
conceptuali ing these standards in developing an underlying rationale
"for a‘‘compre hensive school finance formula. -
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INTRODUCTION |

%

’ -

What is an adequate education and what level of funding is required to
provide—it?—This is_the ‘central question in school finance. The purpose of . =
this monograph is to examine how the states and .the nation might go about
addressing it.

. The four chapters in this wonograph ptovide a comprehensive review of the
alternative approaches that have been taken in defining the concept of
adequacy in education.; Fu her, these chapters describe the relationship
between the concept, of ‘adeqyacy 3nd that of equity in the funding of
educational services. This analysis focuses on the current and historical
literature in school finance, the evolution of the concept of adequacy in_the

p development of the public education system, and the present state of
deliberations of state policymakers and the courts regarding the definition of
adequacy and equity in financing education. We examine the interrelationships

, between all ‘aspects of school funding including general funding formulas as

‘.‘ well as categorical programs and we attempt to draw out the implications of

these alternative patterns of funding for.service delivery.

In the first chapler, we attempt to establish a conceptual foundation for
the chapters which follow. We narrow the definition of adequacy as used in
the context of this paper and present an argument as'to why we do ‘not believe
that in“a social.policy context, the question of adequacy can be severed from
the issue of equity. Furthermore, we will argue that this concept remains
inevitably ambiguous in the area of education.

The second chapter reviews the historical literature on the development of
"public education in the United Sttes in order to identify how scholars and
policymakers at various points in time have conceptualized the adequacy and
equity of school funding. Who paid for public education? Who was eligible
for schooling services?. How were services delivered? And how much was
provided? . . ‘
. . . "
Chapter III reviews what states are currently doing and how these various
" approaches evolved. We examine what alternative approaches are being used in
various states to address the issues of adequacy and equity in the funding of
local educational services. o

»
v

The concluding chapter presents an approach to the issues of adequacy and
equity that the authors believe to be especially useful to the, consideration
of thesg concepts in a policy-making context. It is a resource-cost-based
approach to the public financing of education which provides a framework for
well-copLideted public policy in'the area of educational resource allocation.
The issues of adequacy.and equity are considered simultaneously as are the
relative requirements of all educational programs. Moreover, the model
proposed provides a solid basis for fiscal planning and for estimating the
cost implications of alternative program strategies. In effect, the model is
a valuable tool for improving managerial effectiveness. Lastly, the
implications of this model for federal, state, and local government are
.described. o ) . )
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@, AN APPROACH TO ADEQUACY IN SCHOOL FINANCE - .
/Q In this monograph ofi adequacy in education, we will focus on the issues

wé-believe-to be relevant to the consideration of this standard from a public
policy petspectxve. At all levels of social decision making relevant to the
“provision of public education. twn queéstions prevail: How much <bould be
- spent on public education, and once this amount is determined, how should it
be allocated among the various educational programs?

-

f e

-

u.;‘__ -

¢ Adequate education refers to the provision of learning services

~ sufficient to meet a goal. If thesé goals were well specified in the area of

.*s public education and if the levels of resources that would be required to

¥ provide sufficient levels of leatﬂsng services well understood, a purely-.

> rational determination could resolve the questions associated w1th the issue

" of educational adequacy. Specific goals could be set in each of the ‘program
areas, the resources required to provide the learning services sufficient to )
meet them could be spec1f1ed and the dollar amounts required to purchase the .
necessary’ resources in each of the ptogtam categories would be summed to- ‘ )

. ‘derive "adequate" exﬂhndxtute in the area of public education. However, since ]
there is no social concensus as to the specific outcomes that should result .
’ from public education and the ¥echnological relationships between educational

resources and outcomes are not wall undetstood it is our contention that the °*
issue of adequacy in educational provision cannot be objectively resolved.

L We contend that the question of adequacy in public education must
ﬁ‘ inevitably be addressed subjectively. Furthermore, as is the case with all .
-  public allocfation decisions, these subjective determinations must ultimately
¢ be made in a polxt;cal context. Rather than spec1f1ca11y stated goals dt1v1ng
public expenditures in the area of education, certain allocations are made in

spec1f1c or in general programmatic areas, and' it is from these allocations . .
that the public goals for education gan implicitly be derived. In thxs sense, .,
every public,expenditure on education or related services impacts on the issue
of adequacy and is an expenditure that supports a program of adequate
education. In deciding to fund .some programs and not others and in the levels
of support that the vatlous programmatic areas receive, a natxonal perception .
of educational adequacy is revealed.

Thus, we "do not view the question of educational adequacy in a narrow
sense, e.g., to simply be concerned with how much is enough in the area of
expenditures ‘for general education, but as encompassxng all public education
expenditures. In this monograph we limit ourselves to pre—-collegiate pub11c
educational expenditures, but include all expenditures made for programs in
the K-12 public education category, regardless of the level of government.

Furthermore, because adequate levels of provision cannot be objectively
determined, but are subjective public policy allocation decisions, we will
further “argue that educational, programs should not be considered categorically .
or separately. This issue should not, be confused with the traditional .
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categorical versus block grant debate concetnxng the apptoptxate level of *
control over allocations. We simply contend that as there is a single public
contribution to some unstated but generally accepted set of positive outcomes
for society, the appropviate levels of allocation for each of the educational
programmatic areas must be considered together rather than sepatately. Every
‘expenditure has an opportunity cost.: Dollars spent on one program generally
represent funds that cannot be spent on another. Thus, as public resources
are finite, the best determination of where marginal dollars for public
education cannot be made without the simultaneous consideration of the
relative needs of all of the educational program areas. None of this
precludes either a categorical ot block grant approach to dxsttxbutxng and
employing funds. -

5 . . - , -
. . . -

Lastly, we contend that the issues of adeq‘gLy and equity in education
can only be considered separately in a theoretical sense. Given the '
inevitably subjective nature of: these public policy decisions, these two sets
of issues cannot be seveted. An often cited response to this argument is that
a distribution system can be equitable without providing adequate levels of
educational services. Thjs implies that if equals get like amounts and those
who are systematically dzczerent receive systematically different amounts, the
allocation Bystem appear8 equitable even though the amounts received by
everyone may be indufficient. But if the goals for public’education are
unclear and the technology to achieve them relatxvely unknown, how can it
possibly be known if a given a&locat1on is "sufficient to meet stated
obJectxves,' or adequate?

As a subjective judgﬁent, the adequacy of a given allocation ¢an only be

determined relative to the allocations for other educational program areas.
Thus, the equity of the relative distributions to different types of students

is inherent to the allocation question. Similarly, the equity .of a given
system cannot be determined-without the subjective judgment of what
constitutes a systematic differe in educational need and how many
additional educational tesoutcesnﬁfg required to- adequately meet ‘these
additional educational requirements. Thus, equity cannot be determlned apart
from the considerations of the relative adequacy of differing levéls of
provision for children w1th differing educational needs. ' y

As a subjective’ pollcy ‘decision to be made in a political atena, we do
not see the appropriate role of analysis to be to determine what is| adequate
for educaion. The role of analysxs, in this instance, is to facxlxtate policy
makers in the subjective decisions they must make about educational |
expenditures and thereby determine the prevailing gdequacy s:andatds for
education. In the last chapter of this monograph we describe an appqoach that
we believe provides a framework for better informed public pollcy formatxon in
education. . .

L )

1.1 -DEFINING THE CONCEPT OF- ADEQUACY IN EDUCATION

. L ) .
Often, for lack of a more precise measure, per pupil expenditures are
cited as a basis for determining adequacy through- 2 comparative standard. _A

program of higher quality is presumed to exist in District A as opposed to

Voo
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District B if A has conSidetably higher expenditutes per pupil. This line of
reasoning assumes a causaL*iink or some positive telationship ‘between-this
dollar measure of icational resources ahd some set of p051tive outcomes that
are traditionally linked to the educational process. Such anticipated
outcomes may include a higher liizfime earning potential, preparation for
_partiCipation in.a democratic socikety, socialization for the preservatibn of a

—~"way of life or some other form of productive outcome or benefit to the’

.

individual and/og society. .
P4

As the public funding of education is based on these e¢xpected benefits to
society, however, a precise adequacy standard would require some measure of
these returns. That is, public educational programs can be deemed adequidte
when they. meet the requirements for which they were funded. As society .
generally fails to obtain total unanimity as to the most apptop;iate outcomes
of educational programs, any resolution of the adequacy of public education
\ftom the viewpoint of sdcietal outcomes is difficult to achieve. To the .
extent that the societal goals for educational programs are only implicitly
understood, an output standard of the adequacy of public education will be a
matter of individual interpretation of these implicit goals.

~ . .

v

One often cited goal of public education, for éxample, is good
citizenship or the development of able participants for thesfuture of oure (
democratic society. .As our democratic heritage has perservered over two n .

hundred years ‘and appears telatively far removed from any imminent .danger of

demise or collapse, current educational provision’ may be deemed‘adequate from

the Vieprint of a citizenship standard. If a more stringent standard were to

be employed in this regard, however, such as the percegtage of eligible voters

actually participating in elections or some measure of how informed the

average citizen may be on a matter of potential political impOttance, our .

current system of education might well be determined igadequate in its ’

preparation of future Citizens. _ 5 ) -
Thus, any considetation of the adequacy ‘of a given educational program

must immediatelys address the issue of the appropriate standard. ‘Adequacy is Py

defined as "sufficient to a requirement," and therefore the sufficiency of a

given program cqnnot be assessed.in the absence of the tequitement that is put .

before it. While it is assumed that any number of benefits flow from -

education, these are rarely discussed in the form of specific requirements.

Every taxpayer will place a personad deflnitgon on these requirements and

appraise the adequacy of educat'ional services on the basis of whether these .

personally defined requirements are .being met. . ‘
Of coursé, one may be tore specific. Instruction in reading, for

example, is surely a tequitement of education. And thus, every child that is

deemed even remotely capsble of any level of reading attainment is provided

instruction in teading. It is imagined that the explicit standard is that

every child will; 'in fact, learn to read. A truly explicit standgrd would,

however, define the meaning of "every child" (does this ttuly mean every

single child?) and would give more precision to the term teadxng How well?

At what level? . ’ : -

LY

- ¢

Thus, adequacy is to a latge extent a matter of public disctetion, a
matter of taste. We do not know if public educational standatds are equal to N .

. ’ [}
‘
. . .
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their requirements, because they have not been specifically defined. When some
sort of societal weather vane seems to indicate that the current level of
educational provision is somehow inadequate or for .some reason should be
improved upon, societal decision-making bodies often pour more money into this
enterprise. But irrefutable’evidence of a link between dollars and
recognizable measures of societal or even individual outcomes has never been
-established. Thus, educational expenditure is to a cegtain extent a matter of
preference and a function of some level of belief as t&¥ what these
expenditures might provide if terms of outcomes.

1, Many governmént provided goods and services have an immeasurable quality
as to the level of societal benefit they provide. Are the returng "adequate"
to warrant the money 'spent on them? How does -one measure_the value to the
community of a senior-citizens' center as opposed to a park for the entire
community to enjoy? Overall public .expenditures and how they will be
allocated for societal goods are decisions made in the political arena. And
so it is for education. The adequacy of a given allocation for educational
services cannot he considéred in the absence of information concerning the
overall amount of funds available for public expenditure relative to competing

. public expenditure requirements.

. : 1.2 SELECTED ECONOMIC AND POLITICAL ISSUES

<l
-

Policymakers confront two basic problems of allocation. The first
i ves the solution of the technical problem which identifies the cost of
providing any given level of educational services. Ideally’policymakers seek
to minimize the total cost of providing any given level of educational quﬁlity
given the prices for educational resources and the composition of student’ . -
populations with respect to educational needs. This first problem defines the
opportunity set facing policymakers. It indicates the level of resources
required to achieve some predetermined level of educational services.

The second problem involves the selection of what level of educational
services will actually be provided. Given the costs of educational services,
policymakers ¢an determine what other kinds of goods and services will have to
be sacrificed in order to provide any given level of education. Policymakers
establish priorities among education ard non-education goods and select that
combination which maximizes social welfare, i.e., wheére the relative marginal
values of education and non-educatiog goods equal the relative marginal costs
of the two. S ) .

However, the problem is actually much more complicated. Ultimately o
social poltcymakers must think in terms of the outcomes of the educational
process and how they contribute to social welfare. Education has ‘social,
political, and economic consequences all of which must be weighed in
determining the appropriate level of educational services to be provided
within the society. Moreover, education is one of the significant factors in
improving the distribution of opportunities of individuals from different .
socizl classes or subgroups of the population. Thus, social policymakers are
ng;;jusg}chatged with the selection of one overall level of educational

setéiﬁe;, but the appropriate distribution of those educational services among

..
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the subgtoups of the population accotdxng to the1r telatxve contribution to
the overall. achievenent of soclal goals.

1 A

- In consxdetlng the solution to thése ba51c decision problems, however,
pollcymakets must also.recognize the technological 1ntetdependenc1es among the
various alternative forms of social investment (see Levin, 1973). That is,
the effects of educational investments are not 1ndependent of the level of
.investment (both private and public) made in the overall creation of jobs
(reducing unemployment) health care, nutrition, hQu51ng, and other forms of -

s . informal education (e. .g., through parental apd other social interactions ‘ v’

within and beyond families). These kinds of factors also contribute to the
attainment of the overall set of societal goals listed above, which are
commonly connected with public education. Y . N

-

' The implications are threefold: . : : ' A .
(1) Adequacy of education must be thought of as an output goal.

. (2) Educatlonal services will be differentially dlsttxbuted
s among diffefent populatxon subgroups according to the re-
lationships and the desire for mbre equitable distribu- ‘ -
tions of life chances and opportunities between services I
and social outcomes. . w - , _—

(3) Educational services cannot be considered independent of other
social investments that are likely to affect: the ptoduct1v1ty
investments in education.

»
. .
“

.

That adequacy is an autput goal should be clear from its defxnxtxon, RS
"suff1c1ent to a requirement." Educational services are adequate only for - -
some purpose. That educational services are adequate for some subgroup of the
population is to say that they are sufficient to provide some particular s
achievement, level of 11fe.chances, etc., for that subgroup. s

It is important to recognize that equal educational opportunities cannot
tesult from purely educational investments. The very impact of education and
the ability of individuals to take advantage of the opportunities afforded by °
increased educational attainments will-be 1nfluenced by other,family or public
investments in health care, nutrition, housing, greater and more equitable
emp loyment oppornunltles and other forms of informal schooling. Students who
d?@‘tldpoor health, who do not receive a balanced diet, whose mothers lacked
proper nutrition during pregnancy, who do not have access to space for
study1ng, and who are not able to enjoy certain cultural activities within the T
community will be unlxkely tog benef1t from formal Instructional experiences to o
the same degree as children who have access to more advantaged home and .-
community envxtonments. Similarly, ‘children living in communxtxes/suffetxng B
35-40% unemployment may see no reasonable chance of occupatxonal gain
resulting from schooling and thetefote fail to patt1c1pate in any mean1ngful .
vay. ¢ -

Adequacy is both an economic and political concept. Economic, in that it
- 1nvolves alternatxve uses of tesoutces toward different outcomes ot goals.

ERIC S Sl | | l

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:




)

. standard of educational outcomes for one group without understanding ghe

" education. This is not to say that these increased demands for serving

- objectively assessed and measured. In a recent discugssion of the establish-

"costs separately from political values, we nevertheless believe that the above

o . 3

AdSquacy cannot be defined independently of the opportﬁnity'set faciag the
society--that is, of the alternative ways in' which societv could allocate its
resources. , The political component of the concept derives.from the process by
which socie}gzestablishel its priorities for various social programs- and
selects amang those prograums, Therefore, adequacy cannot be defined
independently of the toral level of resources available for public
expenditure. . \

~

B

_ Adequacy i2 not-an objective concent to which we can assign an .
unambiguous value. Adequacy is a subjective concept that must be thought of e
in relative terms. Goals for the educational system must be established that
are realistic given total social resources and the alterngtive uses to which
the fynds might be put. It simply does not make sense to think about some

imPlications for alternative subgroups. For example, it must be recognized
that the increased demands for educating handicapped children (e.g.,
requirements for the "least restrictive ehivironment" and the development of
"individual educational programs"--IEP's) will of necessity.draw resources
from other educational programs whether regular elementary or compensatory

handicapped children are not just, but simply to point out that they reflect a
policy decision which must be made with the full recognition of the »
opportunities foregone for the alternative ways of employing these funds.

1.3 PUPIL NEEDS VERSUS ADEQUACY: AN INTERPRETATION .
The concept of pupil need has often been interpreted as if it could be.

ment of pupil wéighting Structures across sta;gs,‘(daden,iBetne, and Stiefel,
1979) note the folaywing; " _— . )

//r
o

T

While the (fhpil) wgdghga/iﬁ/some states may reflect actual program cost
“variations, often/;imeé the weights are selected partially on fiscal and
political bases and may reflect values or policy trade-offs not relevant:

to the/gifféting pupil need issue per se. (P. 55), |

e

Whilé/ae believe that conceptually it is useful to think about prpgrammatic

statement incorrectly interprets the.concept of pupil need.

Our assessment suggests that pupil need cannot be measured independent of .
the value judgments of policymakers (or the constituencies they tgptesen;) and
that pupil need does indeed reflect a "policy trade-off" with alternative uses
of funds. ’ :

4 )

No amount of research is going to lead to an dnambiguous answer to the
question of how to define adequacy or pupil needs. All that really can be
done is to accurately portray the alternative investment strategies available
to society along with the presumed outcomes.of those strategies. ‘It is up to

policymakers to make the final choices among these alternatives based on the 8 .

priorities set by the society at large.
. | ; )
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‘of the outcomes of the procgss,

‘ 1.4 DEFINING THE INGREDIENTS OF EDUCATIONAL ADEQUACY

ﬂ

wh1lé adequacy in education is most%apptoptxate]y conceptualxzed in terms
for the purposes of 1mp1ement1ng a school -

finance pU n, it is an impractical standard. The labor market outcomes and.

. other outcomes related tq individual life chances are long-term results of ‘the

educatxonal process which are difficult to relate to the present day 1nputs of
the system. Moreover, the more direct outcomes of the process such as
cognitive achievement and behavior attributes are very diffi~ult to quantify
precisely and are not easily linked to the exxstxng educational technologles.
In addition, ‘the educational objectives and outcomes are likely to be
different for different student population subgtoups. The objectives of
education for handicapped children or for children in vocational versus
college preparatory programs are likely to differ substantially. While

‘reasonable qbjectives for c¢hildren in regular programs might be to learn -

creative writing and to obtain new advanced quantitative skills, for certain

" handicapped children this may simply be learning to feed and clothe them-

selves. S - Y

-

Despife these difficulties of assessing and measuring the outcomes of the
educdational ptocess, it is still useful for purposes of considering what an !
adequate education is, to conceptualxze the process .in terms of the outcomes.
Furthermore, the levels of government charged with education allocation
decisions must begin.té" elop a structure and information system that will
enhance the ability of policymakers to observe the linkages between
educational outcomes and the ingiﬁﬁzzﬁts\aj\;kzhsystem. This may require a
highly structured, though flexible, system o ool finance based on the
specxfxcatxon of the ingredients of an adequateiﬁhﬁﬁu%fﬁ. This kind of a
system could facilitate decision making at all levels 1:eki‘fedeta1, state,
and local) and provide a foundation for funding. Policymakers-must first know
what the choice set looks like in terms of the ingredients of the system, and
second they must devise a mechanism for
some notion of what the outcomes of the sys¢tem are. This kind of information
system could potentxally 1mptove economic decisions by sefting out the cost

consequences of various ercatxonal strategies as well as the political
judgments regarding which strategies might be preferred to reach particular

.educational or social goals.

& We will discuss these questions in more detail in the final chapter of
this monograph. Prior to that presentation, Chapters two and three present a
historical context to the adéquacy issue and a discussion of how the states
are currently dealxng with the gquestions relative to the adequacy standard.

]

choosing among the possxb111t1es\g\th5~~

¥




. ' CHAPTER 2

THE EVOLUTION OF EDUCATIONAL ADEQUACY

The concept of adequacy in education has historically lacked clarity.
It has referred to the qualit} and quantity of school resources, the
content of curriculum, the scope of the populace to which it should be
made available, and the quality and nature of the outcomes of a public
education system. Adequacy is a dynamic concept. Its definition, :
constantly in flux, is redetermined in-classrooms, courts, school board
meetings and legislatures across the nation on a daily basis. It is a
concept that cannot be defined independently of available resources or the
tastes and preferences of the citizenry. . ) .
As examples of the evolutionary nature of this process, in the last
few years: the Supreme Court has agreed to rule on whether the right to a
public education is extended to the children of illegal aliens; the Third
("ircuit Court of Appeals has just ruled that because it is impossible to
. .separate the social, emotional, medical and educational problems of a
“handicapped child in De laware, the state school system is responsible for
providing the twenty-four hour residential facilities required for her
v care; the struggle to determine hcw far bi1inguEI_B?EEFEEE‘Eﬁ§t‘be‘
extended to meet the requirements of the Fourteenth Amendment and the
Civil Righﬁs Aét of 1964 continues; eighteen states have enacted laws or
regulations for pupil competency testing with some form of mandatory pass
feature in an attempt to regulate educationil outpuvs; and the public
schools are increasingly being seen by the community at large as failing
in the provision of adequate educational offerings, as is -evidenced by
recent Gallop polls on education and the increasing flight to the private
schooling sector. ) ‘ .

! J Webster's Third New International Dictionary defines adequacy as
'f"fully sufficient for a specified or implied requirement." Thus, adequate

| financing is that which is sufficient to meet the specified or implied’

ftequitgpents of the public educational system. Exactly what constitutes

! these requirements is unclear and the subject of much debate. The issue

. cannot besconsidered in a vacuum or resolved in the absence of a

%definition of the requirements of public education.

i 7 ,

) The history of educatiomn reveals an ever expanding set of concepts as

%o what constitutes an adequate education. This expansion is less

i .

representative of a single explicit commitment to education, however, than

of an accumulation of tle results of many lesser policy debates over what
social and educational services should appropriately be placed within the
jurisdiction of the public schools. The evolution of the concept of
adequacy has been incremental in its growth.
’ '}
The first section of this chapter lists several historical
. connections between the concepts of adequacy and equity. The second

section considers the evolving definition of adequacy in education. 1In
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the third section, the evolution of adequacy in the writings of
educational theorists, the courts' involvement with the issue of
‘educational adequacy; and-the federal impact on national perceptions of
appropriate adequacy standards are discussed. The final section
summarizes this chapter. -

2
Heem

2.1 HISTORICAL LINKAGES BETWEEN THE CONCEPTS OF ADEQUACY AND EQUITY
IN PUBLIC EDUCATION “

@

-~

In considering the concept of adequacy, one is always faced with the
question, "To do what?" A similar question directed at equity issues is
"Equitable for whom?" This latter question was the basis for one of the
earliest ties between these two concepts. The issue involved the equity
of taxing individuals to provide free schooling for their neighbors. That
is, who pays, and for whom? A second tie deals with the often-considered
societal objective of public schooling to foster equal educational
opportunlty. Can a public schooling system, with considerable = |
inequalities of resource distribution, be adequate in terms of its v
societal requirements? A third link deals with the historical tendency of .
educational decision makers to guage the adequacy of a schooling system, 7

—£or—iack*of~a‘better‘measute, through comparison with equivalent systems. A
For example, policy makers in one state w111 often compare the levels of .
expendxtute or teachers' salaries with those in other statés.to assess the

adequacy" of their school fundxng.

T ’

Pethaps the earliest link between the concepts of adequacy and equity
in the provision of public schooling was the inequity many citizens found
in the requirement to provide funds for the schooling of their neighbors'’
children. Many considered educatxonal practices to be quite adequate
without provisions for public schoolxng. The 1840 census, for instance,
lists 90 percent of the white adults as literate, and the 1860 census
“shows a 94 percent literacy rate among this same group. Moreover, the ,
‘only slight differences that were reported in the ratesof 11tetacy

&'between the older and younger men xn these census reporfs ‘indicates that - .
some instruction had been wxdesptead even early in the 19th centuty. ’

Tyack and Hansot write that i

. e ‘ -

"Long before the common school crusade of the mid-nineteenth century,"

Americans were among the most literate people. in the world.

-Schooling was widespread in nhe Northeast well before the rise of
industry, before state action in mandating public education, before

compulsory attendance laws (Iyack and Hansot, p. 49).

#

Many Americans were quite satxsfxed with existing educational
structures. While it is temptxng to assume that the values of the past
largely mirror those in exlstence today, the requirement to provide ’ &
schooling at pub11c .expense was actxvely contested and disputed. Tracing
the hi%tory of @hablicé schooling in America, one set of researchers
commented, "the Btruggle to makededucatxon’ftee to all was a long and .
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~bitter one and was not entirely won until well past the middle of the
nineteenth century” (Mort, Polley and Reusser, p. 6).

A second link between adequacy and equity is found in the often-cited
sentiment that public education should, in some way, enhance equal

educational opportunity.

The socigl benefits of public education are

perkaps best understood through the consideration

of the historical

origins of public education.

What, for instance, motivated diyverse sets

of communities td agree to tax themselves for the provision of common
schools at a time when this idea was new and even somewhat revolutionary?
While the ideas of the early proponents of education will be presented in '
greater detail in a later section of this paper, one objective was clearly . 1
, the provision of equal educational opportunity for all.
) ]
. Thus, one standard for appraising the adequacy of public education is
the degree of equity inherent in the system. While this standard has
proven to be as elusive as adequacy, it has been an especially salient
topic over the past thirty years. A system of public schooling that is
‘ grossly inequitable so as to retard movement toward equal educational
T o opportunity may be regarded as inadequate in meeting this societal
requirement. - : : . . .

e

v . « The third link is the historical trend to measure the adequacy of an
' educational system through comparison with other systems. The spread of
many educationatl innovatiens—may have beea fostered by this comparative
method of assessment. ) .

In his history of education in the state of Texas, Eby states:
. ; .

The majority of the people had no knowledge/whatever of genuine "
standards of educational achievement. They were firmly persuaded
thit their schools were among the best in the entire nation. To
e ) arouse in them a desire for better schools the leaders of education

: resorted to a series of comparisons of the school conditions in Texas
with those in other states. In his first biennial report, State :
Superintendent Lefevre published some arresting statistics based on
the educational ranking of the various states in 1900. "These facts
and comparisons were widely copied, and thoughtful citizens were
sharply arouséd by the discreditable position which Texas occupied
(Eby, p. 218). ' - :

Intrastate evaluation was also often made on the basis of comparison.
Whether districts were at or above the average per pupil expenditure
level was often the basis for assessing their adequacy. This trend hras
now carried over to school finance litigation. The adequacy of the
resources received by individual districts is seldom considered in its own
right, but rather on the basis'of comparison with other districts in the

state. Large intrastate disparities in expenditures per pupil may be used
‘ as evidence of tie inadequacy of the overall system with little ‘
. consideration of whether these disparities might, in some cases, be
.
L \) ' * . B
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justifie& on the-basis of providing adequate educational services for
children with considerably different educational needs.

One further note of interest concerning the .historical interplay of
these two concepts is their reverse relationship in driving increased
educational expenditures and overall state involvement in the nineteenth
as opposed to the twentieth centuries. In the nineteenth century,
campaigns for 1ncreasxng the adequacy of schools’in individual states
often resulted in rhe ddoptinn of state standards. But because the
poorest districts were often unable to meet these standards, despite high
levels of effoxt, many states were forced to‘move toward some form of ’
foundation support, thereby enhancing the equity of the state system.

In the second half of the twentieth century, equL;y became the more
salient issue. The re%ult of the considerable level ofiactivity in this
regard, through legislative and Jud1c1a1 channels, has been a heightening .
of the overall level of adequacy in the state systems. The drive for
greater equity in the provision of public schooling has often resulted in
low resource districts being leveled up to the expenditure levels of
wealthier districts. In this way few, if any, districts lose state
support as a result of school finance reform. It has also caused the
general definition of what constitutes an adequate education to be
broadened and has expanded the categories of chxldren entltled to receive

"an education at public expense.

“Although the emphasis of this monograph is on the issue of adequacy
in education, it is our view that the issues of adequacy and equity cannot
be dealt with independently of one another. Thus, both issues are
included where thxs separation is considered’ 1napptopt1ate.

2.2 THE EVOLVING DEFINITION OF ADEQUACY IN EDUCATION:
From the First Public Schools To The Modern Era
In the era prior to the provision of public education, the training
of children was considered, for the most part, to be the responsibility of
‘individual familiest The labor of children was valued and it was through
this constructive wogk that children were supervised as well as trained
for the relatively limited requirements of their adult lives. But there
are traces of the weaknesses of this system. In the Pennsylvanla Law of
1683, the requirements of parents are specifically defined as is the
penalty for negligence in the training of children: .
All persons in this province, having children, shall cause such to be
instructed in reading and writing, so that they may be able to read
the scriptures and to ¥tite by the time they attain to twelve years
of age; and that then they be taught some useful trade or skill...in
case *such parents shall be found deficient in this respect, every
such parent shall pay for every such child, five pounds...
(Cubbetley, Readings in Public Education in the U.S., p. 34).




The mere enactment of this law implies a community concern over the
neglect of children. '

But because laws such as these were largely unenforceable, leaving
considerable and growing numbers of children.untrained and unattended, the
first forms of public schooling appeared as free schools for the children
of the indigent. While this extension of charity was a considerable
irritant to some of the propertied citizens who were forced to pay for it,
it was the more radical notion of .the provision of free schooling for the
rich and poor alike which was most responsible for raising the issues of
equity for taxpayers and the appropriate limitations on the spread of
public ‘educational services. - : _

The early attitude of local officials toward public schooling was
that mere provision met the obligation of the state. As with the church,
- attendance was expected, but abstention was tolerated if not respected.
' This outlook was soon to change, however, and the next step in the
evolving scope of public schooling was mandatory attendance. Theé@itstﬁi
. compulsory attendance law was enacted by Massachusetts in 1852. Children
. between-eight and fourteen were required to be in school at least -twelve
‘ weeks each year. While the exceptions to this requirement and the ‘
s difficulties of enforcement practically nullified the law (Martin, p.
. 212),- the establishment of this principle marks an important milestone in
the expanding scope of publie education. Sixty~-six years later, when
Mississippi adopted compulsory attendance legislation in 1918, this
standard had been extended across all forty-eight states.

Prior to 1900, the primary concern in most states was the attainment
of a minimal degree of elementary education for all and the abolishment of
fees. The focus of attention was next turned to the establishment of
minimal state standards which were enacted through the vehicles of -~

' legislation, regulation, and accreditation (Burke, p. 395). .
It is the drive toward standardization that marks most significantly
the ensuing battle between state regulation and local preferences as to
what constitutes an adequate education. By .the 1960's, the federal
government had also become embroiled in this controversy which is still
very much alive today. For the most part state education agencies were
« originally established for the rather limited purposes of apportioning
state funds and obtaining reports as to How these funds were being spent.
But as is the case today, the more states became involved in local
education through the provision of funds, the more potentially
embarrassing large statewide disparities in school attendance, length of
term, qualifications of teachers, physical facilities and overall
_expenditures became. This led to further involvement and consequently
focused even more attention on the disparities. An early realization in
‘some states was that minimal state support, without some” form of local
expenditure ceilings, would be insufficient to significantly narrow the
gap between the high and low wealth districts. One early schoolman in
. Wisconsin stated that the "local educational reformers chafed under the

It

Q ) B ’/ _l 8 '




lawmen..." (Tyack and Hansot,

. Some states attempted to
. offerings at the local level,
still leaving the full burden

*

13

»

po ?6)0

spending limitations imposed on school distticts,by@the territorial

deal with dispatities in educational
by imposing stateqminimal standards, but
of support with the local community. This

.approach led to very unequal tax burdens.

Even with a very great tax

effort, the poorest districts were often unable to meet these standards.
Thus, some form of state assistance was required,

This was the case in North Carolina.where &.guarantee of at least six
months of schooling at public expense was granted to every child in the
state by an amendment to the state constitution. While it was expected
- that this requirement would be funded at the local level, it was soon
realized that many districts were unable to support it. Reluctantly the
state agreed to finance this mipimﬁl program, thereby inadvertently
initiating a "foundation program."” The way in which the state managed
this new financial burden, however, gives evidence of the nature of
- contemporary definitions of adequacy as products of compromise constrained
by available resoutces. To finance this longer school year across the .
state, state taxation was increased, but costs were also reduced by
lowering state minimal standards in teacher salaries and class size -
g (Cubberley, Public Education in the United States, p. 100).. Thus, the ~ s
¢ potentially amorphous nature of this concept is deménstrated. Expanded in '
one direction, it is retracted in two others, with the result of liftle
change in the total mass. L 7

The successful drive for universal public education was followed by
the spread of public high schools, which became more numerous after the
Civil War. However, property owners did not always suffer this extension
of publicly funded schooling silently. In Indiana, a group of taxpayers
in one district challenged the right of local officials to extend publiic
‘schooling beyond the elementary level in court. In the Kalamazoo
Decision of 1874, a landmark ruling, the court stated that "there was no ‘
limit to the scope or level of 'studies a local school board might previde
for ‘the children of the district" (Cremin and Borrowman, p. 92).

In this way, the gates were opened to the spread of the public high
school. As communities and states watched their neighbors to see if they
. were staying abreast of the latest educational developments and expanston,
it soon became apparent that there could be little pride in communities
lacking a public high school. Beginning in 1890, the high school
. population doubled every ten years and some states began including at
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. -least some high school as part of their definition of minimal training to )

be required of all tle state's children (Cremin and Borrowman, p. 92).

As high schools becsme commonplace, schoolmen began rethinking the
competitive ethic in education which had been traditional at the secondary-
level. As high schools became more commonplace, it was questioned.whether
these new schools would .attempt to weed out students, so that the high
school diploma might mark the educationally.Eii;ef/cr*ﬁffzﬁbt to deet.the
expanding needs of these new students who were attempting to prepare for
future lives-in an increasiqgly/cbﬁﬁiex society. The New York City °
Superintendent of Sc ols answered this.question in no uncertain terms in -
1910: - )

No longer can it be maintained that education at the public expensé
is to be directed solely to secure "the survival of the fittest," or
"even of ithe fit. One of the prime objects of public education is to
. develop each child, fit or unfit, to his high&st capacity, as far as
conditions will permit, for the work and enjoyment of-life (Mann, pp.
19-20). - K
The comprehensive high school and curriculum reform were the next
waves in the expansion of education. In 1918, the National Educational
Association called for a comprehensive high school that would “recognize
the role of ethnicity in a pluralist society”" (Mann, p. 20).

Prior to this time, the high school curriculum was mo lded primarily
with college preparation in mind, but with increasing enrollments, the
need for a new emphasis was seen -~ the fullest possible development of
the child. Is‘is interesting to note the high moral purpose ang
Americanizing ‘function of the public schools as & primary motivation for
this educational expansion. Arthur Mann describes this historic NEA
report:

. —

Behind these principles lay tHe recognition that the school must take
over roles that traditionally had belonged to the family. This was
all the more necessary in this country, the N.E.A. noted, because
America had no "common heredity” or "established religion" (Mann, p.
20). \ )

v -

‘To illustrate the nature of this curricular expansion, the NEA
specified certain objectives which they referred to as the 'Cardinal
Principles of Secondary Education.” Among the new subjects proposed were
worthy home-membership, worthy use of leisure, and ethical character.
John Dewey was to carry this general theme into_ensuing decades under the
banner of the progressive movement in education (Mannm, pp. 19-20).

The spread of the public high school is perhaps the last of the
grass-roots developments in the expansion of public schooling across the
states. From this point on, state, federal and judicial involvement
significantly increased. Before moving into this era, however, it is

appropriate to note that the expanding provision in public schooling up to

2
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this {ime had been split on at least three important axes: male/female,
urban/rural, and the Southern versus all of the other states.

While there is no direct evidence that the education received by
girls was significantly different than that received by boys in the early
public schools, it can be imagined that some differentiation began to
occur in the earliest public high schools. Clearly women were not °
expected to lead and therefore were not being prepared for the kind of
life confronting men. Horace Mann and Henry Bernard were considered
pioneer advocates of education for women, for instance, when they argued
in favor of education for women, that they might realize their destiny of
a "devine mission to teach,” even though both discouraged women from
attempting to secure suffrage and equal opportunity with men in all -
professions (Curti, p. 177). In higher education, a significant break-
through was attempted at the University of Virginia whereby a cettificate
of proficiency” could be awarded to women who worked under the supervision

. of the regular professors of the university. However, they-would still

not be permitted to attend lectures or the exercises of the university. ~
As only one woman applied the plan was soon abandoned (Heatwole, pp.
256-257).

»

Women were commonly hired to teach in the primary schools, while men
were far more commonly found in the higher schools. The wage differential
was considerable between the sexes, regardless of the schooling level or
the subjects taught. The norm in the state of Massachusetts in 1816 is
reported thusly:.

The wages of the teachers vatied widely. Ten or twelve .dollars a
month was common, though in rare cases, in wealthy distticts, a man
of experience and more than usual culture earned twenty. Women
received from four to ten dollars (Mattin, p. 107).

A second majot dividing ling in the adequacy of early public
schooling was between rural and urban schpols. . Unlike the present era of
flight from the inner-city schools, the eatlyQurban schools were generally
far superior to their rural counterparts. Pogitdons in city school
systems, were often reserved Only for applicants who had proven themselves
in a rural district. The nation's early city schools averaged almost
twice as many school days per yeat as the country schools, and city
teachers were much better paid. ‘Using estimates made by Lewis Solomon,
the direct avetage resource cost per public elementary school student in
1880 was $6.21 in the rural schools as compared to $15.54 in the nation's
urban schools (Valente, pp. 56-59). \ &

In 1913, the Texas State Superintendent commented:

- ’
It is recognized by everybody that the country schools are not as
efficient as the town and city schools;... Not only are the country

schools poorly organized, and in many casés inefficiently taught, but -

the attendance (is) only 54 percent of the scholastic population in

SN
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the rural districts, while these rural distficts comprise 70 percent
of the total scholastic population of .the state (Dexter, p. 224). .

In reference to the dissemination of the Peabody Fund3 in the, ‘
South, Heatwole writes in his History of Education in Virginia
(Heatwole, pp. 238-240):

Dr. Sears was wise in distributing the (funds) to the cities in_order
that they might demonstrate *he effectiveness of public education for
all the children. These city systems became the models for the
latget towns and the more proggessive counties to copy (Heatwole, p.
278).

A third predominant axis for dividing the adequacy of early
educational offerings in ‘this country is-the southern states versus all
the femaining states. Prior to the Civil War, there was some resistance
to the adoption of the "yankee system" of public education and after the
war, the impoverished condition of the South greatly retarded educational
advancement. Heatwole describes their plight:

In the effort to orgamize...(a) system of public schools adequate to
the needs of the entire population, the southern states, were under a
weight of debt beyond their ability in their impoverished condition
to pay (Heatwole,” p. 212-213). :
The early impetus for publdé schooling was largely based on local
enterprise. An early Wisconsin schoolman states the opinion that:
Sometimes state laws or directives about public schools operated not
as a stimulus to local effort, but as a drag on it. Tax-supported
schools were not created by the territorial legislation; it would be -
much nearer thé truth to say that they developed it in spite of such
- legislation (Tyack and Hansot, p. 76).

But in the modern era, the‘stateuéna federal governments as well as the
judiciary have become increasingly involved in education and have become -
primary forces in expanding the concept of adequacy in public education.

Let us now turn to an examination of three important forces behind
the. continued expansion of education: prescriptions provided by
educational .theorists, mandates Qzﬂiﬂe courts ang legislative action.

-

h ¢
2.3 ADEQUACY IN THE MODERN ERA ’ ' ‘:
Ly
2.3.1 The Interplay of Adequacy, Equity,-and Financial Supggrt Among
The Educational Theorists

As there is no mention of education in the United States
Constitution, it is an area over which the states have the right to assume
primary responsibility. And even though the spread of public education

vas largely a grassroots phenomenon, historically initiqted, funded, and

<

./




17

3

-

controlled at the local level, each of the fifty states has accepted
responsibility for the provision of public education. For the most part,
however, - the states were quite willing to leave education £§~a\mattet of
local petogatxve until the disparities within the statewide syst®ms, as
well as other forces generated ;uffxcxent pressure to rtecessitate their
doing otherwise. ‘

>

In the year 1890, Mort estiﬁated that nearly a quarter of all public
school revenues was derived ftom federal and state sourres. Although not
separated out in this study, the federal involvement was quite small as
evidenced by the 0.3 percént federal share of .school’ revenue in 1930
(Johns, Alexander, and Jordan, p. 16). This suggests that almost all of
the 25 percent came from state sources. But, ag much of these state
monies came from the federal land grants of 1785 and 1787, twenty-five
percent is probably a misleading indicatiop of the actual level of state
involvement at that time. Local effort rémained the driving force behind
educational expansion for the next forty years. With basic and other
minimal state aid formulas in place, the states, for the most part,
maintained @ laissez-faire approach to local education. Although state
expenditures on public education remained fairly constant through 1930,
local contributions increased sufficiently to drop the national percentage
of publxc school revenues derived from state and federal sources from 23.8
percent in 1890 to 17.3 percent in 1930 (Johns, Alexander, and .Jordan, p.
16).

By théueatly twentieth century, state policy makers were seeking a
body of theory that might guide them in the formulation of school finance

policy. How might they take a more methodical approach to issues of state .

involvement in local public education? At this same time, from the
relatively new academic discipline of education, university ptofessors and
theorists were attempting to address ‘these relatively new public policy
issues in school finance.

Ellwood P. Cubberley wrote the first major work on the theory of
school finance in 1906 as his thesis requirement for the Ph.D. degree at
Teachers College. School Funds and Their Apportionment, which evolved
from .this work, was a first attempt at formulating basic principles of
school finance. Cubberley has been described as the first of the
educational technocrats. He led a wave of university and foundation
leaders who believed in a single best approach to education. Having
derived a set of standards for education, these technocrats attempted to
apply this "template" to each of the states in the nation.

Cubberley underscored the state's tesponsxb111ty for the provision of
educational services and the establxshmmnt of certain requirements.
"While leading the way open for all to go beyond these financial
requirements, the state must see that none fall below" (Cubberley, State
School Funds.and Their Apportionment, p. 16). Cubberley also pointed out
that because of unequal distributions of wealth, very unequal tax burdens
can result from the maintenance of state miniﬁal requirements and that
these would best be equalized by a state school tax. Hesfurther stated

.23
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that a state system cannot be adequate ro meet the fequitements of (
'equalization without "a wise system of distribution” (Johns, p. 17). o
’ ’ . . i i

The next theorist of considerable import was Harlan Updergraff, a
professor of education.at the University of Pennsylvania.  He recommended
that the extent of the state's contribution to public education in a given-
community should be dependent on 1bcal action. Updergraff's formula .
provided the same total revenue ‘to districts gaking identical tax efforts, i
regardless of their wealth. Thus, the quality of education was made :
dependent on the effort and oot wealth. This approach fell iato disfavor ° -

.for many years until resurrected-by-Coons, Clune, and SugErqgg’(1970)

under the banner of "district power equalization," This concept is-
currently being used in some states as a method éf heightening local
incentives for quality education.

One of the most influential of the early theorists was George D.
Strayer. As an advocate of equal educational opportunity, he opposed
rewards for local effort, finding these two concepts to be incompatible.
In 1923 ‘he wrote:

Any formula which attempts to accomplish the double purpose of

equalizing resources and rewarding effort must contain elements which

are mutually inconsigtent. It would appear to be more rational to

seek to achieve loc‘T adherence to~proper-educational standards by

methods which do not tend to destroy thg very uniformity of effort

called for by the doctrine of equality of educational opportunity
# (Strayer and Haig, p. 175). &

_Paul Mort, a student of Strayer's who became an important force in
the development and implementation of school finance theory, attempted to
define a satisfactory minimum or an adequate educational program as part
of his doctoral dissertation. He set out three basic elements of a
minimum program: (1) Funding for a defined set of educational activities
based on what is found in most or all of the communities 6f the state.

(2) Funds for all special expenditures districts incur due to causes which
are essentially beyond their control, e.g. necessary small schools. (3)
Funding for unusual local conditions requiring additional educational
offerings, e.g. need for basic-éﬁattuction in the English language. These
provisions should be guar§nteed by the state in satisfying a standard of
equal educational opportumnity..

Mort was especially far-sighted in presenting the second and third
elements of his basic program. fhe technolegy for measuring costs "oyer
which the community has little or no control” and the programmatic needs
of children requiring special additional educational offerings is just now
being refined and incorporated into some state formulas. (Florida's -
school finance formula, for instance, includes an index partially

adjusting aid to account for local variations in the cost of living.)
Mort also advanced the implementation of accounting for variation in
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student costs thtough the concept of differing funding "weights" for

* pupils with spec1a1 educational needs. 5 \\\;h
. .
" Henry C. Morrison _was an early proponent of a sxngle state #chool®

system. He noted the gtoss inequities in local expenditures and concluded
in 1930 that schemes allowing local autonomy were bound to fail in the
provision of an adequate and equitable statewide system. While these
ideas were then, 4nd remain today, an anathema to staunch supporters of
localized contrcl, statcew’de systems do reluctantly, but inevitably, seem
to be moving in thé direction forseen by Morrison in the search of for
adequate and equitable standards for educational provision.

The overall expansion  of the public education sector over the forty
year span, . 1930~1970,. was quite substantial. Enrollments increased 99
percent and overall expenditures in 1969-dollars increased 700 percent,
representing a 302 percent increasé in per_pu Pll expenditures. As a
percentage of the gross national product,-the total expendxtutes of

'pre=collegiate public schools increased 90 pegcent from 2.2 percent in

1929;1930 to 4.2 percent in 1969-1970 (Johns, Al&xander, and Jordan, . p. ‘
19). The state share of school revenues, after a period of declxne, ‘
began to reverse around 1930 and rose over the next twenty years from 17.3

percent in 1930 to 39.8 percent in 1950. From 1950 to 1970 the state

share leveled off significantly, only increasing .9 percent-:to 40.7

percent of total school revenue (Cubberley, Public Education in the B
United States, p. 9). During the 1970’ 8, the school finance reform

movement was at least one factor causing the relative state share of

educational expenditures to begin a new climb to 48.1 percent (NEA

estimate from the Standard Education Almanac 1980-198l1). These

increased expenditures were the result of a broadening national conception

of adequate educational standards. It is interesting to note that the

mést significant theoretical work governing this large expansion of state

involvement in public education was written prior to 1930. The method of
allocating these increased resources from the state to local 3chool

districts was consxdetably guided by the work of these early educatxonQ§ ‘
theorists. 4 i Y

2.3.2 Adequacy As Defined By the Judxcxaty " \

Judicial involvement in educatxonal policy making began 1n*eatnest in
the last decade. This development is quite relevant to any discussion of
adequacy because of the ptofound influence of the courts in expandxng and 'y
providing definition to this imprecise standard. The courts have’ even had K

,‘awmuch broader effect on the formulation of educational policy than’ wougd é
be indicated by the long list of litigation affecting education over th

past twenty years. The messages contained .in these rulings, although
sometimes confusing and contradictory, have been sufficiently clear to
encourage an accompanying flurry of legislative action and policy
development. -

[




Early judicial involvement in the schools focused primarily on the
rights of taxation. Indiana courts, for example, upheld the state's =«

" discretionary power to collect and disburse taxes for educational purposes
in Springfield v Quick, $§3 US 56) 1859. 1In 1874, a Michigan court

‘ruled that tax revenues cpuld be used to support a public high school
(Stuart v Scheol District}No. 1 of Village of Kalamazoo, 30 Mich 69
[1874]). In Robinson v Schenck, 1885, (N.E. 698, Ind.) the legality of
an Indiana statewide tax that had the effect of tedisttibutjng aid to all
of the state's schools was upheld. In most of these early cases, ‘the
plaintiffs were taxpayers. The courts directed, little attention to the
rights of children to receive an-adequate education or the obligations of
the state in the area of educational provisiofi, '

_ Brown v Topeka Board of Education, (247 U.S. 483 [1954]) was a
landmark case in reorienting the judicial focus toward the obligation of
the state in providing adequate educational offerings. The court ruled
that a segregated education is inadequate and dénigs students ‘the equal
protection under the law guaranteed in the FoutLgh th Amendment.
"Substantially equal” facilities do not, in themselves, provide equal
educational opportunity. Stressing the importance”of education in’
contemporary society, .the rights of the child, and the obligations of the

state, the Supreme Court declared:

Today, education is perhaps the most important function of state and
local government... In these days, it is doubtful that any child may
reasonably be expected to succeed in life’if he ‘is_denied the
opportunity of an education. Such an opportunity, where the state
has undertaken to provide it, is a right which must be made available
to all on equal terms (347 U.S. 483 [1954]). )

The plaintiffs in McTimis v Ogilvie, the first school finance case
to be decided at the appellate level, also relied on the protection of the
_Fourteenth Amendment when they argued that equal protection is denied when
public funds are apportioped without regard to the specific educational
needs of students. The ﬁédetal district court ruled against the
plaintiffs on the grounds” that there is no constitutional right to an
educational funding system that is based entirely on pupil needs or
absolute equality in per paypil funding. As no manageable standard for
,measuring educational needs and costs was seen at that time, the
‘controwersy was ruled nonjusticiable. . )

-

_ Serrano v Priest, 1971 (5 Cal. 3d 584) ‘represented a considerable
breakthrough for school finance reformers. Im this case the plaintiffs
made a concerted effort to circumvent the "nonjusticiable' traps that had
been confronted in previous attempts to bring relief from vast statewide
disparities in the provision of educational services. The case was again
based dn the equal protection clause of the Fourteenth Amendment. The
plaintiffs contended that the California school finance system was

discriminatory because educational spending by local qistticts was largely
determined on the basis of local property wealth; a "suspect
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classification." They further argued that as education was a '"fundamental
interest," the state must be able to show that there was a "“"compelling
interest” to justify this discriminatory scheme, and also that no less
915criminntory scheme could also satisfy this compelling interest.

The defendants in Serrano argued that the i-ugplicability of the
equal protection clause in such cases had already been determined in
McInnis. but the California Supreme Court ruled that the plaintiff's
arguments were significantly different than those presented in McInnis
because ‘an acceptable and justiciable standard had been presented. The
California school finance plan was found to be in violation of the equal
protection clauses of the California and the United States Consgtitutions.

The success of the Serrano approach signalled the charge for school
 finaffe reformers across the nation. Fifty actions were filed in
. . thirty-one states, most following the legal arguments initiated by
Serrano (Levin, p. 51). But in one of these cases, San Antonio
< ~ Independent School District’'v Rodriguez, (411 U.S.-37 [1973]), the state
© Of Texas appealed to the U.S. Supreme Court, leading to a ruling that

would partly quiet the storm of activity generated by Serrano. In this .

- five to four decision, it was held that education is not a fundamental

’ right under the U.S. Constitution, and that the Texas system did not
discriminate against an. identifiable class of poor people, but against
property poor school districts which do not constitute a suspect
classification.

Of greatest relevance to the discussion of adequacy is a section in
the Rodriguez 3upreme Court ruling dealing with the state's
responsibilitiesin the provision of educational opportunities. The court
rejected any state requirements for equality of inputs, adopting an -output
standard in the form of a minimally adequate education.

"Whatever merit appellee's argument might have if a state's financing
system occasioned an absolute denial of educational opportunity to
any of its children," there is no basis for-the charge of
interference with fundamental rights "where only relative differences
in spending levels are involved...'" Furthermore, it can not be
charged that the system fails to provide each child with an
opportunity to acquire the "basic minimal skills necessary for
the...rights of free speech and full participation in the political
process” (Rodriguez, 411 U.S. 37).

As evidence of the provision of adequate minimum standards, the
ruling cites the minimal-state resource requirements from the Texas. I
Education Code that apply to all the school districts in the state. These
. specify a standardized stud%pt to teacher ratio d?‘fwenty:five to one for
the purpose of state support, various other professional pérsonnel
requirements, and the funds to be provided for transport and tEitpooks.
Thus, Rodriguez establishes a precedent for minimal standards in the
provision of specific resources and an output standard which places the .
burden of proof on the plaintiffs to demonstrate that the system fails to
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provide the basic skills necessary for‘exercising the rights of
citizenship. : ' ’

Rodriguez slowed but did not halt the school finance reform
movement. Less than a month after this ruling, the New Jersey Supreme
Court held that the state school finance system of that state violated,
not the equal protection clause found invalid by Rodriguez, but the
state education clause which demanded a "thorough and efficient" system of
free public schools. Thus, Pobinson v Cahill (118 New Jersey 1972) led
to a new set of cases charging that state school systems violated "ample"
or "basic" requirements as contained in state education clauses.
Rodriguez also did not foreclose the possibility of successfully
challenging school finance schemes on the basis of state equal protection
clauses as almost all state constitutions make explicit provision for
education. In one of the most recent of these cases, the West Virginia
Supreme Court of Appeals in remanding the case of Pauley v KRelly (255
S.E. 2d 859 [W.Va. 1979]) for further evidentiary development offered the
following description of a "thorough and efficient" system of schools:

It develops, as best the state of education expertise allows, the
minds, bodies and social morality of its charges to prepare them for
useful and ‘happy occupations, recreation and citizenship, and does so
economically (Piele, p. 273).

The distinction between the Serrano case on the one hand, and the
Rodriguez, Cahiil, and Pauley cases on the other that is most '
relevant to this discussion is the standards of adequacy and equity in
public education adopted in each set.of cases. Only Serrano demands
equal educational resources (or expenditures) in "...amounts considerably
less than $100 per pupil.”" An output standard is adopted by the others.
In these cases disparities of expenditure are tolerable if adequate
minimum standards are upheld for all the state's children. What standards
govern this minimum is still, for the most part, not well specified. '
Rodriguez seems to imply an output standard based on the requirements of
responsible citizenship-in a free society while Cahill adds the
responsibility of preparation for a future role "as a competitor in the
labor market" (62 NJ 473,515,303 A.2nd 273,295 [1973]). Pauley extends
these output measures to include such seemingly nonjusticiable standards
as preparation for "useful and happy occupations" and the development of
"gocial morality" (Piele, p. 273). 4

A major problem with such output measures of.adequacy in education is
their measurement. How can the compliance or lack of compliance with such
nebulous standards be determined? Rodriguez seems to imply & negative
standard. As minimal standards for the allocation of educational

oure are-inplace; there-is no clear basis—for-the-claim-that-an - . ___ .

"adequate minimum" program is not being provided. The Serrano trial
- court, on the other hand, ruled the adequacy of education to be
constitutionally irrelevant. It is the quality (or level) of the
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.legislature due to the "pressing need to institute meaningful relief
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education in terms of expemditures relative to other districts in the
state that is the relevant standard (Levin, p.85)i——— - - — - — —

School finance reform has been’an area of intense judicial activity
over the past decade. Adequacy has been a centrgl focus throughout this
movement as- the courts have attempted to address such questions as what
constitutes a thorough and efficient educational system, ' what minimal
standards satisfy the child's right to inclusion in the state's public
education system and whether the adequacy of outcomes as opposed to the .

. "quality" of inputs is the most appropriate standard for the measurement —

of adequacy. N

School finance reform was not the only area, however, in which the
courts of the seventies had a significant impact on the issue of adequacy
in education. Expansion of the requirements of public education were
being tried through litigation in at least four other significant
directions in the 70's and early 80's. The’first three areas are
bilingual education, education for the handicapped, and the right of
children of illegal aliens to a publici education. 4 fourth issue,"

_ educational malpractice, potentially has far reaching future implications

for the issue of adequacy.

Lau v Nichols 414 U.S. 563 (1974) signalled a significant expansion
of the requirements of public education 'in the area of bilingual
instruction. Eighteen hundred Chinese-speaking pupils claimed that the
San Francisco School Board was in violation of the equal protection clause
of the Fourteénth Amendment and the Civil Rights Act of 1964 in failing to
offer them a special compensatory language program. Ruling in favor of
the plaintiffs, the court said that school districts receiving federal aid
must provide special instruction for non-English speaking students whose
education is severely hampered by this language barrier, at least when
such students are in substantial numberssin a given school district. 1In
this case, as in the other expamsions of educational requirements
initiated by the courts, the actual implementation of these expanded
services resulted in a considerable aftermath of policy debate. One set
of guidelines proposed under the Carter administration was quickly swept
aside by the Reagan Education Secretary, Terrell Bell, with the charge
that they were "harsh, inflexible, burdensome, unworkable, and incredibly
costly" ("Bell Withdraws Proposed Bilingual Regulations," p. 3). Two
months later, however, a district judge marched ahead in implementing
standards for the state of Texas. Refusing to wait for action from the

without unnecessary delay," he ordered K-12 bilingual education for all of
the state's children identified as being of limited English proficiency
("Judge Requires K-12 Bilingual Education in Texas SchoolsL" p+2). The
ambiguity surrounding such issues is evidenced by the Supreme Court ruling
in Lau. Despite finding a violation of a-guaranteed constitutional
right, the ruling states that relief is required only when limited and
non-English speaking students exist "in substantial numbers."

29
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A second area of court involvement in-expanding the requirements of
public schooling is in the educational rights of the handicapped.
Pennsylvania ABsociation for Retarded Children (PARC) v Pennsyivania - °
(343 F. Supp. 279 (E.D.Pa. 1972)) represented the "first legal
breakthrough for the handicapped" (Levin, p. 56). The plaiqpiffs
introduced evidence that all mentally retarded persons are capable of
benefiting from special training, and the court ruled on this basis that a
substantial number of the state's children were being denied their right
to a public educatinn., A consent agreement resulted whereby the state
recognized its "obligation to place each mentally retarded child in a
free, public program of education and to provide training appropriate to
the child's capacity..." (Levin, p. 57).

This focus of attention on the educational rights of the handicapped
led to federal legislation in the form of Public Law 94-142 in 1975,
guaranteeing "...an individualized education plan for each handicapped
student..." Far from closing the door on the issue, however, this law has
led to further litigation attempting tcd determine the exact requirements
of the public schools in the provision of educational services for the
. handicapped. In a recent Delaware case (Kruelle v Biggs, U.S. 3rd Cir,
1981), for example, the 3rd U.S. Circuit Court of Appeals has ruled that
the state and local school systems must provide the residential care
. réquired for a handicapped child with social, emotional, medical and ' '
educational problems so intertwined that "it is not possible for the court
~~ _ - to perform the Solomon-like task of separating them" ("Delaware Disabled
"~ Boy Entitled to Residential Placement, Court Rules," p. 3). ) .

_A further extension of this line of litigation could conceivably
result in the form of a class action suit by children enrolled in basic.
programs. As P.L. 94-142 defines an education that is' adequate for the
handicapped as "an individualized education_plan" for each student, should
a ‘lesser standard of adequacy be applied to cﬁZTaien\in basic programs, i
‘all of whom could elso conceivably benefit from an individualized
diagnosis and educational plan? It would seem that inner-city children
whose test scores often indicate considerable educational deprivation
could make an especially compelling claim based on this kind of service
standard. In a current California suit, in which a handicapped man is
suing the Los Angeles Unified School District for‘having provided him with
an "inadequate education,” the school attorney built part of his defense
around the claim that handicapped students, "should not be given greater
rights than millions of other school ¢hildren" ("California Handicapped
Man Sues Schools for Inadequate Education,” p. 5).

A third battle concerning the requirements of public education is "

—— also currently being waged in the courts. Must states extend full public
educational services to children of illegal aliens? An 1886, Supreme Court :
case ruled that full constitutional protection extends to lawfully
admitted aliens, but the rights of illegal aliens have not yet been ,
determined. Plyer v Doe (49 U.S. LW 3812) which is currently before the

. Supreme Court, challenges a Texas law allowijg undocumented children to be

]
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chatged one thousand dollars a year in tuition to attend the state's
public” schools.

A fourth issue pertaining to the tequxtements of pub11c education
relates to the issue of educational malpractice. In Peter Doe v San _
Francisco Unified School District (Civ. No. 36851 [Cal.Ct.App., August 6,
1976]), the plaxntxff charged the schoel district with negligence and 3
carelessness in allowing him to graduate from high school, after twelve E
years of attendance in the district, even though he could only read at a_
fifth grade level. In this case, and in similar othgr educational
malpractice suits, the courts have not ruled in favor of the plalntxffs,
which seems consistent with the "opportunity to acquire basxc skills"
standard of Rodriguez and the "outcomes are irrelevant" standard of
Serrano (Levin, p. 85). There is evidence that these cases have not
gone unnoticed, however, in the vast spread of minimal competency testing
and the "back to basics" movement that is currently sweeping the states.

As the courts continue to wrestle with a workable definition of
educational adequacy, it is important to take into account some of the
pitfalls of the past. In considering output standards, the courts must
contend with the fact that little is known about the relationship between
given sets of educational resources and educational outcomes. It cannot
be assumed with confidence that any prescribed set or level of resources
will result in a mandated set of outcomes. A second caveat lies in the
realization that even if this technology were understood, there is
considerable reason to doubt the possibility or perhaps even the
desirability of prescribing a fixed set of outcomes. The Joint Education
Committee of the New Jersey Legislature described this "indeterminate view
of the education process”" as follows:

-

- It must be borne in mind that education is not an end in itself, but
a means to an end -- namely, to provide each student upon leavxng
pub11c school with a reasonable set of skills to function effectxvely
in our economy and society and, thus, help equalize opportunities in
later life. As social and economic conditions change, so must the
’ schools adjust accordxngly. The goals of the schools must reflect
the needa of a complex and changing world. Given this steady
development, it is impossible to prescribe a fixed set of goals and
ptocedurea (Lehne, p. 107). - .

Connxderdble questxons also remain unresolved in the Serrano -equity - —-
standatd of the "quality" of- education as measured by per pupil
expenditures in relation to overall state average expenditures. An
absolute standard for a statewide differential, ''substantially less than
$100," reflects a lack of sensitivity to diffetences between school
districts. It contains an implicit assumption that school districts are
for the most part alike and, therefore, that equal dollars are the best
assurance of equal educational opportunities. This rather simplistic rule
ignores, however, a considerable body of research which gives evidence to
the contrary. Cost of education studies conducted in a number of states
show substantlal variation in the costs districts face in purchasing
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" jdentical -educational resources. But even if costs were controlled, by
allocating ‘funds such that all districts would have equal purchasing power
per student, the assumption remaina that the student populations of all
districts are essentially alike. This assumption is also contrary to the
substantial differences found in the various student populations across
states and the costs of programs that the special characteristics of these
students necessitate. -

A third important -issue in the establishment of adequate and
equitable standards for the allocation of educational resources is local
control. Public education arose and was nurtured at the local level "
through--the concerned involvement of small communities. There is
considerable evidence of a delicate symbiosis between local determination
and state support and that heavy-handed involvement in public education on
the part of the state can destroy the overall support system that has
historically maintained the vitality of this enterprise. Another side to
this issue, eloquently expressed in Serrano, is summarized by Robert M.
Hutchins: "...the disparities in the resources of .the rich and poor
districts make local control a cruel illusion." (Hutchins, p. 19).

2.3.3" Federal Legislation and a National Concept of Adequacy

. The federal government plays a relatively small role, compared to
state and local governments, in the financing of public education. But
through the seventies, a decade of substantial educational expansion,
federal funding sources have more than maintained their revenue share. In
unad justed dollars federal monies have more than doubled, from 3.2 billion
dollars in the school year 1969/1970 to 8.7 billion dollars in the year
1979/1980. The percentage of overall support emanating at the federal
level has grown slightly from 8 percent to 9.3 percent (NEA estimate from -
the Standard Education Almanac 1980/81).

To the extent that there has been some unity of purpose bekind
? federal expenditures for public education, it has seemingly been to
provide supplemental funds for special needs considered important from a
federal perspective. The largest blocks of federal monies traditionally
- L g0 to categorical programs that federal policy makers seemingly believe .
e are not adequately being provided for by the states. The requirement that
these funds must supplement and may not supplant state or local dollars
reinforces this point of view. Thus, to the tune of 8.7 billion dollars
~ -in_the school year 1979/1980, federal policy did impact on the national
. perspective of-what an adequate overall educational program should
, . - include. Given the opportunity costs that must be considered in all
L -public expenditures, the federal decision to add its support to special
) . educational programs, but not to general edpfition, carries the implicit
federal decision that the current state provision was adequate in one area
and inadequate in the other. ]

— . B S .
As precise federal objectives are not ltated and as educational
. technology does not allow any precise linkage between expenditures and
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outcomes even if federal objectives were precisely defined, the
consideration of the adequacy of the federal contribution must also be
done in a political context. Whether there are enough federal dollars
going to a given state or a collection of states cannot really be
considered apart from the overall expenditures that are available for
these kinds of purposes at the federal level, the relative needs of the
states for these special programs, local ability to meet these needs, and
the amount that any given state receives in relation to what the other
states are roceiving. Thus, the linkage reappears. While the concepts of
adequacy and equity may be separable in a theoretical sense, in reality,
given the inevitably political nature of public funding decisions, they

. are inextricably bound. Thus, even federal Impact Aid has an adequacy

component to it. Is it adequate to meet the objectives which justify its
existence? To the extént that it is inequitably distributed, it is )
inadequate for those districts receiving fewer dollars than they would
receive under a more equitable funding formula.

Although there is a long history of limited federal assistance to
public education, federal involvement in the expansion and definition of
the concept of adequacy in education was quite limited until 1965. In
that year Congress passed the Elementary and Secondary School Act, a large
compromise measure which combined various forms of aid to education and
became an important component of President Lyndon Johnson's "Great
Society" legislation. The largest portion of the funds allocated to local
districts under this act were authorized under Title I, the first major
federal effort to target aid to needy students. A second federal
enactment which allocates federal funds to local school districts is the
Educational Agencies Financial Aid Act of 1974, which provides federal
"impact aid" to local districts whose educational responsibilities are
affected by federal activity within their district boundaries. Other
federal enactments that have affected the national conception of adequate
and equitable standards for education are the Education for All
Handicapped Children Act of 1975 and Section 842 of the Education
Amendments of 1974 which provides a federal incentive program for state
finance reform projects in an attempt to diminish inter-district
expenditure disparities. ’ ’

A major problem with federal involvement has been that federal
objectives concerning the concepts of adequacy and equity appear to be as
unclear and contradictory as they are at the state and local levels.
Rather than adding clarity to this dehate through national leadership,
federal legislation mirrors the irresolution at local and state levels of
educational policy making. Thus, Congress enacts provisions to provide
incentives for state educational finance reform that will equalize
district expenditures while Title I and Impact Aid funds are allocated to
local districts on the basis of formulas that are disequalizing. Federal
bilingual and handicapped legislation is enacted in an attempt to set
national standards for these educational requirements, while in fact, they
are still very much being debated in Washington, and are seemly subject to
wide review and rather sweeping alteration from one administration to the
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next. Thus, even though billions of dollars are expended at the federal
level, which impact on national perceptions of adequacy in public
educational offerings, there is no clear federal conception of educational
adequacy. Rather, an accumulation of many smaller efforts is seen, each
withits own set of cbjectives, moving in indepéiident spheres and in
separate directions. ‘ ’

Title I of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965
represented a substantial commitment by the federal government to enhance
the ‘overall adequacy of educational systems across’the nation by providing
supplemental funds for "educationally deprived" children. For the
purposes of this act, an educationally deprived child is aged five to
seventeen and is, (a) in a'family with an annual income that is less than
the "low-income factor," or (b) in a family with an annual income in
excess of this low-income factor which réceives payments under an approved
program of aid to dependent families, or (c) in an institution for
neglected or delinquent children (Alexander, p. 82). In fiscal year 1980,
this source of funding accounted for 3.5 billion dollars with 11.6 percent
of the national enrollment in public elementary and secondary schools
receiving assistance under this act. .

Title I funding is based on "average state or federal expenditure,
vhichever is greater" (Levin, p. 52). Thus, an adequate supplement for
the category of students, educatiocnally deprived, is not based on some
real assessment of the needs of these students, but on variations in

///{tate de ‘expenditures. Therefore, despite the floor of average federal
expenditures that is built into this act, the federal allowance for
educationally deprived students in New York in 1970 was 67.percent more
than it was in Mississippi (Alexander, p. 82).

, Title I funds are, however, equalizing within states which
distinguishes them from most other federal funding schemes (Levin, p. 53).
In an analysis of the federal role in education, Levin points out that
Impact Aid especially distorts state equalizing formulas (Levin, p. 53).
The formula to determine federal compensation is based.on local
expenditures. Although this formula also has a "floor," allowing the
contribution rate to be based on state or national averages if local

_ expenditures are below these mean values, the result of this distribution
scheme is that it favors wealthy districts within states as well as
"wealthy states across the nation. The average local contribution rate, as
used in the Impact Aid formula, was 88 percent higher in New York in 1970
than it was for any of the states which fell below the national average
(Alexander, p. 85). A second provision of the impact aid statute also
distorts state equalizing formulas. Because states are prohibited from
counting impact aid in calculating local revenue, the districts receiving
substantial sums of federal impact aid may appear to be poorer than they
really are and, therefore, receive a disproportionately large amount of
state aid. .

»
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These disequalizing formulas work at cross-purposes with another
piece of federal legislation, Section 842 of the Educational Amendments of
1974. This piece of legislation provided a federal incentive to encourage
school finance reform measures to equalize intra-state expenditure
disparities. Even though the provisions of this section are relatively
weak and ineffective, a federal commitment is therein recorded for the
achievement "of equality of educational opportunity for all children."
This piece of legislation seems to conflict with these tWwo large federal
funding programs, Impact Aid and Title I, which distribute funds in ways
that are antiequalizing. The problem at the federal level is quite
similar to the difficulties faced by federal and state courts,
legislators, and educational policy makers -- uncertainty as to the
appropriate basis for establishing standards of adequacy and equity.

Levin comments: "There is little agreement as to whether equal
educational opportunity means tax relief, education resource equity, or
even minimally adequate education, rather than equal education" (Levin, p.
53). .

Congress has also demonstrated a commitment to two other programs
that affect the national concept of adequacy in education. The Education
for All Handicapped Children Act requires all handxcapped students to have
an individualized education plan, to be educated in "normal settings" to
the "maximum extent possible,” and to be educated in the "least
restrictive environment" (Levin, p. 87). In the area of bilingual
education, Congress has passed the Bilingual Education Act in 1968 as an
amendment to the Elementary and Secondary Education Act and adopted
statutory regulations to implement Section 601 of the Civil Rights Act,
which relates to the denial of educational benefits on the basis of
national origin. In the enforcement of these provisions for handicapped
and bilingual students, however, the federal government has been
irresolute and unclear in the direction in which it wishes to lead the
nation.

Although this disjointed leadership has been significantly affected
by the overall shift in national priorities that has accompanied the
Carter to Reagan transition, it can be argued that neither of these
programs was ever fully implemented at the federal level. 1In 1975, for
example, despite an estimated population of five million students in need
of bilingual services, federal funding reached less than 270,000 children
(Levin, p. 61). Under the Education for All Handicapped Children Act,
Congress could have appropriated up to forty percent of the excess costs
of educating handicapped students in fiscal year 1982, but only 12 percent
funding was suggested by President Carter in his farewell budget

recommendations for that year ("Goal of Handicapped Education Not Being

Met, GAO Says," p. 8).

Confusion has also resulted from the substantial refocusing at the
federal level which has accompanied the inauguration of the Reagan
Administration. Sworn in as Education Secretary on January 23, Terrell
Bell issued a "message of change to the American people" on February 2,
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which withdrew rules emanating from the 1964 Civil Rights Act that would
have forced schools to teach non-English speaking children in their native-
language ("Bell Withdraws Proposed Bilingual Regulations,” p. 3). A
further example of the new mood in Washington is evidenced by Senator S.'I.
Hayakawa's proposal of a constitutional amendment that would prevent
states from requiring schoals to teach non-English speaking students in
their native language ("Constitutional Amendment Introduced on Bilingual
Education,” p. 5). In the area of education for the handicapped, within
two months of taking offire, Vice-President Bush announced that
handicapped regulations were scheduled for "thorough scrutiny,..with an
_eye for overhaul" ("Bush Orders Handicapped Regulation Review," p. 7).

Since 1965, federal involvement in elementary and secondary public
education has experienced a continuous expansion, although current
discussions of "block grant funding" accompanied by a significant
reduction in overall federal aid to public education may signal a reverse
of this trend. This involvement has significantly broadened national
concepts of adequate standards in education, especially in the areas of
integration, educational deprivation, bilingual, handicapped and
vocational education. But because federal involvement has been the result
of many independent, disjointed efforts often emanating from different
departments and even different branches at the federal level, it has
generally failed to add cohesion or bring clarity to the issue of more
uniform standards of adequacy and equity in educatioq.

2.4 CONCLUSION

- Since its origin with the advent of public education, adequacy has
been an imprecise, dynamic and expanding standard that has continuously
been linked to considerations of equity. Despite the large number of .»
references to adequacy in educational codes, legislative acts, court .
findings and policy statements, explicit definitions of educational
adequacy remain imprecise. Rarely defined in a way that would provide a
justiciable standard, working definitions of educational adequacy are
derived from a large number of pplitical and judicial actions as well as
interpretations of past actions. Adequate is an amount sufficient to
meet requirements. But as new requirements for public education are
constantly being generated and as these requirements are the results of
considerable political interaction and compromise, educational adequacy
will ‘'undoubtedly remain an imprecise standard by definition. -

To reiterate, educational adequacy is a dynamic concept. As

. additional responsibilities are added to public education, additional
commitments of resources are required. Therefore, decisions extending the
requirements of public education are public resource allocation decisions.
As such, they are subject to fluctuations in levels of public resources
and are made within a political context. Johns, Alexander and Jordan
(1972) point out that in a free enterprise system such as ours, goods in
the private sector are allocated in the marketplace while public sector
goods are allocated through political processes. Thus, the resulting

-
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standdrds of educational adequacy, in the broadest sense, will constantly
be in flux. They will be affected by variations in the overall
availability of public resources as well as the changing mood of the
political environment. . - ' ’

Historically, adequacy-has been an expanding concept. Since the
origins of public schooling, it has gradually but continually broadened in
scope. The prevailing standard of adequacy of twenty-five years ago would
not be considered acceptable today. Similarly for the reasons cited
above, it should not be expected that the prevailing standard twenty years
hence would now be recognizable. Although a continuation of this
expansion currently seems unlikely, given the present mood of retrenchment
in the provision of public services, this prognosis may be premature in
light of the long precedent of expansion in what has been considered
adequate provision in public education..  As it.is unlikely thgt the world
will cease to evolve in its complexity, present standards for’public
education will most likely be_deemed‘inadequate for future generations.

. Commenting on educational standards of the day, Will Rogers said,
"the schools aren't as good as they used to be, but they never were..."
In reminiscing over the "golden days of education,” when the public
schools were the pride of local communities; it is important to keep in
mind the relatively limited requirements that were placed on public
education as compared to the demands of today. Public education as
provided in the 50's and early 60's -- when the high school graduation
rate was 61 percent (1954-55) as compared to 75 percent (1980-81), when
the percentage of sixteen to twenty-four year old blacks who were not high
school graduates or in school was 29 percent (1967) as opposed to 20
percent (1977), (The Condition of Education, 1979, pp. 183-184) when
education in the southern states was almost completely segregated and
handicapged students were often completely excluded from public
systems, and pefore the provision of bilingual programs--would clearly
be considered &nadequate by the standards*of today. In light of the rapid
expansion of the requirements of what is considered adequate, escalating
costs and the appearance of dwindling outcomes may stem sowewhat less
puzzling (Johns, Alexander, and Jordan, p. 16).

;
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CHAPTER 3

ADEQUACY OF STANDARDS ACROSS THE STATES

As there is no mention of education in the United States Comstitution, it
is an area of jurisdiction that has been reserved for,:e states. And indeed,
all of the fifty states have adopted language in their state constitutions as
-well as in what have often become voluminous education codes governing the
publicly supported gducational services to be offered all of the states'
, school-age children. For this reason any discussion of the adequacy of
"> ‘educat ional services being offered across the nation must center around these
‘state guarantees. The focus of this chapter is to explore explicit and
implicit adequacy standards as they currently exist in the states from a
variety of perspectives. The chapter appears in five major sections. The
first section contains an analysis of the state role today in educational
provision and the recent forces that have caused it to be substantially ]
increased. The second section analyzes the actual dollar amounts provided by
the various states. The supplemental programs of special, bilingual and
compensatory education are discussed and analyzed in section three as well as
state approaches to the funding of supplemental educational programs. In part
four, several educational resource input meagures are viewed. And in the -last
séction, brief case studies of four states 1i\llustrate how certain states have
specifically utilized their state- aid) allocation systems for the purpose of
specifying state adequacy standards in fairly precise terms.

e o

3.1 THE STATE ROLE

3.1.1. Origins

The responsibility for the provision of education has’been interpreted
vithin state constitutions in a variety of ways. Representative of these -
state guarantees is such constitutional language as is found in the ‘states of ;
De laware and Ohio directing legislatures to establish and maintain "general
"and efficient” (Delaware Constitution, Article X, Section 1) or "thorough and
efficient" (Ohio Constitution, Article VI, Sections 1,.2, and 3) systems of
public schools. -The California Constitution directs the legislature to
“encourage by all suitable means the promotion of intellectual, scientific,
moral and organizational improvement” im the state through public school
provision. (Article IX, Section 1) The "Duty of the general -assembly" in
Rhode Island is to "adopt all means which they may deem necessary and proper
to secure to the people the advantages and opportunities of education.” (Rhode. /
Island Constitution, Article XII, Section 1) 1In Florida the comstitution
makes a more specific commitment to the school-aged children of the state:
"To guarantee to each student .in the Florida public schlool system the
availability of programs and services appropriate to Wis educational needs
‘which are substantially equal to those available to dny similar student
notwithstanding geographic differences and varying local economic factors."

Some of these constitutional provisions have been recently altered in
response to school finance reform measures in general, or to specific : ;

litigation within states. But many of these general statements pertaining to
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the constitutional guarantees in statee have long been in place,-often with
their interpretations varying considerably over time. Historically-states
have, for the most part, delegated their responsibility for the ‘provision of
educational services to local communities. Thus, edugational s;andatds were
primarily derived at the local level and were a function of local fiscal
capacity, preferences for educational services, and student need. Such a
system of locally determined standards of adequacy led to wide disparities in
the educational services being provided within states. This was one factor
_eventually leading *o a more active state role in the provision of educational
services, at least in the form of minimal state guarantees to school-age
children residing in districts that either did not choose. or were not
fiscally able, to provide acceptable levels of educationa. services.

-

3.1.2 A Three-fold Increase in State Support

The increasing general level of state involvement in education is
- illustrated by the substantial rise in the state revenue share for educational
services that has occured over the past fifty years. Over this period average
state support for education has increased nearly three-fold frqm 17.3% in 1930
to an estimated 48.1% in the 1980/81 school year. It is relevant to note that
this large rise in state support of educational services occurred at a period
: of unprecedented overall expansion of edugational services. Per pupil
7 expenditures rose 3022 in 1969 dollars over the forty year span from 1930 and
overall. expenditures for education throughout the country rose another 24.6 2
when adjusted for inflation over the past ten years despite declining
enrollments and strong inf u:ionary pressures. Thus, in real terms while
local support for educatio. nas declined 3.1% over the past decade and federal
support has remained faigly constant, state support has increased
substantially by 44.4%.

Three separable factors have been especially important in contributing to
, the significant expansion in state educational support over the past decade,
/ k. despite the 6% decline in overall enrollments: (1) the sghool finance reform
movement, (2) the so-called tax-payers revolr, and (3) the significant
increase in supplemental educational services for children with identifiable

special needs.
-4

Swept in by California's landmark Supreme Court Decision in Serrano v
Priest (1971), the school finance teformvmovément has effected major changes
in the financing of education in almost half of the fifty states thus far
(Kelly). Successful litigatiop in some states led to further tekitms in other
states even in the absense of judicial pressure. In almost all ikstances of’
successful reform, the low expenditurd districts have been levelled up to the
higher spending districts through substantial increases in overall .
expenditures for education and a significantly expanded role for the state in
the financing of educational services. . o
The "tax-payers revolt" has struck most markedly in the area of property

taxation, long the mainstay of local school finance. It has come gradually in
; the form of declining approval rates for- local school bond levies and the
resulting decline in the number of requests for such property tax increases,

and it has struck suddenly as was the case with California's ?toposition 13
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and Proposition 2 1/2 in Massachusetts. In the ten| years prior,to the 1967/68
school year the average number of public school bond .elections per year was
1,816 with an average approval rate of 71.9%. Thig contrasts rather -sharply .
with the school bond levy record in the ten years subsequent to 1967/68 when
an average 1,112 elections were . held (down 39%) and an average of 48.2% of the
requested ‘levies were passed (down 33 %). Or, in another way of summarizing
this decline in local tax support, the average number . of local levies-passed
per year in the decade 1957 to 1967 was nearly two and one-half times the
average number p¥ssed per year in ‘the decade following the 1967/68 school year
(The Digest of Educational Statistics, 1980, p. 72). These figures - -

illustrate a gradual decrease in local fiscal ;;ppott for .school setvicea’ “As

opposed to this gradual decline, Califorpia's oposition 13 is more

illustrative of a blitzkrieg~type action in this revolt. Overnight this

. referendum slashed property taxes across the state to a maximum of 1Z. This
general rebellion against the property tax has also been a significant force

in increasing the use of state-level funds to support educational services.

A thitd major force in transferring responsibility for the,support of.
education away from local sources to a greater teliance on state provision has
been the substantial increase in supplemental éducational services for
children with identifiable special needs. The provision of special teachers
and additional services in the programmatic ‘areas of special education,
bilingual education and conipensatory education have reduced overall pupil to’
teacher ratios across states and has increased state revenue shares in sup-
port of education. All fifty of the states have state supported programs for
handicapped children, twenty-—two states operate their own bilingual programs
and twenty-two states have state programs for compensatory education students.

Although some states specified certain kinds of educational services for
handicapped ghildren as early as the 1920's, many.physical and most learning
hendicaps did not receive a great deal of legislative attention until the
early 70's. By 1975 state support for special education tptalled more than
two billion dollars and served about three million students. By the 1979/80
school year these figures had risem to 3.4 billion dollars for approximately
four million handicapped children. Similarly bilingual education became an
important supplemental service in many-states during the seventies. By the _
1978/79 school year, $98.4-million in state revenues were being spent ou.
bilingual programs across the natiom. Although the, concept of compensatory
education vas largely introdeced by Title I of the &lementaty and- Secondary
Education Act of 1965, during the seventies some states also began funding
compensatory education programs based either on the economic need of the
families being served by districts or the demonstrated need of students for
supplemental educational services. The states provided $789 million in the
1979-80 school year for compensatory education programs (McGuire, Pp. 3-4). .

e |

¥3.2 BASIC STATE‘FINANCE APPROACHES: THREE SETS OF ADJUSTMENTS

3.2.1 Vealth‘Adjuitments

-
»

A number of basic approaches to financing education have arisen over the

years, some in the last decade in response to the school financb reform’
! R . . ,

-
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movement. These include such approaches as flat grants, foundation formulas
and various kinds of percentage equalizing formulas. Each is designed in its
own way to address the issue of equalxty of access to educational services for
students living in different regions of a state. Indeed, one ma jor purpose of
the various formulas, other than flat grant systems, is to adjust
distributions of educational dollars for variations in the property wealth of
districts. In more recent times, the concept of local wealth has also come to
include -other factors telated to fiscal capac1ty such as measures of personal
income in districts.

But local vealth is only one of the factors beyond local control
affecting the real level of educational services local communities are able to
provide for their school-aged children. From an equity viewpoint, an improved

‘state system would be one that ptovxdes equality in the level of educational

services received by each child in districts across the state or at least one
that equalizes the local opportunity to provide educational services for
children. But equal dollars will fail to yield equal educational resources if
the prices of these redources vary across the state. Moreover, equal’
educational resources for children with recognized differences in their
educational needs does not offer equal opportunities to all children. Thus,
adjustments based on three different criteria can be found in state education
finance formulas: local variations in property wealth, resource prices, and
student need. ’

The two major forms of wealth related adjustments are the foundation
formulas and percentage equaliring plans. - The foundat1on approach
necessitates the determination of some measure of an "adequate" level of
educational resources at the state level. On the basis of pupil or
instructional unit counts, the foundation level of support is then calculated
for every district in the state. The state contribution to each district is
the difference between this foundation and the amount of revenue that can be
raised locally with some preestablished minimum local tax rate. The major
thrust of a basic foundatioa approach is usually less oriented toward
neutralizing the effects of wealth than toward ensuring a minimal program to
all of the public school students of the state regardless of district wealth.
If the basic foundation is set very high, however, and/or if limits are placed
on allowable educational expenditures above the foundation level, this
approach can also virtuaily equalize per pupil expenditures across the
districts in a state.

Percentage equalizing grants are a second form of wealth related
adjustment to school finance formulas. Also referred to as a guatanteed tax
base or district power equalization, the major emphasis of this approach is
not the equalization of per pupil expenditures across the state, but the
equalizarion of local ability to raise "sufficient" funding for adequate
levels of educational services independent of local wealth., This approach
neutralizes local wealth (ex ante) by basing.the state contribution on the
size of Ehe local tax rate (or tax effort) regardless of local ptopetty

we2lth. The degree of weslth neutralization under this approach is
contingent on the degree of state as opposed to-local support. A state in
which all school funding is percentage equalized must either make the base

equal to the highest wealth district in the state or have some form of

. . o
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"recapture" provision in place whereby property wealthy districts. collecting

tax dollars in“excess of the state guaranteed expenditure for a given rate of
tax effort must submit these excess receipts to the state for redistribution

to property poor &isttictu. Under full percentage equalization, all districts
in the state with %#dentical rates would be granted identical revenues per

pupil regardless of local wealth, all other student need and price adjustments
held equal. .

3.2.2 Cost-Based Ad justments .

A second set of school finance adjustments is based on variations in the
prices of educational resources across the state. Numerous studies have been
conducted to measure the variation in the cost of educational resources across
states with a resulting average overall variation of about 15-40%. While
studies have been conducted in the states of California, Florida, Texas, .
Missouri, New York and Maryland, no state has adopted the complete methodology
required to index state aid allocations on the basis of variations in the
costs ‘of educational resources as yet. Florida and Alaska, however, -do use an
indirect adjustment based on overall cost-of-living indices to attempt to o
proxy the variation in the dost of educational resources across the state. .
However, in the state of Florida the correlation between the Florida Price
Level Index (FPLI) and the $ost of education index for that state is reported
to be .66, (Chambers, et aﬁ. 1981) suggesting that cost of living indices may
fail to capture a great de@i of the variation in the costs of educational
resources existing in states. -

Other forms of cost adjustments are also found in state school finance
formulas. Twenty-two states (McGuire, Augenblick, and Espinoza, 1979)
allocate additional funding to districts on the basis of low enrollments,
small schools or some measure of pupil density or sparsity. While most of

" these plans allow additional aid on the basis of only one of the above
characteristics, New Mexieo gives additional state aid on both the bases of
small districts and small schools, Perisylvania gives extra funding for
density and for sparsity and Texas jives additional aid for both small schools
and sparse districts. The majority of the states providing additional support
for small schools or districts are in the West and have large areas of
scattered population. In most instances to. receive support, these schools
must meet certain criteria which are intended to show that their smallness is
a matter of circumstance rather than choice. Such schools are often labelled
"necessary small schools" (Chambers, et al.,1980, p. 24/25).

Another common allowable cost-based adjustment is for ttanspottation
services. Nearly all of the states provide some supplemental aid for
transportation based on the costs districts are actually likely to incur.

Only Nev Hampshire and Rhode Island fail to provide any state aid- for
transportation and only Nevada basesftransportation aid on the basis of a flat
per pupil transportation grant as opposed to some form of a cost-based system
(School Finance at a Fourth Glance, 1980). In addition fourteen of the states
also use density/sparsity factors in the calculation of district
transportation grants (Chambers et al., P." 26).

Declining enrollment reimbursements are a third form of cost-?ased
adjustment found in school finance formulas across the states. Thirty states
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4,/make*ei§licit adjustments to state aid to school districts in recognition of

the cost consequencdes associated with local districts' inability to make
immediate adjustments in resources in the face of enrollment declines. There
are a number of reasons why educational costs can not generally be expected to
decline proportionately with the number of students. One prominent reason is
that the fixed plant and equipment costs must be shared among fewer students.
A second cause is the per pupil rise in personnel costs associated with the
‘requirement (based either on state law or union contract) that districts
release the newest 1:d consequently the least expensive teachers while keeping
the most senior, high-salaried teachers when faced with declining enrollments.
Thus, with declining enrollments, per-pupil costs can be expected to rise
(Odden and Vincent;, 1978). Many states try to help districts with declining
.enrollments by. allowing them to count various amounts of "phantom" students.
Such approaches include allowing the use of a prior year's count for aid
payments, counting only a percentage of the decline in students or the use of
a moving average including enrollment figures from previous years. :

A final common form of cost-based aid adjustments are for the training
and experience costs of certificated school personnel. Eight states adjust
state aid, or set up the funding of the entire education program, on the basis
of a statewide teacher salary schedule. While there is almost always some .
degree of local discretion as to the actual salary scales that will be used by
local districts, this state scale usually suggests'minimal salary levels and
forms the basis for the amount of state aid. Districts are authorized to
provide some number of instructipnal units and are funded on the basis of the
training and experience levels of the certificated personnel that are actually
employed by districts to fill these slots. The impact of this approach varies

, considerably based on the size of the state salary guarantee in relation to

average salary-figures in the state and the degree of allowable local leeway.
De laware had a state salary scale in 1978-79 that ranged from $8,269 to
$13,944 while the average salary for instructional staff in the state for that
year was $15,555. .Every district in the state provided some form of teacher
salary supplement. . The Kentucky scale is higher in relation to the |
statewide average salary, but districts are only required to pay 93% of the
legislatively scheduled amount. In New Mexico this "excess cost" allowance
due to additional training and experience can have a considerable impact on
the distribution of state aid becatise’ of a high level foundation and a low
degree of local leeway. The New Mexico salary multiplier index\zfgges from

095 to 102210 T

Differing rationales can be cited for these training and experience cost
adjustments. They can be viewed as a state incentive system to encourage '
local districts to hire instructional personnel with more training and
experience. Another line of reasoning is that with declining or leveling
enrollments many districts are faced with more training and experience among
their instructional personnel than they would prefer under more standardized
demographic conditions. Thus, the state is helping to off-set the costs
associated with these supplemental amounts of training and experience. A
third factor to consider in relation to this adjustment is its potential for
disequalization. ' To the extent that better-trained, more highly experienced
staff are found in high-wealth districts, experience and training adjustments

can be disequalizing as more dollars will be sent to these districts in the
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form of salary supplements. A fourth characteristic of this adjustment, which
sets it apart from the other adjustments mentioned -thus far, is that it
reimburses districts for a cost that can be locally controlled, at least in
the long run. That is, districts can choose, over the long run, the
combination of training and experience they wish to hire. Given that the
resulting mix of these factors employed by districts is a matter of local
taste, the justification for this form of cost adjustment is less clear than
for factors beyond district control, as is the case with the other previously
listed cost adjustments. : '

3.2.3 Student Need Based Adjustments S
A third set of cost adjustments, found in one form or another in all
. . fifty states are fog certain special need characteristics of the students
’ districts enroll, Student need based cost adjustments are found in the
various states for five separate kinds of programs: special education,
compensatory edu¢ation, bilingual educstion,  -vocational education and grade
level differentials. There are eight basic funding approaches to financing
these supplemental programs at the state level: pupil weighting, flat grants,
. . units, personnel, excéss costs, percentage reimbursement block grants and
' approved programs. These will be discussed in more detail in later sections
dealing with supplementary programs in the &tates.

3.3 OVERALL’ADEQUACY STANDARDS - COMPARING THE STATES

With the various state mechanisms for distributing funds to local school
"districts in mind, we will compare average expenditures per pupil across the
states and how these differing expenditures levels seem to be related to
specific funding approaches. Expenditures are considered in three different
forms: the absolute per pupil expenditure, per pupil expenditures as adjusted .
for a cost-of-living index, and expenditures adjusted by a teacher wage index.

3.3.1 Comparing The Dollar Amounts

1t -is with caution that we address the adequacy of educational
programming offered in the various states in terms of the traditional input
measures. One danger of this approach being the implication that the
educational programs in the states at the tcp of the scale are superior to
those at the bottom. But even the inputs of the educational process can be
viewed from a number of getapectiven. Actual dollar amountnxillocated for
educational services, for example, can not be directly applied to the
educational process. Whatever the outcomes of education are to.be, they can
not be purchased directly. Dollars can only purchase the necessary resources
to be applied to the educational process. From an input. view, therefore, the
absolute amount of dollars is a much less appropriate measure than the levels
of educational resources they represent. And just as the value of a dollar
varies considerably across the country, the amount of educational resources
that a dollar represents also varies considerably across states. As a dollar
. represents less groceries.in Alaska than in Florida, it may also represent
fewer of the resources necessary for the provision of educational services,
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necessitating higher educational expenditures in Alaska than in Florida to

- result in equivalent levels of educational resources.

‘For these reasons, in the following tables of per pupil expenditure

‘levels across the nation, two kinds of adjustments have been provided. In

column one the dollar amount of these expenditures is listed in absolute
terms. In the second ¢olumn, these amounts have been standardized by a cost
of lxvxng index as has been estimated for the fotty-exght continental United
States by McMahon and Melton (1978) As shown in Table 1, this weighted index
only pettaxns torthe forty-eight continental states, GXIudlng Alaska and
Hawaii. The range is from a low value in the State of West Virgina of .906 to

" the state shown to have the highest cost of living, Connecticut, with.an index

value of 127.8. To the extent that this represents the general buying power
of the dollar it provides some indication of the relative value of a dollar

_across forty-eight of the fxfty states. It does not, of course, dxrect 1tse1f
»Specxfxcally to vatlatxons in the costs of educatxonal ‘resources.

What is required to equate dollars to levels of educational resources is

‘a cost of education index. As has been previously mentioned, such indices

have been calculated for a number of the states across the nation, but does
not exist on a national scale. For the purposes of attgmptxng to compare the
actual educational resources that a dollar represents in the different states,
however, we have devised an.index of the average salary of teachers across
states. The rationale behind this approach is that as education is a kighly
labor~intensive enterprise, personnel cgfts usually account for—about 852 of"
the total cost of ptovxdxng educational ‘Services. As the most important base
for these personnel costs is the salaty scale for instructional personnel
xh;;“EEiEhet~wage level index (TWLI) is used to approximate variations in
educational costs across states. The obvious shortcoming of this approach is
the exclusion of all costs that are not teacher based. Another serious caveat
is the lack of controls for the levels of teacher services that a dollar

“teptesents. That is, while we can say that X dollars is equivalent.to Y
teachers in state A as opposed to Z teachers in state B, these numbers are not

really comparable without controlling the characteristics of the teachers
being considered. (

For our purposes, the utilization of the TWI adjustment simply ptovxdes
another approach to the consideration of the level of educational provision
across the fifty states. As is shown in Table 1, the TWI r Tgea from a high
in Alaska of 1.48 to a low of .76 in the State of Arkansas.

Table 2 lxxts average per pupil expendxtutes across the states in
unadjusted and in CLI and TWI adJusted dollars. Expenditures per pupil in
average daxly attendance are listed in column one. Columns 2 and 3 contain
these expenditure estimates as adjusted for the cost of living index and the
teacher wage level index from Table 1. Columns 4 - 6 of Table 2 show the
relative ranks of the states on these various expenditure measures with the
lowest expenditures ranked as one and the highest estimated expenditures
ranked as forty-eight. As no cost of living index was estimated for the
states of Alaska and Hawaii, these states have been excluded from all three of
the rankings so they could all be compated on a common base of forty-eight.

. . I
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TASLE 1

COST OF LIVING AMND TEACHER HAGET !ND!éiS -

ALABANA
ALASKA
ARIZONA
ARKANSAS
CALIFORNIA
COLORADO
CONNECTICUT
DELAMARE
FLORIDA
GEORGIA
NAMALT

10ANG —
ILLINOIS
INDIANA

I0MA

KANSAS
KENTUCKT
LOUISIANA
MAINE
MARYLAND
MASSACNUSETTS
MICH1GAN .
MINNESOTA
NISSISSIPPL -
MISSOURE
MONTANA
MESRASKA
NEVADA

NEN NAMPSHIRE

. NEM JERSEY

NEW MEXICO
NEW YORK

NORTN CAROLINA
NORTH DAKOTA
on1o

OKLANOMA
OREGON..
PENNSYLVANIA
RNODE ISLAND
SOUTK CAROLINA
SOUTH DAKOTA
TENNESSEE
TEXAS .
uTAN

VERNONT
VIRGINIA
WASHINGTON
WEST VIRGINIA
UISCONSIN
uronIng -

Cal.
Cel.

i Cost of
Living
Index
(CLl)

- 0.92¢
9.990
1.056
6.909
1.146
1.069
1.278
1.181
0.980
0.962,
9.990
t.025
1.095
1.02%
1.016
0
1

.997

P

-, Teacher
Wage
Index
(TuI)

.88
.483
. 186
. 768
.218
.036
.068%
.040
.975
.898
. 262
.876
. 138"
. 984
8.978
0.882
8.9%11
‘0.886
., 0.881
1,163
1.1686
1.286 -
1.081
0.771
0.88!
0.937 -
0.876
1.07¢
0.818
1.185
t1.118
31.267
10.923
;0.828
{0.992
/0.8%3
: 1.036
1.069
1.171
0.846
0.809
a.864
8.903
0.976
.828
.916
.230
.888
.083
.999

Qe O WO o ettt wt ) =t wa

Q- -=-000

T Wslter ¥. NcMahon and Carroll Melton, "Measuring

Cast of Living Variation.”™ Industrial Relations

Z Based on as
1978779, Dig

average salaries for instructional stait.,

Cducational Statistics.,

1980, P. 9.
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TABLE 2

AVERAGE PER PUPIL EXPENDITURES AND RANKS
Adjusted for Variation in the Cost of Living and Teacher Wase Lavels

1] .
Average Average Average Reg. c.L.1 _.T.W.I.
Expend. Expend. Expend. Exp. Exp. Exp.
Per ADA Per ADA Per AOA (Col 1) (Col 2) (Col 3)
1979/80 Adj. By CLI Adj. By Tul Rank Rank Rank
. 1y () (3) (43 (53 €63
ALABAMAR 1503 1623 1699 : 3 7 6
ALASKA 4779 N.A. 3227 - - -
ARIZONA 2236 2121 1883 ° 30 31 14
ARKANSAS 1502 - 1652 1962 2 R 20
CALLIFORNIA 2000 17458 1645 26 13 2
COLORADO 2085 1980 2011 29 27 23
: CORNECTICUT 2755 215S 2584 45 32 47
’ . DELAMARE 2564 225§’ 2561 - 44 36 4s
S FLORIDA 1886 1824 1933 3 24 18
| GEORGIA 1331 1383 1481 1 2 1
: HAMALL 1855 . MN.A. 1469 - - -
5 1DAHO 1542 1508 1763 H 3 7
% ILLINOLIS 2483 2267 2187 ] 38 1 |
; INDIANA - 1849 - 1805- . 1877 .19 18 12
, 1OMA 2506 2466 2568 42 [T 46
KANSAS 2310 2316 2617 33 41 48
KEMNTUCKY 1722 1711 1890 2 " 16
: LOUTSIANA 1797 . 1878 2027 . 14 1 24
HAINE - 1859 1904 2208 21 22 33
MARYLAND . 23ts 1926 1992 _ 34 2 1
MASSACHNUSETTS . 2757 2807 2404 46 4s 42
MICNIGAN 2389 - 2193 1885 3 . 34 15
IINNESOTA 2628 2264 2244 37 37 k1]
MISSISSIPPY 1631 - 1790 2112 - : ] 15 28
MISSOURI . 1836 1789 2081 18 14 N
MONTANA T 2267 2185 2098 31 33 26
* HEBRASKA 2070 2043 2360 27 28 39
© WEVADR 1306 1589 1686 .16 L] ]
NEW NAMPSNIRE 1515 1337 1857 % 1 9
NEM JERSRY - 2893 2333 2526 . a7 43 [T
NEM MEXICO 1885 1834 1659 20 20 u
NEM YORK 08t 2590 23196 us us "1
MOATH CAROLINA 1800 1916 1948 15 [~ 23 19
. MORTN DAKOTA 1652 1596 2001 10 6 22
0 onto : 1918 - 1802 . 1932 - 24 17 17
OKLARONA 2070 2269 2426 27 39 43
. OREGON 2859 . 2357 2372 38 44 90
/ PENNSYLVANIA 2499 2469 2335 41 47 T 36
RHODE [SLAND 2538 230% 2167 43 40 30
SOUTH CAROLIMA 1581 . 1687 ’ 1868 ’ 6 °9 1"
SOUTN O0AKOTA 1793 1798 2216 13 16 34
TENNESSEE 1611 1728 1862 . 8 12 10
TEXAS 1701 _ 1829 1881 1" 19 13
UTAR 1609 1530 1687 7 4 3
VERMONT 1810 1682 2198 17 10 32
VIRGINIA 1927 ~ 1932 2103 . 2s 2 27
WASHINGTOM 2256 2077 1834 32 30 8
HEST VIRGINIA 1882 2077 2128 22 2 29
HISCONSIN 2459 2319 2357 ¥} 42 38
WYONING 2381 2294 21345 35 k1 37
UNITED STATES 210 1970 2090 - - -
Standacd Dev. 5613 310 - ) 3318 - - -

Source: “School Finance At A Pifth Glance,” Educational Commisaion of
the States; June, 1980. e
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The unadjusted dollars show very large disparities in average
expenditures among the states. When unad justed expenditures for Alaska are
included, the difference between the highest spending state (Alaska) and the
lovest agerage expenditure state (Georgia) is a whopping $3448. And even when
Alaska is excluded, the next highest state in unadjusted expenditures (New
. York) spends, on average, more than twice the amount per pupil than the lowest
spender. But as is expected, when controlled for the variation in the cost of
living across the states the expenditure variations across the states decrease
significantly (excluding Alaska) from $1710 to $1253. Using the TWI
adjustment, which is perhaps a more appropriate adjustment as it comes closer
to reflecting.the actual resources allocated for educational services, the
expenditure range diminishes even more to $1136 (excluding Alaska). If Alaska
is included in the comparison of columns 1 and 3, the TWI adjustment is shown
to diminish the range in expenditures'by nearly one-half from $3448 to $1740.
These adjustments seem to indicate that the commonly cited average expenditure
data can be misleading by indicating a larger range of variation in )
expenditures across the states than actually exists when the cost of living or
the cost of educational resources are taken into consideration. ' ’

It is also interesting to note the alterations in the rankings of the
states when expenditures are adjusted for these two cost factors. At the
bottom extreme, Georgia maintains the lowest ranking in straight expenditures
and in expenditures adjusted by the teacher wage index. Only on the CLI scale
does it relinquish the bottom position to the State of Néw Hampshire. A low
ranking on the TWI (teacher wage index) scale indicates that teacher salaries
are high relative to the level of educational ptovision in the state and that
the actual level of instructional personnel allocated to each child in the
state is &ompatatively low. At the opposite end of the rankings, New York
maintains' the position‘as the highest spending state even when expenditures
are adjusted for its relatively high cost of living. On the TWI scale,
however, Kansas emerges as number one. ’ .

Rankings of some of the states are markedly effected by these
adjustments. California, for example, with a relatively high cost of living,
and even higher teacher salaries relative to the national average and overall
expenditures in the state, jumps from a ranking of twenty-six to thirteen to
next to the bottcm across this set of expenditure adjustments, With an even
higher average salary for instructional personnel, the State of Washington
jumps twenty-four places from thirty-second to only the eighth highest
expenditure state when instructional salaries are controlled. Moving in the
opposite d%rection are the states of Oklahoma and Kansas. Oklahoma moves from
the 27th to the 39th rank on the basis of the cost of living adjustment while
Kansas moves to the highest TWI expenditure state from a “regular" expenditure

ragk of thirty-third.

Table 3 illustrates these same adjustments on a regional basis. It is
interesting to note that the Mideast maintains its position as the leader in
educational; expenditures throughout the two sets of adjustments. The Far
West, hovev#t, excluding Alaskz and Hawaii, takes a significant drop in
average expenditures when these cost adjusiments, especially the gost of
living adjustments, are considered. While the Southeast maintains its ranking

as the lowest spending region, when.the cost of living is considered (and
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TABLE 3
ESTIMATED REGIONAL AVERAGE_EXPEND;TURES PER PUPIL

In Average Daily Attendance
Using Cost 0f Living and Teacher Wage Level Adjustments
fv]

Neu Mid- Great Plains South South Rocky far

England East Lakes - . Bastcrnhygst Mnts. West
REG® 2206 = 2683 2212 2085 1682 1965 1965 2526
CLI $ 1966 2315 2078 2039 1775 . - 2014 1883 1776 %%
TWI S 2236 2362 2048 - 2298 1918 1963 2032 2038

The states included in each region are as follows - NEW ENGLAND:
Connecticut, Maine, Massachusetts, Neu Hampshire, Rhode Island.,
Vermont: MIDEAST: Delauare, Maryland, Neu Jersey, New York,
Pennsylvania; GREAT LAKES: Illinois, Indiana, Michigan, Ohia,
Wisconsin; PLAINS: Iousa, Kansas, Minnesota, Missouri, Nebraska,
North Dakota, South Dakota; SOUTHEAST: Alabama, Arkansas, Florida
Georgia, Kentucky, Louisiana, Mississippi, North Carolina,

South Carolina, Tennessee, Virginia, West Virginia; SOUTHWEST:

- Arizona. New Mexico, Oklahoma, Texas; ROCKY MOUNTAIN: Colorudo,
Idaho, Montana, Utah, Wyoming; PFAR WEST: California, Nevada,
Oregon, Washington, Alaska, Hawaii.

# ‘REG' ar regualr dollars shou unadjusted average regxonal
expenditures per pupil for 1978/79% school year.
##% Excludes Alaska and Hauwaii
Source: Expenditure data by state is from "School Finance At

A Pifth Glance,™ Educational Commission of the States, June, 1980.
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Hawaii and Alaska excluded due to the lack of a calculated CLI index), the Far
West exceeds this region's average per pupil expenditure by only one dollar.
As would be expected these indices level per pupil expenditure distinctions
between regions, with the TWI adjustment reducing the regional disparity to an
even greater extent than the CLI. This seems to suggest that teacher salary
diffentials ¢ompensate to some degree for the relative loss of buying power in
high cost areas.

3.4 EXISTING ADEQUACY STANDARDS IN SUPPLEMENTARY SPECIAL PROGRAMS

Three kinds of supplementary programs receive the bulk of the categorical
funds that are allocated by states: special education, compensatory education
and bilingual education. The rapid expansion of these three programs over the
past decade and the resulting significant increases in state-level educational
support, as well as the various state funding approaches 'to these categorical
programs, have been previously discussed in this paper. :

» All fifty of the states have some form of supplementary funding
mechanisms in place for students with special educational needs. By program,
all fifty states have supplemental funding for special education, twenty-two .
sponsor state compensatory education students and twenty states have bilingual
programs. These various state programs often differ significantly in approach
and in the resulting levels of services. In considering the adequacy of these
statewide programs, it is important to know certain characteristics of the
state, such as the number of children served compared to estimates of the
number of children with requirements for supplemental services, the cost of
educational services in the state, the overall level of funding available for
educational and other social welfare services as well as the requirements of
competing educational and other social welfare programs. The wide disparities
in the dollar amounts allocated for supplemental services, as well as the
presence of these programs in some states and their absense in others, give
evidence of the degree of variation existing in the states in implicit
standards of educational adequacy. -

Specific discussion relating to the three major special program areas
listed above follows. In each of the three major area, special, bilinguap and
compensatory education, the states sponsoring these various special programs
will be featured and the various state programs compared. Following the§
section for state compensatory education programs, Section 3.4.4 will provide
some analysis of the various state funding approaches to state special
educational programs. In this sectionm, special education funding approaches
will be specifically preséhted as an example of the range of allocation
approaches in the fundipg f educational programs across the states. The
intent of this section 1% to illustrate and discuss a second side of the
adequacy issue, beyond the simple level of allocation, i.e., the adequacy of
state funding formulas in assuring some acceptable minimum level of services
by properly adjusting available state aid for the variations in costs
_districts face in attempting to provide equivalent levels of educational

program services. k
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J.4.1 Special Education

Table 4 lists summary data for the  fitty state special education
proarams. While these data give some insight into the prevailing adequacy
standards in special education programs existing in the states, a number of
caveats must be considered. One difficulty in attempting to analyze
programmatic expenditures is the comparability of the data. While the amount
of state revenues that are alldcated ror special education programs are fairly
accessible, the total sums expended for special educational services ia tiic
various states are not. There is, for example, a paucity ot data on the local
revenues expended for special education programs, which makes it difficult to
interpret any comparisons of the state revenues .allocated for special educa-
tion as shown in Table 4. That is, local reveraes may be considered and added
in differentially across states. Tius, the rr.ulting figures reported in

Table 4 are probably Qot totally comparable. Similarly, the total enroll-

meat that is-shown 13 only indicative of the enrollment served by spec1al edu-
cation programs receiving state doilars. Theretore, enrollments receiving
special education programming funded exclusively at the local level willeS
excluded. Table 4 reports the best data currently available to the autho

In the following analysxs these data are primarily utilized as a vehicle for
considering ways ot framing the relevant questions as to standards of adequacy
as they currently exist in special education programs in the states.

In Table 4, column one lists the percentage of the total statewide public
school enroliment being served by the state special education program.
Columns two through five list thé following special education state revenue
data per special education (SE) student: state revenue dollars per SE student,
the state rank in state revenue dollars per SE student, and state revenue
dollars pet SE student adjusted for the cost of living and the teacher wage
level indices. Column six lists the average per pupil state specxal education
allocation as a percent of the average per pupil expenditure in the state.

- = I

Considerable dispatities‘in the percent of the total state eurollment
being served by state special education programs are found in column one.
This is surprising, because unlike bilingual or compensatory education
categories, one would expect to find a fairly standard distribution of special
education students across all of the states. While this variation may be
partly explained by difterent incidences of handicapping conditions in the
state, the variation observed in this column may also be caused by differing
state procedures for the categorxzatxon of students and variation in the
implicit incentive structures 'in the different special education financing
apptoaches used across the states. Also, as mentioned, the percentages listed
in column one may not be comparable. They do not, for example, necessatxly
indicate the percentage of children receiving specxal education services in
the state, as they may also be served locally or by federal dollars. 1f
districts were independent ly serving large, numbers of special education
students in the relatively low percentage enrollment states, however, one
would expect to find a relationship between the percent state revenue share
and the percent of enrollments served by the state special education program.
But, the fact that the relationship between these two variables is slxghtly
negative suggests that some factor other than state versus local control is

governing the percent of the student population receiving state special
education revenues. Even if districts are partly filling the gaps evidenced

Ji
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in the low percentage enrollment states, these percentages give some
indication of the implicit adequacy standard adopted by the state in the area
ot special education as they represent tile percentage of children falling
under the guarantee ot the state program. To tne extent that the

percentages in column one of Table 4 are representative of the number of
special education students identitied and served in the state, it is
interesting to note that the petqenéage receiving state special education
revenues in the State of Massachusetts (13%), is more than twice the
percentage receiving special education state revenues in the State ot New

Hampshire, (6.3%). i . .o

It is also interesting to‘épmpate these percentages with the estimates
reported by Hartman (1979, P. 22, Table 2.4) suggesting an incidence rate for -
handicapping conditions of about 12% nationwide. Only four states show :

“incidence rates at or above 12%. Moreover, almost half of the states have,ﬂw“ﬁ

less than 75% of the national estimate and more than one in. four states have
less than 67% of the national éstimaté. Hartman also reports incidence rates
of handicapping conditions for twenty-four states (Hartman, 1979, Table A-2).
In comparing his figures with those in column one, however, one finds that in
some cases the total percent of special education students receiving state SE
revenues exceeds his reported incidence rates, while in other cases the rate
of service is substantially less. Out of the twenty-foukr states, fifteen show
higher incidence rates than the percent served by state revenues, while nine
show relatively lower incidence than service ratesy Three ot these last nine,
however, are within one-half percent ot one another. Twelve of the fifteen
states with lower service thaan incidence rates were lower by more than a
percentage point, while seven of these states were lower by two or more
percentage points. While these data are far from conclusive, there is some
evidence that there are still handicapped students who are not being served by
special education programs. (Reference - Hartman dissertation, Table A-2, Pp.
329-330 and Table 2.4 P. 22) . :

Columns two, three and four of 7able 4 list state revenues per special

- education student as well as the CLI and TWI adjustments to these revenues.

In all three columns very large disparities are shown in the amounts of state
dollars that are provided per special education student. While it seems
unlikely that the figures cited are entirely comparable, they show that
Wyoming, the state providing the largest revenues per special education
student, provides over nine times that of the state with the lowest revenues
per pupil (i.e. South Dakota.) Column four shows the ranking of the states in
per pupil state revenues for special education with the rank increasing
numerically with the size of the state provision.

Column six of Table 4 provides another viewpoint for considering state
programs and the levels of adequacy they imply within the state 'system.
Average per pupil state special education revenues are listed as a percent of
overall average per pupil expenditures. This percentage offers a comparison
of the average state allocation per special education student in relation to
the overall expenditures per pupil in the 'state. Although these figures are
really not comparable, with one being a measure of revenues and the other a
measure of expenditures, the resulting percentage provides another basis of

comparing the average amount of state revenues per SE pupil to an implicit
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TASLE &

SUNMARY DATA - STATE SPECIAL 3DUCATION‘fROGRAHS

% TOTAL s sg 8 PER  CLI ADJ IWI ADJ ST REV
. ENROLL PER SE  SE STU SE s PER SE 3 PER AS X OF
SERAVED PUPIL RAKK PUPIL FUPIL  AVG EXP
1 (2) (3) () () (6)
ALABARA s.15 ' 1080 3 1167 1222 71.90
ALASKA _ 1e.29 2358 49 N.A. 1589 - 49,35
ARIZONA 8.9 593 14 . 862 4e9 . 26.53
ARKANSAS s.83 591 13 - 681 773 39.39
CALIFORNIA 7.99 1292 80 1088 1022 62.12
COLORADG .36 802 21 750 776 38.47
CONNECTICUT  10.32 820 2 720 263 33.42
DELAWARE 12.32 1593 4l 1349 1532 59.81
PLORIDA s.u8 1739 46 1774 1782 a2.22
GEORGIA 8.95 221 17 750 803 5u.19
HANALI 6.98 1652 48 N.A. © 1309 8o.06
IDAHO s.18 1130 38 1181 . 1389 76.58
1LLINOIS .78 ' 832 22 760 733 33.53
INDIANA e.69 438 6 428 345 23.72
10WA . e.97 - 1s78 42 1549 1618 62.83
KANSAS 8.55 608 16 700 791 30.2%
KEXTUCKY e.08 ‘o003 s 997 Ctter - 58.27
LOUISIAKA 1t.83 ' te1? - -3o " 1062 1148 56.62
RAINE t0.11 ° 588 1 508 69n  © 31.13
NARYLAND 10.93 788 19 655 677 35.01
HASSACHUSETTS 12.99 .  1078® 33 Y 9y 0 EETRL
NICHIGAN 8.17- - 678 15 . 633 su4 28.87
NINNESOTA *.78 _ 587w 12.. sh8 - 543 24.21
 mrssIssIee: 7.9% 1248 39 1361 1607 = 76.06
_MISSOURI 11.06 390 4 381 483 ar.2
MONTANA 7.63 1776 87 H.A. 1894 79.04
NEBRASKA 10.48 538% g 531 s1e 26.01
NEVADA 7.79 1089 3s as8 1016 60.29
NEK NANPSHIRE - 6.29 517 s - use 634 3n.18
NEU JERSEY 11.36 1168 37 939 L1017 4e.2
NEM REXICO 6.9% 1069% 3 1058 56 57.66
NEM YORK 6.78 vos1 . 3 03 - 836 3u.89
NORTX CAROLINA. 9.30 . 85! 23 206 *21 47.30
NORTN DAKOTA  7.91 798 20 768 263 “8.13
OHIO .08 1122 36 1055 1131 58.53
“OKLAHOMK 9.81 425 5 466 49 20.57
OREGON 8.75 296 3 284 286 2.06
PENNSTLVANIA  9.11 1352 1 1336 1268 54.12
pHODE ISLAND 8.9 901 2s g10 770 35.53
SOUTH CAROLIMA 11.25 sao® ? 4ed 821 27.89
SOUTM DAGOTA  6.8S 213 ' 218 264 11.91
TENNCSSEE  12.87 567 10 - 609 é56 . 135.23
TEYAS .53 250 27 022 1051 55.38
UTAH 10.85 739 18 703 757 us.98
VERNIONT 11.97 878 ) 816 1065 48.52
WASHINGTON 6.7% 1617 _ 29 . 936 827 45.09
HEST VIRGINIA 7.90 - 200 2 265 272 12.78
NISCONSIN ‘.82 1575 43 1486 1510 69.07
KYONING 10,11 1980 48 1897 1982 84.53
U.S. AVERAGE  *.27 es8 - 2ss a9 us. 80

NOTE: JNo dats availsble for the State of Virginia.

® Revenues for 1980 are besed on 1975 revenucs multiplied by the averase
increase in special education _fevenues across all of the states.

Source - Special education sty ents served and revenue data is trom

£CS publication “rinancing gducational Scrvices rfor Special Populations:

The State and Federal Roles.” by Allan Odden and C. Kent McGuire, May, 1980
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state standard of ade&uacy for repular students “Some insight is gained into
the tacit resolution within tue state as th the appropriate leval of )
‘additional educational resgurces far special education students. The
percentages shown. in column six répresent additional dodldrs allocated to
special education sfudepts. " In the State of Alabanma, for eiamplq, the 71.9%
figure indicates that special education students receive about 71.9% more
state dollars .than the total dollar expenditure in the state per average
student. ‘ . ! ' 2 C ;

The range of state aid per special education pupil to average
expenditures in the state i3 quite large indicating considerable differences
in the implicit standard adopted by states in determining the appropriate

level of additional educational resources required by special aducation L

students. At the bottom of this range is South Dakota which provides state
revenues per average St student that are 11.9% mere than ‘the average per nupil
expenditure in the state. The largest relative percentage is found in the

. state of Hawaii (89%). : ' -

3.4.2 Bilingual Programs

Table 5 lis the states offering bilingual programs at the state level
during the 1979/80 school year, the state appropriation for those ‘programs for
the 1978/79 school vear, the number ot children served in bilingual programs
in 1978/79, the average state expenditure per bilingual student for 1978/1979
and the percentage of the total state enrollment served in bilingual programs
in 1973/79. Once again, there are a number of reasons to question ‘the
comparability of this data across the NAFiOUS states otffering bilingual
programs at the state levél. It is interesting to note, however, which states
offer specific state programs for bilingual students and which do not, despite
relatively large minority populations in the state. The Table also shows a
fairly large disparity in state dollars per bilingual student across the
states offering state bilingual programs.

—

Perhaps the most likely basis for predicting the presense of a bilingual -
program at the state level is the percentage of .the state population that
‘might require bilingual training. One readily available statistic that casts
some insight into the need for a state bilingual program is the percent
Hispanic population in the state. This is, of course, an imprecise measure as

it excludes other minorities that may require bilingual schooling and because.

large portions of this Hispanic population may be native English speakers or
proficient in the English language. ‘But it is somewhat surprising to find :
statés with fairly substantial Hispanic populations that do not provide state ;
categorical aid for bilingual programming. : :
V B
Florida, for example, which had a percent Hispanic population of 7.32 in
1976 does not currently have a state bilingual education program even though
this percentage has undoubtedly risen considerably over the last several years
with the influx of Cuban refugees. Florida reports that bilingual programs in
the state are administered locally and are supported dy local and federal
dollars. .. The federal allocation in Florida, however, for the 1979/80 school
year was only 3.3 million dollars (McGuire, P. 14) as compared to suth other :
large Hispanic population states as California, Texas and New Mexico with




[y

States MWith
State Bilingusl
. Progranms

Klaska
Acvizona
‘Calitornia
Colorado
Connecticut
Hauwaii
tllinois
Kansas
-Louisianna
‘Massachusetts
Michigan
Minnesota
‘New . Jersey
New Mexico
New York
Rhode Island
Texnas '
‘Utah
Washington
Wisconsin

e e

» 79)80 Rppropriation

. Source:

States.

1978-72% Bilingual
BEducation Finance
1.979.

 hba

TA

STATE BILING

Center.,

Education Survey.
Education Commission of the

BLE 5

UAL PROGRAMS

78779 # of Child.
State Served In
Bilingual " "The State
Appropriation Bil. Program
(1 (23
# §,900,000 8,750
1.000,000 20,000
23,900,000 233,000
2,100,000 17.000
1,400,0u0 11,600
836,000 4,000
14,600,000 34,1300
308.000%" 2,000
1,200,000 60,000
8,300,000 13,100
4,000,000 16,600
400,000 760
6,900.000 24,000
2,700,000 35,500
1.900,00660 . N.R.
200,000 2,600
§.200,000 117,300
3?7.0q2’~'_h_,,}Lﬂﬂnn.,,”
— 500,000 N.K.
1,400,000 2.000

Denver,

State Bil.
Expenditure
Per Bil.
Student

(3)

$674
50
103
123
121
208
428
150
20
633
241
571
288
‘76
‘N.A.
77

- bu
—--106

N.A. -

700

Colorado.:

[E3

% of Total

State Enr.

Served In
Bil. Progs.
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-38.1, 19.6 and 5.5 million in federal dollars respectively, in addition to

tie state bilingual dollars. This also seems to run counter tu the strong
state role in Florida of supporting the major supplementary educational
progzrams. Florida has, for example, a highly detailed weighting approach to
special education funding and a tfairly substantial compensatory education
progran at the state level.

-

Two other states with reasonably large percent Hispanic populations which
do nut currently operate state bilingual programs are Nevada (5.74%) and Idaho
(3.2%). In contrast to these states, Minnesota and Wisconsin have state
bililngual programs with percent Hispanic populations of only %U.533 and %0.72.
The programs ia these states may, of course, be largely in place to support

"the bilingual needs of other, non-Hispanic, minorities ia the state.

3.4.3 Compensatory Education

Table 6 lists the twentv-three states oftering categorical aid for state
compensatory education (CE) programs. This category of children was first
detined in 1965 with the passage of the Elementary and Secondary Education
Act. Title One of this act provides federal funds for certain categories of
childran that are primarily distinguished by low income. While federal funds

~are perarlly allocated to school districts on the basis of poverty

cuncentratlons, some state programs have elected to allocate state funds on
the basis of educational need. These states, as are indicated in Table 6,
allocate state compensatary education funds on the basis of such factors as
the number of children achieving below grade level (Georgia) or the number of
students in the lowest quartile on state achievement tests (Florida). Table 6
also lists the total amount of state funds allocated and children served by
the state program in 1979/80 and the estimated number of children receiving
ESEA Title -1 federal dollars in the state. .

The most interesting point to be made concerning the adequacy of state
compensatory education pPrograms may simply be a comparison of the states
offering CF programs with the twenty-seven states which do not offer
supplemental funding for compensatory education at the state level. While it
migzht be predlcted that state programs would be most likely to exist in states
where theineed appears to be the greatest a measure of Title I children as a
percentage ot the total enrollment in the state indicates that this is not
necessarily the case. The average Title 1 percentage for the states with
supplemental state programs is 9.1% as compared to an average 11.2% for those
states without state compensatory education programs. Furthermore, not one ot
the six states with the highest concentration of children eligible for Title I
funds offers a supplementary state program (Mississippli 20.4%, Louisianna
. 1%, South Carolina 18.1%, Alabama 17.4%, Arkansas 16.7% and Kentucky at
16.3%). The state with the highest percentage of Title I eligible children
with a state CE program is Texas (15.3%). The major factors governing the
existance of state CE programs may be state wealth and regional preference.
Clearly this phenomenon is regional in nature with the 73% of the states in
the New England, Northeast, Great Lakes and Far Western statds offering
programs as compared to 25% in the Southegstern, Southwestern, Plains and
Rocky Mountain states. .

% ’
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TABLE 6

Est # o ¢

States With Bases of State $# of Title
State Compensatory Disadvantage Funds Pupils I Pupils
Education Progranms Econ. Educ. 79780 Served in the State
’ = 1978779 1978
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5)
L ]
Alaska R $ 7,700,000 N.A. 4,361
California X 159,000,000 N.2A. 568,271
Connecticut X 7.000,000 N.A. - 56,068
Florida ' X 28,700,000 N.A. 156,540
Georgia o X 12,700,000 158,000 142,505
 Hamaii X 2,000,000 7,400 11,887
lllinois X 200,000,000 175,000 161,590
x ’ (add-on .
? Indiana X weight .2) N.A. 116,111
| Maryland X 14,700,000 16,000 78,500 .
f (add=on
| Massachusetts X : weight . 2) N.A. .. 59,621
| Michigan X 32,900,000 132,000 146,273
(add-on uweight
- Minnesota .5 to 1. 1) N.A. 66,231
.o (add-on i -
Missouri X weight .2%) N.A. 91,291+ - — ——
. (add-on - .
Nebraska X weight 1.0) N.A. 30,636
New Jersey X 68,300,000 340,500 97,354
Neu York X 136,900,000 478,000 352,944
Ohio X 57,000,000 625,000 126,216
($165~-8400 )
Pennsylvania X per pupil) N.A. 272,381
Rhode 1sland X 2,000,000 . N.A. 17,351
Texas X 42,900,000 190,000 “370'455
Jtah X 1,000,000 5,000 19, 184
WBashington X 5,000,000 N.A. 56,984
Wisconsin. X 1,250,000 2,000 63,090
Sources:
Col 1-3 McGuire, Kent C., "State and Federal Programs for -
. Elementary/Secondary School Students with Special
| Needs. . ECS, Denver, May 1981,
Col 4 School Finance at a Fifth Glance, ECS., 1980. )
"State Compersatory Education Program Characteristics
and Current Ffunding Levels for Sixteen States (1978~
. 79)" ECS, May 1979.
Col. B The Condition of Education, 1980. P. 62.
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Ot the states offering CE funding, there are siznificant differences in
the breadrh and depth ot their prosrams. Of the eight states for which data
is available, three states, Georgia, Illinois aad Michizan, serve a state -
population in CE programs that is very closely linked to Title I eligibility.
The other states, however, show large diflerences in the populations served by
state as opposed to federal programs. Of the remaining five states, three
serve significadtly more students in their state programs and two
significantly less. The largest extreme is seen in the state of Ohio which
supports nearly five times the number of children in the state eligible for
Title I funds in its state CE program. Maryland, on the other hand, only
al)ocates state funds to 20% of the number of children eligible for Title I
funds. Differences in the level of sunnort per CE pupil across the state
programs i3 also shown to be immense, with’a CE pupil receiving more than
fourteen times the 80 dollar amount received by his or her counterpart in the
state of Georgia.

3.4.4 State Funding Approaches to Special Educational Programs

Beyond the simple analysis of expenditure levels, a second method of
viewing the state approaches to the issue of adequacy 15 the underlying
rationale behind their_funding formulas. One relatively simple underlying
principle that would be expected to drive these formulas is a connection
between the dollars districts receive and the relative costs they face in
providing equivalent levels of educational gservices. Indeed the level of
sophistication in the state approach to tightening this linkage is the very
essence of an asurance at the state level that some prescribed minimum level
of educational services will prevail throughout the state. Thus, equal in
importance to the overall level of state support is the adequacy of the state
mechanism for allocating the funds available to where they are most required.
As an example of special program funding approaches, Section 2.4.4 will'
examine the most commonly used state allocation approaches for special
educational programs and provide some analysis as to their relative adequacy
in directing state dollars to educational programs in the state.

The most common approach for the funding of special education programs is
the pupil weighting system with thirteen states utilizing some variant of this
approach. The second and third most commonly used approaches are the unit and
the excess cost approaches with ten and nine states using these respectively.
Demonstrating the lack of a relationship between the state approach and
expenditures, of the five highest SE expenditure states per pupil, with CLI
controlled, two use a weighted-approach, two a unit approach and one an excess
costs approach. Of the five lowest SE expenditure states, two use a weighted
approach, with the other three using the percentage, block and unit

approaches.

Of those statgs utilizing a weighted funding approach a great deal of
disparity is observed in the number of categories designated, the approach to
counting students, and in the resulting dollars per SE student as reported in
Table 5. For example, of the sixteen states utilizing some form of a weighted
approach to SE funding, nine use a fairly detailed weighting system with eight
or more weights while the other seven use much simpler systems with four or

less weights. There is also a great deal of variation in the weights

- -
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actually adopted f&r the various categories in different states. While
lndiana welzhts its catexory ''severaly fhd profoundly mentally retarded
homebound” at .57, Florida weights a similar category, "hospital and
homebound," l4.14, and Utah and Sout)h Carolina weight thedr closest
equivalents at 1.8 and 2.1 respectively. While these C:S;gories are clearly
not totally comparable it would seem likely that some p portion of children
with identical "homebound handicapping" conditions being weighted at l4.14 in
Florida would only be weighted at 1.57 in Indiana (.57 being the add-on
weignt). ’

Utah and Florida have weighted funding svstems that are intended to
reflect the costs actually incurred bv the programs for particular handicapped
pupils by difterentiating between part and {ull-time students and those being
served in seli-contained special classes as opposed to regular classes.
Another approach used in the State of Florida to attempt to bring state aid
closer to actual program costs is a full-time equivalent student counting
svstem. That is, while an "emotionally disturbed" chiid receives an
additional add-on weight of .9 in Utah, a part-time "emotionally disturbed"
pupil in the State of Florida is weighted 3.59 multiplied by a factor
indicating the length of time per week the pupil is receiving emotionally
disturbed special classes. Thus, while the total weight for an “emotionally
disturbed" pupil in Idaho will always be 1.9, .in Florida it will vary
according to the percentage of overall school time the child spends in this
special servicing category. Thus, the total weight in Florida for a learning
disabled student being serviced five hours per week (out of a maximum of 25)
is: (LD Weight X LD % Time) + (Regular Class Weight X Regular Class % Time) =
Overall Weight of (3.59 X .2) + (1.0 X .8) = 1.518. While the weight for this
category appears considerably higher in Florida, because of the FTE pupil i
weighting approach, the resulting weight in practice can actually be lower ‘
than in states giving all pupils a weight of one and then adding on their
additional handicapping weight irrespective of the percent time thev are
actually served by special programs.

The rationale behind a student weighting system is, of caurse,
reimbursement by the stateﬁfor the additional costs that :students with sgecial
learning characteristics require. State officials report that the actuai
nunmerical amounts of the weights are the result of past cost experiences,
political considerations and professional sentiment concerning what programs
should cost in relation to one another. But, even in Florida, with its
highly detailed weighting system, a great deal of disparity is found in the
actual costs of the services being provided within handicapping conditions.
For example, the actual average costs (as reported in the 1979 Florida
Statistical Reports) for unweighted FTE pupils for the category, physically
handicapped, which is weighted by the state at a uniform 3.4, varied immensely
across the thirty-six districts offering it with fourteen districts
experiencing average costs under $3,000 and three experiencing average costs

over $15,000. Even in such a relatively low variation category as Trainable

Mentally Retarded, the district with the lowest costs per pupil realized an
average cost that was only 35% of the average in the highest cost district.
How much higher must this cost variation within weighting categories be in
states with less detailed weighting systems and a considerably larger number

of districts than Florida's sixty-seven?

oY
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Taus, one problem of a weighted approach is that the weights assigned are
most often linked to handicapping conditions rather than the programs in which
the students are served. As there is often a great deal of variation in the
programs children require even within handicappine conditions, weights are

" often not closely associated with costs. Another reason that weights tend to

be disassociated with costs is their failure to reflect marginal cost. Tne
initial number of children within a given handicapping condition required to
begin a program may be quite costly per child, but once this program is in
place, the cost of an additional child may be minivial.

The second most common approach to SE funding, the unit approach,
includes ‘a wide variety of funding practices, some detailed and others quite
simple. A unit approach may, for example, specifiy the same programmatic
detail often found in weighted systems and also be desizned to better reflect
the marginal cost aspects of special education programming by funding SE on
the basis of full classroom units. Delaware, Louisianna and Washington all
have detailed classifications in their special education financing approaches.
In Delaware the number of students required to fund a SE unit . is dependent on
the handicapping condition. Twelve conditions are listed with unit
requirements varying from a minimum of four children to fund a deaf-blind or
autistic unit to fifteen for an educable mentally handicapped unit.
Similarly, Washington utilizes eleven handicapping categories. Louisiana has
a relativelyv sophisticated unit approach specifving minimum and maximum ‘
numbers of pupils per special educgtion teacher or therapist.

Most instructional unit approaches to special education funding, however,
are much more simplistic. The considerable range of variation in the resource
requirements of different handicapping conditions are often not considered and
all special education students may be counted alike for the purpose of state
special education grants. In Alaska, for example, the number of inmstructional
units allowed is simply based on the overall special education average daily
membership in the district. Other states, such as Oklahoma and Kansas, simply
provide a flat grant amount per "certificated special education teacher."
While this approach allows much discretion at the local level where
expenditures may be best accounted for and the handicapping requirements of
children most ably recognized, these grants are often considerably less than
that required to support special education units and therefore tend to be
disequalizing, i.e. the level of resources a student with special educational
requirements would be likely to receive in the state will be correlated with
the ability of local districts wealth. S

The unit approaches used by the states of Nevada, Texas and North
Carolina are perhaps the farthest removed from the actual incidence of
handicapping conditions within districts, and therefore the relative need of
districts for supplemental special education funds. Nevada, for example,
simply allows a special education unit for every ten teacher allocations
“provided special education program units are operated,"” in the district.
(Tron, p. 193). In Texas, the allowable number of units is based entjrely on
the overall average daily attendance in the district, being reduced if less
than 12% of the student population is actually served in some kind of special
education program (Ibid. p. 280). And in North Carolina, the state doard of
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education fands 4 set number of spectal education teachers and then allocates
them to districts on the basis of the overall average dailv tembership in the
district as compared to the average daily membershi» for the state. Thus the
special education txnanczn; approach of these three states distributes funds
to special education students in a maaner that ls-unrelated to the resources
their Wandicapping conditions require or their~number relative to the total
student population in the district. Furthermore, Texas, by basing the
district special education allocation on average daily attendance, arbitrarily
penalizes special education programs in iow attendance districts, which are
often alsv low socioeconomic status.

Tnree kinds ot reimbursement approaches are utilized by the states to
fund special education programming: partial or percentage reimbursement,
execess costs reimbursement and full ‘reimbursement. There appears to be a
great deal of overlap in the actual practice of these various reimbursement
approaches. The states that reimburse at less than lU0Z generally provide
tfrom 67% to 9UX reimbursement. While the states utilizing these partial
reifibursement approaches generally fall c'lose to the average state expenditure
per special educatipn student across the nation ($958), there are some notable
exceptions. The state of Oregon, for instance, which is one of the lowest
expenditure states per special education student departs significantly from
the common percentage range of the reimbursement states by returning only 30%
of the approved costs of educating handicapped children. Another
reimbursement state with a relatively low average contribution, New Hampshire,
reimburses districts only for special education costs that exceed twice the
average per pupil cost in the state. . . -

The amount of the percentage reimbursement is often, but not always
indicative of the average contribution in the state per handlcapped student.
The states of Minnesota and Wisconsin, for example, have very similar
percent age reimbursement rates of 69% and 70% but vary considerably in the
average allocation per SE student ($584 versus $1575 per SE pupil). While the
dollar amounts per student shown in Table 5 may be mxsleadxng as Minnesota is
also shown to serve 9.78% of its total student population in special education
programs as opposed to only 6.82% in Wisconsin, the extent of the .
reimbursement in Wisconsin is much broader. It is much more liberally
applied, for example, to the reimbursement of required auxillary personnel and
contains no ceiling on reimbursable g}larxes of SE instructional personnel.as

. 1s found in Minnesota.

K

As would be expected, the three states that come closest to a full
reimbursement program, and therefore provide the greatest ingentive for
districts to extend special education services to eligible children, are among

the highest in average SE pupil expenditures. These states, Pennsylvania,
Montana. and Wyoming show average SE expendxtures of $1352, $1776 and $1980 per
SE student respectively. Interestingly, in addition to being the highest
spending state per SE student, Wyoming also allocates SE funds to a percentage
of its total school enrollment (10.1%) that is higher than the national
average (9.3%). The other two full reimbursement states serve SE populations
that are lower than the national average percent served (at 7.63% and 9.11%).
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In summary, even if the data listed in Table 4 were entirely comparable,
assessments as to the adequacy of the various state special education programs
can not reallv be determined on the basis of comparing dollars spent per SE
student. It is interesting to note, however, the varying levels of
sophistication of the approaches emploved by states in allocating state funds
to children with special educational needs. Some states clearly distribute
the funds that are available to meet the educational needs of SE children in a
much more svstematic way than others. Thnat is, some states have implicitly
established adequacy standards for their special education population by .
specifying the eligibility for these allocations in great detail and by
employing a complex system that distributes funds on the basis of the actual
neods of children. Many other sfaCes have not established any implicit or
explicit statewide guarantees to children with special learning requirements
and have passed on to the districts the state responsibility for ensuring a
"thorough and efficient" education or an education that is "adequate 'to meet
the needs'" of the student population in the state. Some states seem O simply
sarve as a conduit for money in distributing funds for special education
programs in a somewhat random and haphazard manner that fails to recognize
variafion in the handicapping requirements of the SE populations throughout
the state.

Thoughtful detailed approaches as opposed to aggregate more simplistic
approaches seem to occur across the various financing mechanisms for SE g
funding. Pupil weighting or unit approach svstems may employ only a few very
broad categories or may be specified in great detail. Reimbursement plans,
however, are generally the farthest removed from any systematic approach at
the state leve]l for the provision of a state special education program. As
the reimbursement is often not equalized, the local share may be much more
difficult to bear in low wealth districts with the resulc that fewer overall
resources wiil be allocated to the children of these districts with special
education needs. Even in full reimbursement states an equality principle of
equal resources for children with similar special education requirements will
generally not hold if the determination ot what is "adequate" is to be made
entirely at the local level.

“

A Y
Thus, in attempting to assess the adequacy of the various state
approaches to the funding of special educacion, the amount of dollars expended
per SE pupil may be a less appropriate measure than the degree of effort made
by the state, as is evidenced in the state special education funding approach,
to specify what the statewide requirements regarding SE pupils should be and
the development of a systematic, well-considered approach to meeting them.

3.5 OTHER BASES FOR COMPARING EDUCATIONAL ADEQUACY

Table 7 lists five other comparative measures of educational adequacy
across the states. All of these data represent differing input measures of
the “state public educational provision. That is, they provide differing
insights'info the actual levels of resourcks allocated“to public schooling in
the states as well as thebreadth of the public educational provision. Several
caveats are in order prior to the consideration of the data.contained in this

L]
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TABLE 7

OTHER STATE .MEASURES OF EDUCATIONAL ADEQUACY

; L : AVG B AVG B * or AVG ® OF  PREPRINMARY ENR
T OF OAYS OF DAYS YEARS PUPILS PER AS A % OF
IN TERIt  ATTENDANC E  REQUIRED  TEACHER FIRST GRADE ENR

» 197%-76 1975-76 1977 1978-79 1978
. . ALABANA 175.9 162.7 9 18.7 38.5
; ALASKA 179.9 1611 9 17.9 87.5
ARIZONA 175.0 158.6 s 19.9 83.1
ARRANSAS 175.0 161.1 s 1.8 78.2
CBLIPORNIA 176.0 170.5 10 20.2 9.4
COLORADO 179.7 163.3 * 18.9 2.1
CONNECTICUT 180.0 181.3 4 s 16.6 100.0

ODELAMARE’ 180.0 161.% 10 18.5 86.6 "
DIST oF cot 182.0 163.7 9 191 108.6
FLORIDA 180.0 163.3 9 21 78.1
. GEORGIA 180.0 161.7 s 20.5 N.A.
MAMALIL 177.9 161.0 12 21.5 97.7
3 1pano 186.¢ 163.6 ’ 20.7 82.0
3 ILLINOIS" 1761 149.6 9 18.6 134.9
INDIANA . 181.4 159.1 1" 20.7 87.4

TouA ~175.8 161.8 s 17.0 98.8 .
KANSAS 180.0 165.0 9 16.2 97.6
KRENTUCKT 1;;.2 154.6 9 211 s4.2
LOUISIANA 179.7 159.7 19.6 72.7
MAINE . 178.4 156.2 s 17.3 90.7
MARYLAND 181.8 160.3 10 19.0 162.6
MASSACHUSETTS  181.0 158.6 10 18.3 94.3
MICMIGAN -180.0 “167.8 10 21.8 s 95.3
MINNESOTA © 176.5 162.7 s 18.2 183.3
nIsSsSIssSIrer 177.3 162.5 7 19.2 5.4
"MISSOURE 175.0 153.7 L2 18.4 9.5
. TTONTANA 180.7 - 167.4 > 17.0 8s.4%
| NEBRASKA 176.8 163.0 -9 16.8 101.0
! NEVADA 180.0 161.8 10 23.2 86.2
NEN HANPSHIRE 179.6 161.2 10 9.4, 30.5
NEW JERSEY 180.3 158.8 1 17.1 95.4

NEW NEX1co 180.0 165.0 12 20.1 87.3 -

, NER YORX - 177.3 153.8 1o 19.6 8s.9
NORTH CAROLINA 180.8 166.8 9 21.0 83.6
NORTH DAKOTA 180.1 169.7 9 6.5 ug.8
oHIO 178.1 160.2 12 20.5 97.3
oxLaorna 175.1 161.2 s 18.3 87.9
OREGOMN 178.0 155.4 1" 19.2 $1.9
PENNSYLVANIA 180.6 162.7 L] 18.5 89.7
RNOOE ISLAND 180.0 158.9 ° 17.2 86.0
- SCUTN CAROLINA 180.0 ©165.9 ’ 20.8 66.6
- SOUTH DAKOTA 175.7 160.8 10 6.9 81.9
TENNESSEE 175.7 162.3 9 1.2 79.7
TEXAS 179.7 159.7 1" 18.5 87.5
UTAH 186.0 164.8 12 2.6 187.7
VERMONT 177.0 162.1 9 15.6 63.4
VIRGINIA 180.4 163.1 12 18.6 84.4
HASHINGTON 180.¢ 162.5 6 22.0 90.9
WEST VIRGINIA  179.1 159.2 9 20.0 83.7
WISCONSIN 1801 157.2 10 18.6 115.0
WYOIING 180.9 164.8 ’ 16.2 96.7
UNITED STATES 178.6 161.3 9.39 19.1 86.3

Source: The Digest of Educational Statistics, 1980. Columns 1,2 (p. 39),
Column 3 (p. 40), Column % (p. S0), and Column 5 (p. 19).
Column ¢ is from the Education Almanac, 1979. P. 9.
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table, First, as is indicated, they are representative of different years
with nearly a decade separating the most recent from the most dated counts.
Second, for a numBer of reasous that will be discussed in more detail in
subsequent paragraphs, these data may not be representative of the current
levels of educational provision in the state. They probably do, however, at
least partially reflect prevailing standards in the states and provide some
insight into adequacy standards that have historically been in place.

Column one lists the average number of days .in the .term in the distriers
across states. Perhaps the most salient point to make concerning this measure
is the lack of variation. Over the vears, the length of public school
provision per year has grown more and more similar across the states such that
the range of these data is only eight days between Illinois (174.1) and the
District of Columbia (182.0), with a standard deviation of 2.17. It is
interesting to consider, however, that over the full length of a child's .
public schooling experience, counted at twelve years, the amount of public
schooling offered a child in the District of Columbia is.greater than the
average number of days provided in Illinois by nearly 94 ‘days- or half a year
of schooling by the national norm of 178.6 days offered per year. Although it
may be inappropriate to use the District of Columbia, which is a single school
svstem, for comparing state averages, the states of Indiana and Maryland are
not far behind the length of provision of Washington D.C. (182.0) with both
offering an average of 18l.4 days per year. :

A similar measure, shown in column two, lists the outcome-type measure of
the average number of days ot attendance per year. for the students of the
state. While this figure may partly reflect the demography-of the state,. such
as attendance problems which often accompany the other social problems which
tend to gravitate to the nation's very largest cities, it will alsq be
reflective of the states' overall effort, beyond simply offering public

.schooling, to actually get the children of the state into school on a regular

basis. Regardless, ‘the educational outcomes that are associated with
schooling will not result frouw the number of days offered, but from the number
of davs that children are actually in attendance in the states' public
schools. Here we see a much larger range than was found in the previous.
measure of days offered, with the average public school child in California
(17v.5) attending school nearly twenty-one more days per year .than the average
child in the state of Illinois (149.6). The standard deviation is also
sq@ewhat larger at 3.88. The number of days of -attendance nationally-is 161.3
iﬁcacing that the average child in the U.S. is absent ouer seventeen days
per year. Again, extending the range between the states of Ca{ifornia and
Illinois over the twelve average years of public schooling, it is found that
the average child in California would be in attendance over 250 more school
days than the average child of Illinois. In terms of the national average
number of attendance days, this represents over one and a half school years.

Column three of Table 7 lists the number of years that school enrollment
is mandatory across the states. The national average is 9.39 years with the
range of required years being tairly substantial with two states mandating
only seven years while five states require twelve years of schooling. These
data are most,}nteresting for the insights gained into the implied values of

the states in selecting a required number of years of schooling as an adequate
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minimum. These figures are not closely linked to the median number of vears
of schooling completed as is illustrated by the fact that in the state of
Washiagton, where only seven vaars of schooling are required the median .
nunSer of vears of schooling completed i3 near the nation's hizhest (12.3 -
vears) at 12.4 years. An extention of the minimum requirements for schooling
across the states can be seen bv multiplving the average number of days of
schooling oftered bv the required number bi years. The result is that the
state of Mississippi (1,241 required davs) only mandates 57% of the schooling
required in the state of Virginia (2,164 days). Ve

Another interesting resource measure that can be used for comparing the
adequacv of tbe educational provision is the pupil/teacher ratios existing
across states. The national average iy 19.1 students per teacher with a
standard dey}atmon of 1.89. The range, between the states of Vermont (15.6)
and Utan (24.6) 1is fairly considerable at an average of nine more pupils per
teacher in the latter state. Assumlng that with other things equal higher
salaries will attract more ‘qualifined teachers on average, some insight into
the "quality" of the teaching forces in the various states can be gained from
the teacher wage index listed in Table 1. While this approach clearly has
limitations, it could be arzued that one factor enabllng\se\atlvelv small
clasies in the state of Vermont is the relatively low reimbursement in the
state for teachers (teacher wdge index value of .824) and that some implicit
trade-oft of quality for quantity may be made in the process.

The last column, preprimary as a percent of first grade, is a measure of
the breadth of educational offerings across states as they extend to a
thirteenth year of public schooling for young children. It will be noted that
eizht of the states show preprimary enrollments that actually exceed the first
grade cnrollments in the state. This could reflect a demographic trend in the
state or the fact that some districts across the nation are providing public
schooling prior to kindergarten. These data indicate that preprimary
schooling 'is the prevailing norm across the states with 41 of the 50 states
and Washington D.C. enrolling over 75% of their first grade enrollments in
preprimary programs. Sixteen states enroll between 50 and 75%, and four
states are below 50% preprimary enrollments. The state of Mississippi is a
real outlier in this category of provision with preprimary representing only
5.4% of first grade enrollments.

3.6 [ASSURING ADEQUACY THROUGH STATE PROVISION

i
All of the fifty states have adopted official language accepting the

overall responsibility for the provision of education. And yet scme states
have approached this task in & much more methodical fashion than others.

While the principles of =2qualization and minimally adequate provision are
included to some degree in all of the state approaches, explicit standards are
much more clearly delineated in some states than in others. Three components
of a state aid scheme may be identified. One, the state aid may primarily

function as a conduit for money to local districts to assist them financially -

in whatever levels of educational provision they may choose, or can afford, at
the local level. In a second approach, state aid may operate to equalize the
opportunity to provide educational services at the local level so that ’




approach to look at a few states in more detail.
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provision is a function of local discretion rather than wealth. A third level
may be the delineation at the state level of a minimally adequate program that
is guaranteed all of the children of the state and which is specified in terms
of specific €ducational resources. e

The purpose of this section is to consider how states with well-defined
“adequate" programg have addressed the issue of adequacy in terms of specific
educational ptoviaidn in their states. This section will employ a case-sgudy

»
¥

3.6.1 Georgia - The Adequate Program for Education .

‘Created and organized by the Georgia General Assembly in the spring of
1973, the Minimum Foundation Program of Education Study Committee was charged
with the goal of "improving education in Georgia." Three subcommittees were
formed, chaired by such notables as Governor Jimmy Carter, with the overriding
objective of determining a statewide approach to the provision of an
"adequate” education for the children of the state. In December of 1973 a
report was released outlining the specifics of an "Adequate Program for -
Education in Georgia (APEG)." This led to the APEG Act which became "effective
July 1, 1975. - :

The language of the Act indicates its intent: '"The General Assembly of
Georgia, recognizing the need for...an adequate educational oportunity...for
the citizens of the state and...the responsibilities and obligations of the
State to ensure a literate and informed society does hereby establish an
Adequate Program for Education in Georgia. To implement this policy, the
State shall assure that funds will be available for instructional personnel,
media and equipment, and othét'ggsansagx operating expenses...”" This law
calls upon the state to fund specific resources on the basis of pupil/teacher
ratios which are delineated at the state level for certain categories of
students. The resources that are specified in the state funding formula
include instructional personnel, administrative and supervisory personnel, -
school psychologists, instructional media, instructional equipment,
maintenance and operation, sick and personal leave, travel, transportation,
and isolated schools. Although some local participation is included in the
APEG program, the state has assumed responsibility for the lion's share of the
funds (90.62% for the 1980/81 school year). q

The purpose of the APEG program is to establish and fund "adequate"
levels of educational resources which local districts are free to supplement
but which no district may fall below. Thus, while there is a well-defined
minimum, there is no real ceiling governing district expenditures; which
allows considerable wealth related disparities. Thus, the APEG approach* does
not guarantee equality in the educational provision received by students
across the state. In fact, 90% of-the school districts are currently
supplementing the state salary schedule for personnel with local funds.
Furthermore, while the law includes provision for district business officials
and physical education, art and music teachers these positions havelnevet been
funded. A further provision of the law defining a district power e ualizing

component has also never been funded and appears unlikely to be funded with
increasing pressures mounting in the state to give local tax relief }nstead.
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Thus, while the state of Georgia has a thoroughlv considefed "adequate"
program for the state, and has venerally provided the necessarv funds to
support it, considerable wealth related disparities remain throuchout the
state. This has resulzed in litigation which has thus far gone against the
state, 1nsttuccxng the legislature to make substantial revisions in the APEG
progranm.

3.6.2 South Carolina - The Defined Minimal Program

While legislation outlining minimal standards had been in place for a

" number of vears. at the state level in South Carolina, it was the Rodriguez

decision, according to one well-placed official, that aroused tie
consciousness in the state leading to school finance reform as a major issue
in the following gubernatorial election. Upon electinn, the new governor
appointed a study committee which recommended that the minimal provisicn that
had always existed in the state be more precisely defined in terms of specific
educational resources. Thus, a Defined Minimal Program evolved from the
Education Finance Act of 1911/uh%cﬁ‘ptovides a detailed weighting system for
the state across basic_saiywé3tion grade levels and for the various special
education categories. The Defined Minimal Program also establishes in some’
detail specific resource requirements for all accredited schools in the state.

-

Responsibility for the cost of the defined minimum program is assumed by
the state as the annual appropriation for education must be suﬁficient to
finance its specified requirements. If the lepilature’ fails to approve
sufficient funding the guidelines must be altered accordingly. A
tepteaentatxve body of teachers, principals and administrators convenes
annually to review the current requirements of the defined minimum program
with their recommendations being forwarded to the ‘state department of
educat-ion. If approved by the department, they are then sent to the
legislature for enactment into law. Any new enactment, hpwever, must be
accompacied by a corresponding financial provision to cover its cost.

Thus, we see in South Carolina a well-considered minimum program for the
school children of thg state which is defined in terms offeducatxonal
resources and which is fxnancxally guaranteed by the state.

+  Although the tequxtements of the minimum adequate program in the state of
South Carolina and the tatxonale behind the weighting system ap r to be
higly objective in nature, it is important to keep in mind th h
represents a highly subjective judgement concerning the resource fequirements
of children in different educational situations. As is the case with all
allocation decisions in the public sector, these specifications are determined
and set within the politica} arena of the state.

3.6:3 “Washington - The Basic Education Act of 1977

The constitution of the state of Washington requires "ample provision for .
the education of all children residing within its borders" (Article 'LX,
Section 1). But in the Seattle decision of 1977 (Seattle School District
No. 1, et al., v. State of Washington, et al.) the court ruled that "ample
provision" had never been amply defined. It was stated that "...under

existing state law, the legislature ha established a general and uniform

-
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system for the public schools...but has not (A) expressly defined basic
education or determined the substantive contents of a basic program of
educagion to which the children of this state are entitled...or {B) provided a
method tor the fully sufficient funding or such education without re llance on
special excess levies."” : Y :

The Basic Education Act of 1977 was the result of this ruling. It ~
putlines in some detail, and in terms of specific educational resources, what
constitutes a basic education and provides the resourées required for its
support. Thus, Washington claims to be the tirst state in the nation (outside
of Hawaii wiph its single state school system) to assume the responsibility
for a fully funded basic education program for its public schoaql system:
(Citizen's Handbook of the Organization and Financing of the Washington School
System, June 1981, p. 13). This law provides equalization in programmatic
content, staffing and nonemplovee allocations and resources. One predictable
effect of this reform has been a substantial increase in the state revenue
share, which has increased by nearly a third over the past two yvears while’
funds at the local level have decreased from 300 million dollars plus, prior
to the reform, to a current level of about 170 million dollars.

The case of Washington offers further evidence of the difficulty and
political sensitivity of specifving a minimally adequate or basic program in
terms of specific resources. According to a top school officer of the
Washington Department of Public Instruction, as relaved to the authors via a
telephonic interview, when the legislature, which was under pressure from the
courts, turned to the professional educational community in the state for
guidance in the specifjcafion of a basic educational program in terms:of
specific educational resources, they continually skirted the issue and refused
to grapple with it bevond the usual platitudes. The education community was
seemingly uXable to. look beyond the current levels of provision in the state
in attempting to define a basic education, with the resulting definition that
a "basic education” must be whatever is currently being offered.

, ¢

Finally, the legislature took it upon themselves to define what
constituted a basic education and enacted the resulting provisions into law
thereby satisfying their court mandate. While it is undoubtedly fitting that
these allocation decisions should ultimately be made in the political arena,
professional educators, across the states must enter into these declsions in a
more active way by brefaking away from what “is" and grappling with the -
difficult description Jof what ought to constitute "enough.” Unfortunately, as
the case of Washingtog seems to illustrate,” when it comes to specifying
educational resources ) what exists is "basic' and what is required to be
“adequate" is simply a\ good deal more than whatever is currently being
provided. v

€ .
-

t

3.6.4 Connecticut ~ Pu.A\ 79 - 128

Reform in the state of Connecticut has also led to the establishment of .
guidelines at the state level specifying requirements for minimally acceptable
provision at the local level. But, unlike the previously discussed three
states, these requirements are simply specified in overall expenditures rather

than in educational resources. P.A. 79-128 resulted from Horton v Meskill
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in which the court decided that the amount of money spent on education in the
state was wealrh related which violated provisions of the state constitution.

As public education was a fundamental right, a substantially equal educational

opportunity is mandated for all students in the public school system, with
educational opportunitv detined as "the breadth and quality of the educational
services" offered to pupils. The existing Connecticut system, which was found
to be wealth related, railed to meet these requirements and was therefore
declared unconstitutional. .

Four of the major&components of P.A. 79-128 are as follows. First, the
state basic grant is determined bv (a) the local school tax effort, (*) need
as determined by the number of AFDC families residing in the district and (c)
inversely by wealth as determined by a combination of property and income
measures. AFDC children are counted as 1.5 pupils in determining state aid
and the guaranteed base is the revenue base for the community in the state at
the 95th percentile of wealth. Second, a minimum expenditure requirement

which is set at whatever the state median per pupil expenditure was two years

prior tu the current year wi'Y AFDC children being counted at 1.5. If
districts fall below this mii. mum required expenditure despite a local tax

‘effort that is above the median eftfort in the state, state aid equal to the

provision of the rgguired minimum will be awarded. Third, state aid is,
provided for specigq education and transportation that is reimbursed on a
sliding scale on the basis of local district wealth. Fourth, a five vear
phase-in extending from 1960 thrdugh 1984 is specified.

. Thus, reform ‘in Connecticut is largely based on a "what is" philosophy
rather than on any clearly specified determination.of what level of funding is
required to guarantee minimally adequate provision across the state in terms
of specific educational resources. The major thrust df}this reform 18 to
detach educational expenditures from weal-h. The guaranteed tax base is. based
on the community at the 95th percentile of wealth and the minimum expenditure
requirement is set at a previous state median. While these provisions may be
generous and will undoubtedly raise the overall level of educational
axpenditures in the state the specific figures of the 95th percentile and past
median expenditures may be quite arbitrary in relation to what is required to
provide "adequate" educational programming in the state. This issue has been
carefully avoided in Connecticut as is evidenced by the following statement 1in
Equity and Excellence in Education, published by the Connecticut State Board
of Education to explain the new school finance legislation (P.A. 79-128) to
the citizenry of the state: ''The minimum expenditure requirement is not
viewed as a maximum, or even as necessarily adequate, in providing school
services and programs. It is a minimum requirement only." (P. 7)

Problems have arisen in Connecticut with the implementation of this plan.
First, setting the guaranteed revenue base at the 95th percentile has
resulted in a considerable strain on state coffers with the result that the
state was not able to provide the full allocation scheduled for the 1981/82
school year and was forced to simply appropriate a lesser amount than was
called for in the specified phase-in. Second, as there are no real limits on
what the wedlthiest districts will be able to spend, considerable disparities
will be likely to remain even after the full phase-in, with one éftimate at

1.5 to 1, which can still be expected to relate to wealth.

1]
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4
Third, it the minimum required, and therefore guaranteed, provision is not
necessarilv "adequate" as acknowledged by the state, can the state be seen as
fulfilling its requirement of an equal educational opportunity for all

. students? [t is perhaps not surprising that Horton v Meskill IL is

currently underway in the Connecticut state-courts.

“

3.7 CONCLUSION

The school finance reform movement, the tax-payers' rebellion and the
vast increase in the number of educational services provided for children with
special needs are.three developments of the past decade which have
significantly increased state involvement in the provision of educational ’
services. In response, states have not only assumed a much larger share of
the financial responsibility for the support of schools, but the formulas used
by the states to disseminate these funds to local communities have become
increasingly sophisticated and complex. Contrary to the old flat grant
approach whereby the state simply served as a conduit of money to local
districts, often irrespective of local need, states are increasingly
incorporating certain adjustments into state aid formulas to better reflect
the need of local communities for state-level educational funding assistance.
Such adjustments have been directed toward disparities in local property,
resource prices, and student need. B

A number of measures have been cited throughout this paper for the
purposes of comparing the basic and supplemental educational programs offered
bv the states. A great deal of variaiion is observed in per pupil
expenditures across’the states, but this variation diminishes considerably
when the cost of living is controlled for and it diminishes even more when the
average salaries paid instruction personnel are controlled.

The mvriad of data presented in this paper listing an assortment of
criteria upon which the adequacy of state educational” programs may be assessed
and compared-seems to underscore the elusive nature of the adequacy concept.
States or regions that are particularly strong in one measure may appear
fairly weak in others.  Through the careful selection of data a case could be
made for the adequacy or inadequacy of the school systems in any of the
states. Clearly the adequacy, or inadequacy, of state educational systems
cannot really be determined from this kind of data just as the amount of i
medicine a patient receives is a poor measure of the adequacy of his health
treatment, or his overall state of health. ‘ - ,

The last section of this chapter presented four brief case studies of
several states which have attempted to address the adequacy "issue through a
fairlv substantial set of_ state reforms over the past decade. The states that o '
appear to be the most successful in this regard are those that: (1) have
attempted to systematically consider what the requirements of education are to
be in the state; (2) have defined the resources deemed necessary to meet these
requirements; and (3) have provided a state guarantee that the resources
necessary to support these minimally adequate requirements will be available b
to every district in the state. As the definition of adequate is '"equal to

the requirement,"” an adequate level of educational support cannot be




.

determined independently from the consideration of what these educational
requirements are deemed to be. These can only be determined within the state-
and through political processes. Until states have grappled with tihis B
potentialty sensitive task, the levels of educational resources they provi&e

cannot be deemed adequate, regardless of th2 overall dollar amounts,
4 : ) : ‘
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CHAPTER 4

PROGRAM ADEQUACY AND FUNDInG: A RESOURCE~COST-BASEL APPROACH

Dotlars must ultimately underlie the issue ot adequate public educational
provision. The crucial questions facing educational policymakers are how many
dollars should be distributed to acquire -educational services, who should
receive them and what should be the .underlying rationale for making these
determinations? To reiterate the assumptions that are basic to our approach
to these questions, we believe that given the public policy orientation
inherent to the issue of adequate overall expenditures for education, and
across the various educational program areas, that the adequacy and equity
considerations cannot be severed. These are decisions that will be made in a
political arena, and as such, the role of analysis is not to attempt to make
but simply to facilitate, these policy determirations.

In this chapter we outline an approach to provide information for, and
thereby to glarily, these subjective decisions. It is an approach that we
believe is.appropriate and potentially useful at all levels of educational

. allocation decision making, i.e., tiue local, state, and federal levels.
Alchough for the purposes of this chapter, most references to 4 proposed basis
for a finance system will most ‘directly apply to state formulas, a latter
portion of this chapter will address how such an approach might also lead to
more coherent and equitable allocations from the federal government.

The approach that we present is highly rational. We do not mean to

sugzest, however, that it necessarily be the final word in educational policy
determination. For example, while it requires that a fairly specific set of
policv decisions be made at the state level when used as a basis for a state 4
allocation system, it does not require a great deal of centralized control. i 3
"The degrze of conformity to the state specifications that states may wish to |
require at tite local level is an intermal policy decision that is apart from :
our basic model. What we propose is a rationale for educational funding which

will facilitate educational policy decisions by making the trade-offs inherent

in difrerent funding decisions more apparent. Furthermore, as an approach ‘
that forces the specification of the appropriate ingredients, in terms of the
specific educational resources that program experts in the state believe to be
"appropriate" to their program areas, a rather specific definition to the

meaning of adequacy is derived for the state.:

This resource-cost-based approach can be used with any kind of school .
finance formula. It does not attempt/ to specify the number of dollars that
must or should be spent on educational services in the state, although it will
provide input as to what differing expenditure commitments will mean to the
school districts of the state in terms of the specific resources they must
acquire to provide educational services. Thus, it can inform the
determination of how much should be spent. In this sense, it serves as an
analytical framework for considering alternative policy options. As an
underlying rationale for a school finance formula, however, it provides a
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basis for allocating the dollars that are available for distribution for
educational gservices in & manner that is highly equitable and which 1s based
on uniform definitions of program adequacy. > -

4.1 THE RESOURCE COST MODEL (RCM) AS A BASIS
FOR FUNDING EDUCATIONAL SERVICES

4.1.1 What is the RCM?

Basically, the Resource Cost Model (RCM) is a conceptual framework for
sorting out the factors underlying differences in educational costs. It
provides a systematic method for organizing data relevant to the determination
of the cost of educatxonal programs. Specifically, it organizes data on._
educational resources (i.e., inputs) and resource costs to facilitate
estimation of programmatic costs both as they relate to differences in the
educational needs of different student populations and to variations in the
scale of school and district operations. L

The RCM is a computer similation model that may be used to determine how
much each district will require to provide an "appropriate'" education to all

;of its students and to determine the total educational expenditures in the

state required to accomplish this goal. It may be used with any number of
school finance formulas as a basis for distributing state aid to local school
districts.

The RCM in and of itself does not describe what an appropriate set of
educational programs should look like. It is designed in the absence of
preconceived notions of how an appropriate education ought to be defined. It
is designed to facilitate the determination by educational policymakers of how
to define an appropriate education and what resources and resource '
configurations are required. Rather than a set of answers to what is
appropriate, the RCM is a set of systematic questions: that when answered by
policymakers will reveal preferences for educational services and thereby a
definition of what is regarded as adequate or appropriate by the policymaking
bodies responsible for such decisions. -

4.1.2 What is a Cost Difference?

Before proceeding to a description of the components of the RCM, it'is
important that we begin by describing what is meant by the term cost. The
term is conventionally used in a number of different ways and is often used
interchangeably with the word expenditure. It is therefore critical to '
establish a clear understdnding of how these two terms are used in connection

with the RCM analysis.

A formal defxnxtxon of cost may be stated as follows: Cost is the
minimum e;ggndxtute required to achieve some gﬁal or standard of service or

to acquire some well defined commodity or service. Thus variations in costs
faced by two economic decision-making units reflect the variations in the
minimum expenditure required to achieve some-obJectxve or acquire some good or
service by the two decision-making units.

4
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The concept of expenditura refers to actual outlav for some good or
service. Expendxtures encompass the concept of cost as it involves both
differences in choice and cost. It involves dift terences in the choice of
quantities, types, and characteristics of goods and services. It involves

discretion over these elements. o

Costs, on the other hand, involve differences in expenditure which are
bevond the control of the decision-making unit. The keys to understanding
the ditfterence between expendfture and cost are two:

.

(1) recognizing the difference between factors that involve matters of
choice and factors that are bevond the control of the particular decision-.
makine unit, and

(2) specifying a precise detfinitiou of the goals or standard-of service
of which a cost estimate is desired.

These concepts may be illustrated with some simple examples. First,
consider two identical families living in different cities, call them cities A
and B. Suppose that each family purchased 50 pounds of hamburger (75X lean)
over the course of a vear at the lowest price available to them in their
respective communities, and that these two prices were different. The
diftference n expendxture each family incurs in making this purchase in these
two different cities represents a cost difference which is essentially beyond
the control or the two families. One could give similar examples of any well
detined commodity or service purchased in the two locations,

Now suppose the family in city A buys 50 pounds of hamburger, while the
faleJ in city B buys 50 pounds of steak. The difference in outlay of the two
families over the period of time the beef was purchased would be regarded as
an expenditure difference which Would not ‘necessarily reflect any of the
actual difference in cost 1nCur4£d. Indeed, the observed difference in
expenditure between these two faﬁil1es involved both a difference in the basic
cost of a pound of beef in the two\cxtxea and a difference in the choices with
respect to which cuts of beef they jelected. To isolate the difference in

| adequately for the types and
characteristics of the products be1 g purchased in the diftérent locations.
In this case, it means sorting ‘Out the extent to which the expenditure
variation is due to differences in the prices between the two cuts of meat
versus differences in the basic price of beef in the respective cities.

To further illustrate how one might distinguish between the differences

in cost and expenditure, let us consider the following somewhat more

complicated problem. Consider again the two families living in cities A and
B. However, let us now define the problem somewhat more broadly. How much
more or less does it cost to provide an appropriate level of nuiiltxon to each
of the members of these  two families over the course of a year. If the

‘two cities A and B were close enough to one another that there was essentially
no variation between them on the -nrices of grocery items and if the two

e 13
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families were identical in size, health, and age compusition (e.g., each
consisting of two adults in their mid-thirties and two pre-school children),
tien taeir nutritional needs should be essentiallv the same and hence their
custs the same. In actual fact the families might spend quite different
amounts on procerv items because of ditferences in income or tastes. But no
matser what their actual =xpenditure on groceries, the costs of providing some
fixed level ot nutritional need are the same. ‘

Now let us make one change in our two families. In particular, suppose
one of the families had two teenagers and the adults were in their
mid-forties, while the other family remains the same. The compusition of
nutritional needs of all four family members is likely to have changed along
with the level ot ‘intake. The costs of providing for the families'
nutritional needs are now likely to have increased for the older family even
though the size of the families has not changed. The cost ditference between
the two families is the minimum expenditure required in each case to provide
for the nutritional needs of each ot the family members. One could eastily
envision more dramatic examples. Consider the difrerences in nutritional
requirements between two families consisting of one couple in their early
twenties and another in their late sixties. Here again nutritional
requirements are likely to be considerably difterent leading to differences in
the costs of providing appropriate levels ot nutrition to the two families. n

.If we now move these two cities far enough apart so as to increase the
likelihood of observing significant difterences in the basic prices of certain
fpod items, the cost of providing a certain level ot nutrition in the two
locations would involve both differences in the prices of the relevant food
items in the two locations as well as the ditferences in the needs of families
of diftferent size and age composition. ' -

. o
4.1.3. What are the Sources of Différences in Educational Costs?

With this basic understanding of costs in mind, we can now direct
attention to identifying the factors that cause variations in the cost ot
educational services across local public school districts. Just as in the
case of our two families, there are two basic sources of cost differences.

.

These are:

(1) Resource price differences: difterences in the prices that school
districts have to pay for comparable school resources or inputs, and R

(2) Differences in educational need: differences in the combinations :
and quantities of school resources required to meet the educational ‘
needs of different student populations in schools or districts of
different sizes. ’

The first of these sources of educational cost differences is similar to
the problem we confronted in examining the prices of beef in the previous
section. When one family purchased steak and the other hamburger, we needed

-
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to somehow bring the price comparison back to some standardized unit of beef
in order to consider the extent to which the observed differenge in
expenditure between the two families (living in these two different cities)
could be attributed to a difference in cost as opposed to a difference in the
characteristics of the cuts of meat. : :

In comparing the prices of the resources employed by scheol districts, we
face the same problem of being able to standardize the actual resources they
buy in order to determine the cost of these resources. For the school
district, we are interested in determining how much more or less a )
standardized teacher would cost (or how much more or less two teachers with
broad sets of personal attributes which are exactly identical would cost in
the different school districts of the state). Since school districts, in
fact, do not recruit and employ "standata" teachers, the observed differences
in salaries that they actually pay do not necessarily reflect cost
differences. Only when we are able to compare two districts that employ some
"srandardized" teacher are we able to determine the differences in costs of
teacher services. - %

We use statistical methods to make this hypothetical comparison. First,
we examine the variations in prices (or in this case salaries) paid for
teacher services in relation to teachetﬁ job and regional characteristice -that
related to the variation in the cost of jsome "standardized" teacher. Second,
we perform a hypothetical experiment byfassuming all districts recruit and
employ a "standard" teacher and use the statistical relationship to simulate
what that "standardized" teacher would have cost in each of the districts of
the state. This simulation then setves@as the basis for a teacher cost. index
which may be used to make adjustments tb average state-wide teacher salaries
in costing out educational programs. Sﬁmilat kinds of analyses can be .
per formed for other categories of school personnel and other school resources.

i

|

The second major source of difference in educational costs arises out of
differences in the needs of various student population groups and of students
being served in districts and ;sciools of different sizes. Students of
different age levels, with different handicapping conditions, with cultural
disadvantages or language difficiencie#, or with different goals and desires
for job training will require different educational technologies and different
combinations of resources to meet theﬁf needs. Similarly, students living in
remote areas of a state where there are insufficient numbers of children to
operate schools ofyeconomigal size may require different intensities of
certain resources ordef to have access to similar educational
opportunities.s ”

. "
E P
|

In each case, students will require different configurations of resources
to meet their educational needs. This is comparable to the different
nutritional needs of our two families of differing size and age composition.
In this case, we are talking about the differences in the resources required
to meet the differing programmatic needs of districts of differing size and
pupil composition. It is this component, education cost differences, that is
the focus of the present report.
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TABLE &

Lonz-Run Sources of Variation in Educational Costs

1. Resource Costs. Districts face variations in the prices they must pay
to obtain comparable personnel and non-personnel school inputs or resources
such' as teachers, aides, administrators, energy services and bus fuel. ,

a. Personnel costs. Personnel cost difterences arise because of the
variations in the factors aftecting the supply and, hence, the equilib-
rium wages and salaries that local public school dlatrlcts must pay to
recrwit and employ comparable personnel for specific types ot job assign-
ments. The willingness of individuals to offer their services to a given
Q1atr1ct will depend upon the quality of life in the local community and
the quality of working conditions. Thus, tactors such as the variattons,

n the cost of living, facilities, the access to employment alternatives,
énd the willingness of Lndlvxduala to offer their services and hence the
/ wages and salaries that must be offered to attract comparable personnel.
/ .

/b, Non-personnel costs. Districts in difterent regions will confront .
/ different utility rates for alternative heating fuels and for elec-
tricity, and they will have to pay different prices for bus fuel as well

i as for certain miscellaneous supplies and materials.

2 Technology Factors. These are factors that afLect the amounts and com-

ibinations of resources required to provide apprOprLate services in different
districts.

a. Programmatic need. Different children exhibit different educa-

tional needs and often require different amounts and combinations of

resources. Handicapped or disadvantaged children may require smaller

class sizes or special types of instruction not necessary in regular
educational programs.

b, Scale of operation. Districts in sparsely populated areas may have
to operate schools at relatively smaller scales and will incur relatively
greater administrative burdens and higher transportation costs than more
populated districts.

= ¢. Other locational factors. Districts located in colder or warmer
regions of a state will incur higher costs of energy necessary to heat and
cool school buildings.

7/
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Table b summacizes lon:-run sources oi variation in educational costs.

In addition to these long-run sources of variation, districtg otten confront
difterences in educationa’ costs that arise out of short-run changes in

enrollments. By short run we mean a period of time over which the district 1is

unable to make immediate adjustments in certain inputs. For example, when

there is sudden and unanticipated decline in the level ot enrollmencs,

districts may find themselves wilh excessive anounts ot capital--i.e., school

building space. Tney may also find themselves with a teach1ng statf that is |
more senior, on average, than they would have otherwise selected primarily~

because of restrictions on the ways in which staff reductions are distributed

among emplovees according tu seniority.

Both of these may represent legitimate costs to the district that have
the potential of diverting funds from ongoing educational programs. It is,
however, difrficult to determine the extent to which these kinds of short-run
cost difterences arise out of poor planning or management on the part of local
district ofticials as opposed to levels of decline which are truly sudden and

_unanticipated. Moreover, any kind of compensation provided to districts in

these circumstances may inhibit effective and efficient response by local
officials. Efforts to make adjustments for such short-run cost ditierences
ought to be tied to well considered estimates of the level of such differences
and should be designed to phase out automatically over time.

. Although the analvsis could be modified to deal with some of these

ad justments and methods could be developed to handle the excess custs of
seniority, these kinds of adjustments are bevond the scope of the Program Cpst
Difterential component of the RCM as it is now desizned. v
4.1.4 How is the RCM Constructed?

The RCM contains three basic elements:

(1) Program and service specifications from the state level;

(2) Student enrollment patterns from the district level;

(3) Resource price and cost data from the CEI analysis.

Figure 1 "The RCM Step by Step," is designed to provide an overview of
the various steps involved in the RCM analysis.

Box l. The process for specification of the RCM begins with the
development of a list of instructional programs. This list should include the
kinds of courses or educational technologies that are to be made available to
students within the state. This list is to be a state-wide specification.

Box 2. The second step involves the specification of delivery systems
(i.e., resource configurations) that will be required to provxde these
instructional programs and the administrative and support services which

Qo
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FIGURE 1

1-LIST OF INSTRUCTIONAL #
. PROGRAMS (State speci-
fication)

?-DELIVERY SYSTEMS FOR
INSTRUCTIONAL PROGRAMS
AND FOR NECESSARY ADMIN-
ISTRATIVE AND SUPPORT 1€
SERVICES (State specifi- |’
cation) g .

J-STUDENT MEMBERSHIP BY
PROGRAM AND SCHOOL RCM
TYPE'(District data) ”

4-NUMBER OF INSTRUCTIONAL PROGRAM
UNITS & LEVEL OF ADMINISTRATIVE
& SUPPORT SERVICES FUNDED FOR
EACH DISTRICT (RCM output)

5-RESOURCE PRICES &
COSTS (CEI analysis) | RCM

[[6-COSTS OF INSTRUCTIONAL -PROGRAMS
& ADMINISTRATIVE AND SUPPORT
SERVICES (RCM output)

RCM

T-TOTAL EDUCATIONAL COSTS FOR EACH
DISTRICT AND FOR THE STATE AS A
WHOLE (RCM output)
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accomganv 2ach program categorv. These delivery svstems are also specified
statedwide.

Box 3. The tulrd step involves the collection ot data on student
headcount s (2.g., enrollments) Ior each program and for-each type of school
specified in tie RUM. The purpose of these data 13 to determine how many
students will be served in each program and in any glven tyve ot school for
each district in tine state. -

Box 4. Tnis box represents an output of the RCM computer simulation
(repreaented in the fizure by the small box designated simply RCM) aad 1is
derived from the data input specified in boxes 2 and 3. Student membership
data collected from the districts in combination with the delivery svstems
specified at the state level are used to determine the number of instructional
program units (e.g., classes or courses) and the level of aduninistrative and
support servxcea e.g., the number of school principals, psvchologists, and
school secretarilesY to be funded for each district.

Box 5. Resource prices and costs are derived from an analysis of the
variations in expendit s required by diflerent districts to obtain access to
comparable schoaol in €. This is based on the CEI analvsis described
earlier.

Box 6. The quantities of school resources as determined in box 4 and
their costs as determined in box 5 are combined in the RCM computer similation
to determine the costs of instructional programs and the adm1n1atrat1ve and
support services for each district in the state. &

Box 7. The RCM computer simulation then adds up all of these.costs to
determine the total cost of educational services for each district and for the
state as a whole. It is this base that then szrves as a basis for planning,
budgeting and financing of schools.

There is a feedback loop between box 7 and box 2 to reflect the iterative
nature of the process of specifving program and service delivery systems.

“That is, the RCM output can be used to determine what the state budget would

have to be to fund the specified programs throughout the state. If, for
example, tuis estimated RCM budget differs from the intended allocation that
is likely to be made available for educational services by the state . .
legislature or if the model were being used to simply simulate cost
implications of several alternative specifications, programs and services
could be respecified. This analysis could also be used as a source of
information and input into the overall budget process in considering the
relationship of the educational budget to non-educational portions of the
public budget. The RCM provides direct linkage between services and dollars
and thereby provides a valuable benchmark in determining how the dollars would
or could be spent in comparison with non-educational dollars. £

4.1.5 What Does the RCM Do?
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. The output of the RCM provides systematic information regarding the
variations in the costs of providing a standardized educational program across
all school districts. It is a standardized program that recognizes the
educational and programmatic needs of special student populations.
Furthermore, the resource requirements associated with necessary small schools
and districts in remote regions, as well d@s the costs of ‘employing comparable
school resources in various programs across the state can be determined. Table
9 summarizes the types of outputs derived from the RCM simulation program.

The RCM will reflect differences in instructional program costs due to
differences in class sizes and caseloads,” as well as the quantities and types
of personnel, supplies and materials, special equipment and other :
miscellaneous resources. In administrative and support services, the RCM
reflects the different intensities of administrative and support services
attached to different kinds of programs and the different administrative and
support configurations required for different types of schools and district
services. Finally, the RCM output reflects differences in the costs of
comparable personnel, of comparable levels of energy services, and of home to
school transportation necessitated by the distributions of student
populations.

4.2 IMPLEMENTING A RESOURCE COST MODEL APPROACH

School finance formulas containing some form of a linkage between state
funds and specific educational resources have been described in Chapter 3 of
this monograph for the state of Georgia, South Carolina, and Washington. If a
state were to utilize the full resource cost model approach, however, how
might they proceed? Studies .of this kind are currently being conducted in the
states of Oregon and Illinois. In Oregon, resource configurations are being
specified for all of the programs offered in the state under the program
category of special education and is being done independently of the CEI
component which has not been estimated for the state. In Illinois, the full
resource cost model approach is being estimated across all of the public

- education programs in the state as atcomponenf3of the Illinois State Board of

Education (ISBE) Public School Finance Study.

As the processes and procedures involved in the actual specification of
resource configurations for the educatiohal programs in a state are a very
important component of the overall derivation of the RCM, a brief account of
these steps will enhance the description uf this model. The estimation of the
program component of the RCM requires four major stages.

H

The first step is primarily instructional and informational. Literature

must be distributed and workshops held for the various participants in the

specification process as well as for other individuals who may be tied in some
vay to the educational policymaking network in the state. The primary thrust
of these workshops is to introduce the methodology to the state and to provide
general information as to the .forthcoming specification procedures.
Programmatic experts are asked to describe and categorize educational programs
in a very specific and yet limited way. While this approach to program
description and categorization appears alien to many educators at first, the

¥
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- ‘.7 . TABLE 9 ‘ '

Outputs of the RCM Simulation Program

~—3. Descriptive information on district input data.

@

. L J
- Enrollment patterns by grade level, programs and school type.

- Resource cost indices for each input rategory.

2. Outputs of the RCM computer simulation. '

‘ . - Number of instructional program units to be funded for each program
. listed. .

- Total staff and staffing ratios for each category of personnel.

- Per unit and per pupil costs of instructional programs.

- Per unit costs of imstructional programs and program administration ..
and support services by program category. * :

)
[N
4

- Number of.school units funded by school type.
P2

- Average costs pet“sqhooi unit and per pupil og school administration

e - and support services by school type.
@ ; ¥ v 4
- Average costs per pupil of district administvation and support
services. v

e

- Total cost of educational services.

. “‘. ° R s
Note that each of the types of data described above may be presented for each
district in thg'state as well-as for the state as a, whole.

4
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experiences in the states listed above, as well as experimental field studies
conducted by the authors in the states of Florida and Arizona indicate that
after a relatively brief tra1n1ng session, program experts can break down
instructional programs into categories on the basis of the educational
resource specifications these programs require.

The second step 1thﬁe formation of the program specification coumittees..

A separate coumittee is requred for each of the recognized program areas of

" a state for this initial g¥age of specification. These committees may be

comprised of about thggébfo six members and have responsibility for the
initial SpeCLf}cltroﬁ procedure. They must derive a list of instructional
resource progrjm configurations that will at least approximate the full range
of spec1f1cat ns appropriate to their particular program areas. Beyond this,
each of thesé program committees will also need to specify program
administration _support structures for their particular program areas. In
addition, program areas having their own schools, and in some cases districts,
will also require rthe specification of school and district administrative
structures. The initial program committee for general elementary, for
example, will be required to specify "appropriate" administrative support
services at the school and district level, as well as program administration
and the list of instructional programs appropriate to this program category.

Once all of the program committees have completed the initial
specxflcatxon ‘of instructional programs and administrative structures, the
third step is to derive the required data for the model. One maJor data set

- that the final estimation of. an RCM for the state will require is the sets of

cost indices for the most significant educational resources for all of the
districts ¢f the state. These will be acquired through a completely separate
set of procedures, used to estimate a CEI for the state, whiLh was partially
described above. '

Two other sets of data items part1Cu1ar1y relevant to the program
spec1f1cﬂt1ons must also be derived prior to the final estimation of an RCM.
The first is average price data for each of the major educational resources
listed in the program configurations. As the general categories of
educational resources such as supplies and materials and special equ1pment are
already specified in dollars, this step will not be required for a highly
detailed list of resources. It will be required, however, for the different
categories of personnel to be delineated, and for fuel and energy. Gathering
these average prices, t> then be adjusted by their respective-cost of
education indices for each district, will generally be a fairly
straightforward procedure. - ‘ ¢

The second of these other sets of data rzquirements represents a more

formidable task. District enrollments, or head counts, must be determined for

each of the instructional programs listed in the initial list of RCM
specifications for each program category. If a state were to adopt the RCM as
a component of ongoing state policy, this procedure could be easily
incorporated into the existing data gathering mechanism. Currently, however,
few program areas in the states report enrollments on the basis of the
specific sets of educational resources their courses require. Thus, one last
job for the program committee members is to convert the enrollments for their

program areas, as they are currently weported, into estimates of how these
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numbers would allign themselves into the specified program category
configurations.

With all programs and administrative structures initially specified and
the data outlined above gathered, the way is set for the meeting of the larger
RCM Committee. This committee generally will be comprised of approximately 15
members. It will include representatives from each of the program areas in
the state, school finance experts from th: state department of education,

representatives from the Bureau of the Budget, legislative analysts and other

persons as deemed appropriate. It is important that this committee should not
be so large as to become unwieldy. Each member should be representative of
some larger category of educational interests in the state so that a broad
spectrum of interests will be reflected on the committee,

The job of the RCM Committee will be to specify the final set of
configurations to be used for deriving the overall RCM for the state. As a
first step in this process, the final sets of program specifications, as drawn
by each of the program committees, will be published and circulated for the
review of all of the RCM Committee members. Utilizing the RCM computer
program, a simulation can be run to determine the initial budget shares
falling to each program category on the basis of the first-round program
specifications they have submitted to the RCM Committee.

At this point, the interactive process between the various committee
members can begin, whereby budget shares and the specifications of the various
programs are compared to the status quo in the state and are generally:
defended and supported by the individual program committee representatives.

The impacts of various trade-offs, cutbacks and respecifications can be
determined through the continuing use of the simulation procedure to derive an
agreeable balance throughout the program areas. ’

Ultimately, the specifications must reflect in some way the total sum of

" resources available for public education in the state. How these will Be

allocated, however, can now be based on the variations in costs districts face
in providing the educational programs their student enrollments warrant. What
levels of resources are appropriate for the various educational programs will
be derived through an interactive process at the state level which considers
the needs of all of the educational program areas simultaneously.

One interesting result of this process as observed in Illinois thus far,
is the inevitable competitive orientation of this process. In deriving the
program specifications, program personnel become aware of the eventual
requirement to justify and defend these specifications before the
representatives of the other program areas and the other members of the

overall RCM Committee, This forces the careful consideration of the actual
Ineeds of their program areas in terms of specific resources, and forces the

consideration of the rationale underlying these needs. Indeed, even in the
preliminary program category meetings a certain level of interaction between
the representatives of particular instructional program areas is observed.
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There are demands for parity and equity in the distribution so that the
resources to be specified for any single instructional program are not out of
line with those received by the other programs. We make no claim that
educators who engage in this process will'diminish their demands for
additional resources for education, -bit the preliminary evidence suggests that
these demands will be founded on more specific criteria and demands made by a
particular ‘program category will be forced to pass the close scrutiny of all
of the other competing educational programs which the state is attempting to
support.

4,2.2 Specification of Ptogtam Content

In addition to the specification of the resources associated with
educational programs, adequacy necessitates some attention to course content.
A number of different kinds of courses can be produced using identical
delivery systems. For example, basic mathematics, social science, and English
courses are likely to require similar combinations of resources. However,
content in terms of the skills taught are obviously quite different.

M V
-Therefore, in considering the adequacy of educational programs, it will
be necessary to specify the composition of different kinds of courses to be
included in groups of delivery systems. Although the delivery systems might
be identical, schools offering only a basic core of academic programs (e.g.,
only basic math and English) must be considered as providing different levels

-of educational adequacy -than schools offering a much wider variety of courses

in math and [English as well as ih the physical and natural sciences, foreign
languages, visual and performing arts, etc. ’ h

Policymakers must also decide the extent to which they want to permit
student choice to influence the resources provided to local educational
agencies and hence- the programmatic costs. Some Secondary students will
select high school prograns directed toward college preparation as opposed to
vocational or general high school programs. There are likely to be some
differences in the costs of these alternative programs based on theé
configurations and costs of rescurces employed in prodviing the instructional
units associated with each. If policymakers were to rely on actual assignment
patterns of students to programs, then these cost differences would appear.
However, standardized assignment patterns would tend to miss some of this
variation in program cost because of the inability of policymakers to
precisely trace the actual patterns of student enrollment.

4.3 POLICY PERSPECTIVES ON A RESOURCE-COST APPROACH

A resource-cost based approach to the development of funding formulas for
education has a number of major advantages. First, it is a comprehensive
approach to thé determination of educational costs and provides a basis for
the distribution of funding to local and state educational agencies. The
analysis emphasizes variations in costs arising out of factors that may be
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considered beyond the local control of educational agencies in the provision
of services. The approach captures variations in service costs due to
differences in the prices of school resources, differences in the programmatic
needs of various student populations, and differences in the sizes of
districts and schools in which services are provided. At the same time, the
approach is flexible enough to handle potential short-run variations in
service costs arising out of enrollment declines. For example, the approach
can be.modified to account for the additional costs that particular districts
may incur due to their inability to make immediate adjustments in facilities
and the composition of teaching staffs in response to sudden changes in
enrollments. Because the approach ultimately relies upon the judgments of
policymakers for the determination of the resource configurations, it requires
systematic consideration of which factors are matters of choice and which are
beyond local control with respect to the various sources of differences in

costs.

A second advantage to this approach is that programs are the unit of
analysis rather than students per se. Changes in the costs of services result
from changes in the required number of program units to serve student needs.
Changes in the number of students at the margin may not have any effect on
costs because of the discontinuities in the way educational services are
produced. For example, is a district reported that it had ‘20 pupils to be
served in special ciasses for handicapped children for which the maximum c lass
size was ten pupils, thes it would offer two units.  Should that same district
have 21 such pupils, then to operate within the restriction of the maximum
class size, a third unit would have to be offered. But the twenty~-second such
pupil in the district would add only negligibly to costs (perhaps through
supplies and materials if at all) because no additional instructional unit .
would te required. In contrast to this, a weighted pupil approach tends to \\
treat e¢ach additional pupil identically with respect to additional costs.

Another advantage to this resource cost-based app:oach is that students
generate costs due to the programs in which they are served and not due
necessarily to their specific classifications. Often in pupil weighted
systems, student classifications become the source for additional funding.
However, it turns out that students that are often classified the same"(e.g.,
with respect to handicapping conditions or grade levels) may be served in
quite different educational programs. For example, some emotionally disturbed
students are served entirely within special classes while others are served
part time in regular classrooms and the remainder of the time in special
resource rooms. The problem that arises is that the student classification
itself often becomes the basis for cost analysis rather than the programs in.
which they are served. s we have pointed out previously, evidence from the
s-ate of Florida suggests considerable variations in the costs of serving
students classified by handicapping conditions across different districts.
This implies that different districts are serving these students in a variety
of different programs based on more direct assessments of pupil needs at the

local level.
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The resource cost-based funding approach provides federal, state, and
local policymakers with a framework within which to think systematically about
what an adequate educational program should look like for different kinds of
children. It also provides & way in which policymakers might consider
relationships between educational inputs and the outcomes of the system. The
approach does not ensure that the distributions of resources to different’
districts or to the different kinds of pupils they serve will result in
similar "life chances" or even similar educational outcomes for all children.
This goes right to the heart of how one defines the concepts of adequacy and
equity in educational funding. At best, the approach ensures that with
respect to funding, similar students will be treated similarly and different
students will be treated differently where these differences have been
specifically defined by educational policymakers and identified by local
school officials. Nevertheless, it becomes. the responsibility of these - .
policymakers to identify (1) the kinds of differences in pupil needs that will
be recognized and (2) the differences in the program configurations that are
"adequate" to meet these different needs.

RCM analyses can be used byf~§1icymakets to trace out the relationships
between potential patterns of service delivery and costs. That ig, it traces
out the opportunity set facing policymakers. This information could be used
to arrive at final budget figurés based on the willingness of policymakers to
spend {money to provide certain kinds of educational services. Policymakers
are required to think systematically about what the appropriate input
configurations are to provide adequate educational services and to make
comparisons against alternative uses both within and across programs. From
this perspective, it should be clear that one cannot consider the funding of
various programs in isolation from one another; they must be considered
simultaneously. N

Policymakers will have to confront two kinds »>f trade-offs: those across
programs and those within programs. Firet, they will have to make some
judgments about relationships between educational outcomes and inputs.
¢learly, there is not likely to be much objective information upon which to
base such judgments. Nevertheless, some perceptions of what the educational
‘process yields in terms of outcomes for these various programs will have to be
considered seriously in the debate. Professional judgments and discussions
with the education professionals providing the services will have to be made
to begin specifying these programs.

Such a systematic framework for discussion may, in itself, present a
difficulty. Policywakers may not want these previously implicit trade-offs
made so apparent to "outsiders" who might evaluate their judgments. Any '
changes in the resource configurations from one year to the next or from one
proposed budget to the next reveals explicitly the nature of the trade-offs
that have been made, not just in dollar terms (as is currently possible), but
also in terms of the specific resources and services being delivered to
various types of children. Making these kinds of trade-offs so apparent may
have certain political liabilities. Without more objective information on the
educational effects of these trade-offs, the numbers become open to widely

\ ] ..
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varying interpretations by various interest groups and political
constituencies and create potential difficulties for legislators considering
budget allocations.

This does not mean that the resource cost-based approach cannot be used
in this context. Some policymakers may welcome this kind of framework for
decision making. However, it may suggest that the most appropriate stage of
the budgetary process for the implementation of this mode’l should be carefully
considered and that the ultimate funding decision made by a legislative body
might be simplified so as to avoid some of the technical argumenrs over
educational program specifications -and the political difficulties that could
arise from these decisions.

4.4 TIMPLICATIONS FOR THE FEDERAL, STATE, AND
LOCAL ROLE IN SCHOOL FINANCE

The emphasis of the resource cost-based approach to school funding is on
how children are sarved in school--i.e., what kinds of resources are employed,
what the nature of the curriculum content is, and generally on how services
are delivered. A number of states have already implemented systems based on
this concept while many others are considering reforms that would move in the
direction of a resource-cost based system. -

When considered from the larger perspective of the federal role, the
resource-cost based approach could facilitate the implementation of a more
integrated system of schocl funding. The idea would be to develop a .
resource-cost base from which funding levels could be determined. Estimates
of the costs of providing "adequate" educational services to various student
populations could be built from the district level to the state, and from the
state to the federal level. This would provide an estimate of the costs to
the nation of providing what states and local educational agencies have
determined to be adequate levels of educational services and resources. Even
if the resource configurations used to define educational deltvery systems
differed at each level of government, the basic framework for ass=ssing and
measuring the costs of services would be consistent. The system could permit
a certain amount of diversity in the way educational services were actually

- delivered in different regions or states, while maintaining some consistency
in the funding mechanisms for distributing dollars to state and local
educational, agencies. ' :

-

What is being proposed here does not necessarily involve additional ’
levels of funding at the federal, state, or local level. Nor does the
proposal for the development of a set of educational resource standards

_nécessarily require increased centralization of authority. Rather what it is .
iatended to do is build a greater degree of rationality into the basis for
distributing funds from the federal level to the states and from the states to
the local districts. Moreover, the approach does not preclude either a block
grant or categorical funding mechanism. All that it does do is base funding
distributions on estimated costs of delivering some standardiged sets of
programs designed to meet the needs of various student populations. It
provides a basis from which the effects of certain funding decisions can be

s




assessed in terms of at least the potential effects on service delivery. The
actual linkage between the resource standards that underlie the funding
formula- (i.e., the RCM) versus those used in service delivery would remain an
open q%‘ ion to be resolved at the state and local level.

% 1ocal educational agency (LEA) would be held responsible for
formulating and implementing plans for service delivery within the guidelines
(if any) established by the state and federal authorities. Plans for service »
delivery along with projected enrollment patterns of students in programs '
waild be submitted to .the state and/or federal authorities (in some instances
through the state). The LEA would also raise some portion of the revenue
required to provide services. ‘

The state educational agency (SEA) would establish guidelines for service .
delivery systems and would be responsible for designing a school finance
system that ensures each child of receiving "adequate" educational services.
The state can then establish the division of revenue among state and local
sources and the extent of local contﬁol over the actual allocation of revenues
and the overall level of revenues for| educationa®services. It is at this
stage that state decision makers esta&lish what an "adeuate" level of services
is and the extent to which the state is willing to commit itself to ensure the
access of each child to that level of services. The cost of an adequate edu-
cation is based on state established sltandards of service delivery, the
resource prices established through cost of education adjustments developed
for each district, and the program enrollment levels reported to the state by
each district. : -

The federal role involves assisting state agencies in the establishment
of reasonable guidelines . for adequate educational services and in the
provision of financial support. The federal government should be actively
involved in supporting research efforts on issues related to program design
and evaluation and on the relationships between program design and school
funding mechanisms. This kind of research and development would be important
in providing guidance to state authorities, particularly smaller states with
only small amounts of resources available for R&D. Research and development
would also be of significance in integrating state and federal mechanisms for

school funding.

Districts would report .program enrollments either directly to federal
authorities or through their state authorities to the federal agencies. The
federal government would establizE/Standatds for educational delivery systems
and then would cost out the desighated levels of educational services for each
district. Such standards for service delivery would be used as a basis for
funding and for determining appropriate distributions among states or
localities. These standards need not be used as the basis for-actual service
delivery at the local level. The federal government would provide funding
based on some fixed percentage of programmatic costs with different percent-
ages being applied to different programs. Relatively higher percentages could
be attached to programs which have been the focus of federal categorical
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grants (e.g., disadvantaged, handicapped, or vocational programs). Indeed, the
programmatic emphasis need not be redirected from its current focus.

- Federal authorities would nevertheless have to establish guidelines for
adequacy in serw%pg educational needs. Furthermore, they would have to
determine the pefcentage of costs on which the federal funding would.be
predicated for students served in different programs. Again, this does not
require additional funding, but only a more rational basis for distributing
existing levels of support. States would establish guidelines inside, their
boundaries, presumably within the overall guidelines (if any) established by
the federal government. Finally, local districts would develop plans for
implementing educational programs within federal and state guidelines for
serving the various student populations. The guidelines could be designed to
offer alternative ways of serving different types of children, but the z
emphasis could be on service delivery rather than pupil classifications per se
which often provide no information regarding thildrens' needs or how they .~
should be served. Federal funding would be based on standardized Cy
configurations for the program delivery system alternatives and would teflgbt
differing prices of educational resources faced by districts in different -
parts of the country. Priorities for different student populations ure
established both through the selection and establishment of the program
standards and the percentage of funding provided by the federal governmenty
At one extreme this approach would require that districts would have to a
the federal government that the students were in fact being servéd in th&'*
programs in which“the enrpllments were reported, while at the other ext eﬁé
only estimates of prdgram enrollments would be used by federal authoritiks,and
districts or states coyld use the funds any way they choose. Reality pry
lies somewhere in betwean these two extremes. ’

. B N : T -

The state agencies would determine how the remainder of the costs wpfid
be divided up among the state and local share. This could be accgmplis‘wa on
the basis of a foundation plan, a guaranteed tax base formula or some ofpeT
mechanism for distributing state education funds to local districts. ¥
Moreover, these arrangements would still permit local school districtsé; ;

A*’/’___gggvide services in excess of the level determined as "adequate" within/the

federal ur state program specifications. Such arrangements would vaty*‘”%oss
states according to local preference. This kind of centralized systep# :
educational finance could reduce administrative costs at the fedetal;fﬂgate;
and local level, while maintaining local discretion on both the total daount
spent for educational services and the development and implementation '6¥
program plans for serving various student populations. ER

4.5 CONCLUDING REMARKS

I

What constitutes an adequate education is a matter for local policymakers
to decide and will be different at different points in time and in diffdrent
locations. However, what becomes critical is the process by which aﬁéqgipy is
determined and whether in fact the issues are considered in a way whi¢h™
requires policymakers to determine adequate standards. Adequacy of
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- : educational services will be determined by the way in which the '"requirements"
are set. That is, if the requirements are set with social and educational
outcomes in mind, if they relate to the services as opposed to the dollars
delivered to children, and if there is-some kind of systematic framework that
permits policymakers to begin to relate the two components, implicit adequacy
standards will result. The requirements will have been considered, the
resources believed sufficient to attain them specified, and their provision

“assured, thereby resulting in an overall system that is sufficient to meet the
requirements, or "adequate.”

In this final chapter we have attempted to establish a framework for
including adequacy and equity standards in the mechanism used to fund public
education. This framework develops a common approach to specifying the
services and service costs for different student populations and it
facilitates the integration of the school finance systems developed at the
federal, state, and local levels. Finally, it is a framework that provides a
foundation for the kirds of discussion required of policymakers to begin to
consider and define in tangible terms the adequacy standard in education.
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FOOTNOTES

l. For a mote_éxtensive discussion of these issues and a more
concrete formulation of the social decision problem, the reader is
referred to Levin (1975).

2. A foundation program is a school finance system which
establishes that evedy local school district provide at least some minimum
level of services (uSually specified in terms of dollars). The
responsibility for supporting this minimum service level is divided into
state and local shares in such a way that poorer school districts pay a
smaller absolute share than wealthier school districts. Wealth in these
cases is usually based on local property wealth.

3. The Peabody Fund was established in 1866 by George Peabody, an
American living in London, by a grant of two million dollars for the
advance of education in the southern states. The spirit of the fund was,
"to help those who would help themselves,” and it was used to aid graded
free schools, city schools, and summer schools for teachers. Dr. Sears
was the first -agent of this fund. i

4. By David Tyack, educational historian, Stanford University, in a
personal interview with the authors.

5. Although this figure has shown a decline over the past decade to
3.65 percent of .the GNP for the 1978/79 school year, using tota.
expenditures for the 1969/70 school year from the Condition of ¥
Education, 1980/81, and the GNP for 1979 from the World Almanac, T
1981). , i

6. See, for example, the standard cited in Pauley %
earlier in this paper. Another example is the definition“¢f*adequacy .as
provided by the Michigan Superintendent of Putlic Instruction;:Msufficient
support to make it possible for every child tc develop every'

Cl

apacity «¢o
his maximum potential" (Wilensky, p. 43). In a recent debate at Stanford
University, previous Secretary of Education, Shirley M. Hufstedler, /
repeatedly cited the standard of "all of the nourishing, loving, and

caring that is required.”

7. Although some states specified certain kinds of educational
services for hendicapped children as early as the 1920's, many physical
and most learning handicaps did not receive a great deal of legislative
attention until the early 70's. By 1975, state support for special .
education totalled wore than two billion dollars and served about three’

miliion students. ﬁBy the 1979/80 schooi year, these figures had risen to
3.4 billion dollars for approximately four million handicapped children.

8. The following sources were used for the data reported in this
paragraph: Johns, Alexander and Jordan, P. 19; Kelly, 1981; and NEA
estimates from the Standard Education Almanac 1980/81.

Yo
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9. Ex ante te;::::be the neutrality of the funding approach in
principle, while ex post refers to the resulting level of neutrality
between expenditures and local property wealth once the plan is actually
in effect. A plan that is wealth neutral ex ante may fail in this regard
ex post. A more detailed discussion of this distinction will follow later

in this chapter.

—

10. Reported to the authors by Dr. James Spartz, State Director of
Finance and School Services in a telephone interview.

11. These values are based on average teacher salaries for the 50
states for the year 1978/79 as is listed in the Digest of Educational
Statistics, 1980. As the average salary of instructional staff in the
State of Alaska for 1978/79 was $22,185, the index value of 1.48 is
derived by dividing that figure by the national average salary for
instructional staff of $14,955. a

12. It is assumed here that a»?uttitionist could define some
appropriate combination of vitamins and minerals that could be regarded as
a nutritious diet for different individuals. That there would be
disagreement among-experts as to precisely what this would entail is
acknowledged. ,However, the important concept for Qur purposes is that we
can accept only one specification of nutrients for the sake of

illustration.

13. The Illinois study is béiné conducced by the authors of this
monograph under the auspices of the ‘Associates for Education Finance and

Planning, AEFP.

14. Note that these observed variations in Florida are significantly
greater than one would anticipate based on differences in the total number
of pupils-in the category being served which wculd affect costs of
services related to scale. A
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