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Introduction _ e

-

A school system, whether it is organized on a district, state or
national §|sis, comprises a collection of schools whose individuui “
patterns of enrollment growth and decline are likely to be uneven.
Accordingly, it is unlikely that the distribution by enréllnent size of

v ; i

the schools contained within a school system will be stable over time. &

Since the‘totnl‘costs incurred by a school system will be largely

geternined by the costs of operating the individual sckools in that

system, and as there is considerable evidence that school énrolllenf size

- influences per pupil costs, changes in the distribution by

enrollment size may be expected to have céit implications. This paper
4

attempts to elaborate some of ese implications. °*

1

‘A distribution of schoolsl by enrollment size, like any

gistribution. may be characterized in terms oﬁfneniures'of central

] a

tendency, dispersion, skewness and kurtosis. Analysis of the cost

. 4

fﬁplicltions of changes iA tﬁe first two of these measures is the central
concern of the paper. In order to discern the likely size nnd_direétion
of the cost imp1ic|tions of changes in these parameters, it is ;Zcessnry

to be aware of the function which desoribes the relation between per pupil

operating costs and school enrollmentﬂsize'in the school system under

consider:fion. Accordingly, the first part of the paper is devoted to an

examination of the two principal forms of'this(functioh which have been

" jdentified by the school cost-size lite:iture._ In the second and third %

sections the interaction between-thes§ forms, chargfteristics of the

distribut;on of school enrollment size and costs is elaborated. The paper

»




conclndes with a brief discussion of some of the policy implications of Co
~ the analysis. Thronghont the paper..illnstrative references are made to

studies of the government ‘(public) ;chool systems -of Anstralia.

¥ . ‘ - .

o

St t ol- . |

Y

» e .
In principle, to isolate the.impact of ‘school enrdllment -size on

per pupil school costs, it is necessnty to det:\tfne the least—cost
combination of inputs able to produce a'prespecified level of educational

? . ‘ D
ontput at each enrollment level (Cohn, 1975). If this procedur® is -

r

followed, it is then possible, by controlling #or differeﬁces in the level

"and quality of inpnts and outputs, to estimate the reLetionsth between
\
school enrollment size and per pnpil school cost However, the ) .

conceptnel and empirical difficnltiee associated witn 2 procedure of the
type just described have meant that few. if any, school cost—size studies
have incorporated all of its elements. Snch difficnlties are not -°
surprising since specification of a cost function of school enrollment

' s
“size requires the prior specification of a production function of

-

schooling, and the latter task iias, thus far, proven largely resistant to

5t

research efforts. . C

3

“As a result, most studies reported in the school cost—size

literature do not incorpérate cost functions in their'trne sense, but

rather represent ettempt: to assess how various categories of educational
expenditnre vary with school enrollment szze,.xometimes with a nerrow -
meaenre-of student performance as a qnality-control, but more often with

student numbers as the output proxy (Fox, 1981). Even withinvthis less

ambitious framewori, difficulties of data collection have generally

*
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" excluded expénditure on capital facilities from analysis. Acco;aiﬁlly, .

the cost curves so estimated provide little guidance for the longer term
in which both capital and labour inputs are able to vary (ibid).
B

The conceptual and empirical difficulties of schoél cost—size

A .

research that have been outlined .in general form above and which are
Piscu;sed in more detail by Cohn (1975), Hind (1977) and-Fox (1981) raise

questions about its utility for policy purposes. However, confidence in

L) Pid

- )
the two major forms of school cost functions that have been identified is

S -

increased by the fact™ that their behaviour accords closelj with the two
»

majbr types of Fést functions that hav§ been identified for a wide 1}&.0 .‘ f
of #ublfh enterprisei.’priyate nanﬁf;cturinl’and retail industries |
(Mansfield, 1975 reviews a number of such stuﬂios). ) .

One naj;r form of the refationship between per pupil ‘$chool

-

Sitfiiing costs (hereinafter referred to as avgr;gé costs or AC) and R .
= ¢

school enrollment that can be identified from the°-school-cost sgze

lliteratnre is representga in Figure 1. Under this formuylation, average

. R
costs are U-shaped which indicates that they decline as enroliments
Per Pupil . , . .
Costs . MC AC .
. - —- )
Py
Enrollment
¢ Figure 1. U-Shaped Average Cost Curve <" i " .
]
’ L]
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increase up tora certain pointﬂ reach a minimum and tho; rise with further
increases in school onrollnont size. , Average cost functions of this

P
general for- have been idcntifiod by Riew (1966) for 'isconsin high
schools and by Cohn (1968) for Iowa high schools, anongst others (Fox,
1981 provides an extensive conpila%ion of the relevant stndios). '
A.U-shapod average-cost curve will be desc;ibed'by the fbllowing

© Y N

, functional form:.

-

. - N
’ ¥

%.* AC = % - bE + cE3 (1)
by where E = school enrollment,
and a, b and ¢ are constants, all of which >0.

Since average costs equal total costs divided by enrolllents equation

o ~J‘.‘ )

(1) will have associated with it a total cost (TC) function as follows:

-
N
¢

"TC = aE — bE3 + cE? (2)

Furthermore, since marginal costs (MC) are defined as the increase in
< 1 . °.
total costs resulting from an”increase in enrollment, a marginal cost *

4
function can be derived which is the first derivative of the -total cost
. . - ..

function: ' . - , N

MC = a — 2bE + 3cE3 ' ‘ (3)

»
@
-

As shown in Figuré 1, an AC curve which is U-shaped will have associated
. .?
with it a marginal cost curve, also q-shaped, which initially lies below

the AC curye, reaches a minimum and then rises to cut the AC curve at its

-

minimom point. As will be elaborated in the next section, it is ‘the

VN : . .

properties of the MC curve which are of partidular importance in assessing

‘ .
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the cost inplicafions bf changes in the distribution of school enrollment

size. )
The other major form of the school cost-si;e relationship is, shown
in Figure 2 in which the AC curve is a rectangular hypefbola, indicating

. Per Pupil
' Costs —

Enrollment

Figure 2. Hyperbolic Average Cost Function

o

that average costs do not reach a mfiimnm, but rather degline at a
decreasing rate as enrollments increase. .Studies which hav; found such a
curve to be the most powerful form of the school cost-size relationship
include those Af elementary and secondary schools in British Columbia

(Wales, 1973) and rural primary (elementary) schools in New South Wales

- (]
' @

(Hind, 1977). The functional form which describes such a cuxrve is as

. ) follows: * . i .
. . i '
AC = d + fE71 .§4) “
. v ) ) * \
vhere d and f are constant and > O.

The total cost function which applies to QQnatiqn (4) has total costs as .a

linear function of enrollments:

.




TC = f + dE . (5)

.

Acgordingly, as marginal costs are the first derivative of total cost:,

’ : .
the MC function in this instance is ‘represented by a straight linme:

MC =d (6)

[

As is shown in Figure 2, under such a formulation averdge costs approach, o

but never meet, the marginal cost linme.
-~

It is beyond the scope of this paper to evaluate the cdipeting

nJrits of two tyées of the AC curves described above as the most
appropria@b description }f the behaviour of school costs. It may well be
the case tha? a complete specjfication of the ;chool ;dst—size i;lation in
schooi systems which c;ntpin schools with very large enrolimenis could
result in an AC curve which may be closer in shape gd a flat-bottomed U-
shaped curve with average costs relatively constant over allarge part of

B - Ve
the enrollment range. Such a curve wpuld combine elements of both Figures

1 and 2. ’
. r
Some support for this contention comes from Australia and New
Zealand where the schedules by which government school systems allocate
‘teachers to schools of different sizes result in marginal cost curves

- .

which decline as enrollments increase up to a certain point and then are

relatively constant over the remainder of the enrollment range (McKenzie
and Keeves, 1982). Incaddition, recent evidence indicates that school
enrollment size may be negatively related to cognitive outcomes (Summers
and Wolfe, 1977) andvaffecfive outcomes (Campbell, Cotterell, Robinson and T .
Sadler,rzb79). To the extent thatjiﬁzﬁg,tiﬁdings are valid and

generalizable, they suggest that those studies which did not comntrol for

J

L
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quality of ontpn% and which estimated an AC function of the type shown in

Figure 2, if respecified could show that average costs eventually increase -

-

“because additional rg;onrceirﬁrp nesded to maintain the quality of student

-

outcomes.  In tﬁe context of the present paper the i-portahce of a flat— .

,ﬁbotfbned U-shaped AC curve is that i% would be associated with an MC cuzve

- hd

of a similar.sgape. That is, marginal costs could be expected to
. hd l o ' .
initially Qeclinc. remain relatively constant for a large part of the

enrollment range and then to eventually rise above the AC curve.

The rest of the paper is predicated on the view that either the AC

curve é;preiented in ﬁiguxe 1, or that shown inmn Figure 2 could best

describe the behaviour of ;;era;e cqsts in any particﬁlar Schoolmsy;te;. v
However, th; cost implicagions of change;?in the size dist;ibutiag of .

schools will‘ﬁepeﬁdvnpon which type of functiqn does apply in'the school
system und;; conside¥ation since each implies a different form of MC

function. It is to .the Telation between marginal costs and the

-distribution of school size that we now turn. : -

Marginal Cogt$ and the Distribution of School Size

124 v
W

| The purpose of the preceding section was to ipdicate that studies
.’of the school-cost size relation have produced estimgtes of AC functions
which imply that the marginai cost curve may, on the one hand, be U-
shaped, or on the other,h;nd. may not change as school eﬁfollment size
increases. The shape of the marzin:; cost curve is critical in assessing
‘the cost implications of changes in the distribution of school enrollment

) . \
size since between any two enrollment levels the area beneath-the MC curve

N - | ‘ Sy
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measures the change in total costs (or variable costs) associnted with a
change in enroliments from one level to the other. T7Tkis atiso& because
the vari:%le‘cost aqsociaébd.with a .given change of output is’ the sum of

the marginal cost of each ﬂﬁcre-ental unit of output (Mahanty, 1§80L

Figure 3 illustrates tife principles involved. In’the Figure are
. ol L

shown average and marginal cost curves of similar shape to those discussed

c

in Figure 1. Area ABDE.measures the increase in tbt;l costs ussogiated

Per Pupil N , o
" Costs 4 ‘ -

C
|
i

|

E ¥
700 800 900 . * o

Figure 3. Marginal Cost Curve and Variable Costs N

LS A

~Enrollment

with an increase in school enrollments from 700 to§800 students.
Samilarty. area BCEF measures the decrease in total costs as school
enrollnents decline from 900 to 800 students. Since\area ABDE exceeds

area BCEF, this implies-that given the cost relations'pictnred, it is less

s

» :
costly to conduct a school with 700 students and a school with 900
students thnn it is to operate two schools each containing 800 stndents.

This position arises because the decrease in total cost assoczated wzth

.

*

ae
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transferring 100 students from the school with 900 studenfs (that is, ares

L

BCEF) is less than the consequent increase in total costs as the school

g
. with 700 students grows to 800 students (that is, area ABDE).

o

It was an il}ustrltion of this type that led Burke, Hudson and

Gould (1981) to conclude that under conditions where the marginal cost of

enrolling an additional student declines as school enrollment size

increases, a reduction in the dispersion of the distribution of school

. -

size around the mean will increase per pupil school costs, other factors
remaining equ:l.‘ A formal proof of this relation is devéloped later in
%

- the .paper.

- The analysis of Burke et al (1981) only examined the ‘influence of

changes in the dispersion of school size on costs under the situvation

-

where marginal costs are declining. Figure 3 indic:tes,‘h;d;;er. that .
where the AGicur;e is U-shaped, marginal costs eve;tunlly flatten out and

then commence to rise as enrollments incrensé. Indeed, marginal costs may

even be rising wh}lef:ver:ge costs continue to fall.

It is a straightforward matter to extend the analysis to ‘ =

incorporate those situations in which marginal costs are either rising or
constant. Over the enrollment range where margingl costs are rising, a .

reduction in the dispersion of schuol size could be expected to reduce

o . ¢

costs since the declime in total cost associated with any given decrease

» o N ‘
in enrollment size will exceed the increase in total cost arising from .

- - )

an increase in emrollment size of (the same magnitude. Over the enrollment

+ A3

range where marginal costs are constant, a change in the dispersion of

- RS

school size should not affect total costs, other factors remaining - 3

constant, since the intrease in total cost associated with any

<3S -
' «

11
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enrollment increase is'equally matched by the decrease in total cost

‘caused by an enrollment decrease of the same size. ’This implies that in

those school systems where the school cost-size refntionship could be

characterized by the cost curves in Figure 2, changes in the dispersion of .

5

school size should not affect total costs, other factors remaining equal. .

A Formal Proof “

The proof of thke relationship between dispersion and costs
elaborated above is preQented in terms of the U-shaped MC cufve described

by equation (3) since this fnnct1on prodnces an MC cnrve which initially

o @

declines and then r1ses. To isolate the cost implicat1ons of chan;es in £

dispersion, it is assumed that average school size remains constant.

‘e

The area under the MC curve between any two enrollment levels
represents the change in total costs assaciated vitﬁfa’change }i
enrollment: between those two leveis. Accord1ngly, the increase 1n total - o
> casts assoc1ated w1th a change in enrollments from e to e+1 is? neasur‘d by .‘ | R

o
- -

- fg*l (HC) dE S | R
.s:) 3 £ .

h N

‘ o | { a .
‘ _ - By substitution of equation (3), this expands to

- . -

Je*1 (a - 2BE + 3cE3)dE e - -

If there exist two schools, each.with enrollment e, for the mean ‘school

size to be maintained -an increase in enrollments.at one‘school'fron e to

e+1 must be matched by a decréase ‘in enrollments at the other school from
" * e to'e-1l, - The dec;eiﬁc in total costs‘ps enrollment declines from ¢ to .

.
. . .
hd .

’ ,e~1 is given by .

R4

ug ¥
% . . \




- | f’;i (a - 2bE + 3¢E3)dE (9)

: Hence, the net change in total costs associated with the enrollment
i v f a |
changes ju#t.described will be muasured by
% e -

o . - i
2

f°-1 (a - 2bE + 3cE3) de - f°+1 (a - 2bE + 3cE?)de |

. | . | (10) . ' ) "

' Through expansioh and cancellation, expression (10) reduces to 2b- .

6ce.If the simplified form of expression (10) is positive, this means that

- -

the decrease in~fot31 cost associated with the enrollment decline from e
to e—1 exceeds the increase in total cost gemerated by a rise in

] = enrollment size from e to ;+1.

The next stage of the proof involves the calculation of a value for

" the simplified form of expression (10) under conditions when marginal

costs are changing. Thi“en:ollment range over which marginal costs -

decline will be considered 1n1t1111y; Ma:g\\\l costs decl1ne in the : e

kenrollment range which 11es ‘to the 1eft of the m1ninum po1nt of the MC . .

~ . I

,: curve. Since, from equation (3)

MC = a — 2bE + 3cE2? ,

aMC - 2p +6cB - (11)
. ‘ dE

{
e

‘ . . 7
Marginal costs reach their minimum point ‘when aMc _ 0, and which from
. . . dE

Vexpress1on (11) w111 be given by the po1nt at which enrollments equal ___ b
» 3c

Hence, the enrollment rafige under cons1derat1on in this example

(namely, from e-1 to e+l) will be éo the left of the minimum point of the

MC curve if -
L/ s )

-
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e = k-1 where k)o. (12)
4

.

o |7

RN
¢

When expression (12) ‘is subitituted in the simplified form of expression

(10), the net result is 6c(k+1). Since both ¢ and i are pésitive, thi;

expression must be pOSifive, which demonstrates that under con&}tions of

.

declining marginal costs an increase in tie dispersion of school size leads

. ' » ’
to a reduction in costs, other factors constant. .

“.

‘Under conditions where marginal costs are increasing, "the iange of.

)

enrollments under consideration lies to the right of the minimnd“poing of

the MC curve and therefore

o.

o =B 4 k41 where kbo ° (13)
3¢c. .

Sub&titution of (13) into expression {(10) g%ves the/ng;f;;gﬁi¥7;6c(k+1)
which must be ncgative. Thus, under conditions where the MC chrve is
rising,'the‘magnitude of the decrease }n total costs associated with a
decline/;n enrollment’ is less than the size of the increis; in total costs
associated with an enrcollment increase of equal magnitu&e. Therefore,
where/;arginal costs are rising, an increase in the dispersion of school

’

size increases costs, otherhfactors constant.

§ The Interaction of Average School Size and Dispersion
y

3

%In the previous section the cost implications of cE’pges in the
4

dispergion of school jize were investigated under comnditions in~which the

average school size was constant. This procedure was adopted so that the

independent effects of changes in dispersion could be addressed. In

12




l‘ﬁr practice, however, it is more'likély that uvegﬂée schoocl size and o

s

dispersion will both be in 2 process of ﬁ/;n;e over t1me. As a further

comp11cation, such changes need not necossar11y be of the same order of

pd -

. e
magn1tude, nor even in the same d;rectxon. The purpose of this section is

to determine the likely cost 1mp11cat1ons of jo1nt changes in average

I4

. ; o school size and the dispers1on of school size around this average.
i  Ib'commen?e, the cost 1mp11pat1ops @f changés in average 'school i
s;zg under Eénditions in which th; dispersionﬁofnschool size is heid
constant will be_pxamiied. To simplify the dfsdus;ioi, chaqges in‘thé
size of schools that lie in the enrollment range indicated by Figurejl
which shows a positive relat1on between enrollment size and per pup11
costs will be excluded from analys1s. The complex1t1es 1ntroduced by a
,school'siﬁtem which cbmprises some school} that lie in the enrollment
range where AC declines and others that lie where AC rises rum the risk of

obsduring the exposition of the general relations between mean size and

dispersion which is the major purpose of thié’papér, However, as

indicated by Figure 1, a U-shaped AC function implies that for at'least
_ part of the enrollment ragge where AC Q{clines, m:rginal costs are rising
and this position is not excluded from thé‘folloy;ng analysis. An
increase in marginal costs is also, characteristic\of the enrollment raﬁge‘ \\\
where the AC curve rises. Accordzngly, the discussion of the impact of
changes in the distribution of school size over the enrollment range where
marginal costs rise, does provide some guidance for the likely R .
cost implications of chgnges in the enrollment range whére average costs
rise. For the school sy;femg‘which.contaén schools whi;h lie alonguthe
full range of enrollmentsﬂge;resented by a U-;hape AC curve, a‘more

.

q | B ' 13
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complete analysis would require knowledge of this distribution so that the
different cost implications of chinges in school size could be

appropriately weighted. .
. . 9 .
With the simplifying assumption that we are only concerned with

that part of the enroliment range over which average costs decline as
. - -

school enrollment size increases, the cost implications of changes in .
N ‘
average school under conditions where the dispersion of school size

AremlinsAconstlnt can row be assessed. To assist this process, an example

is provided which uses the AC function estimated by .Cohn (1968) for Iowa
*

“high” schools. The function estimated by Cohn was .

AC = 390.05 - 0.1775 -E + 0.0000537 E3

" This function can be .used to compile a gnble of the costs of providing

schools of different sizes: _ ~

P = ISR

School Enrollment Per Pupil Cost (§)  Total Cost (%)

150 , 365 54750°
300, . 342 102600 .
600 \ 303 ) 181800
750 \ 287 215250
1200 254 304800

“ ~
&
[%3

These cost data can be 2sed to assess the impact on costs of changes in
average school size under different assumptions about schbol size ’

dispersion. -This is done in the following table for a simple system

comprising just two schools.

a7

14
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Enrollment Size Mean Standard Deviation Total Cost Per Pupil Cost

600, 1200 - 900 300 : 486600 270
150, 750 .. 450 ' 300 270000. 300
300, 600 450 - 150 284400 316
_ e
As the table illustrates, although the 50 per cent decline is aveta;e v
school had, as expected, the.effect of increasing per pupil costs, the : a

increase was more mgrkgd when the-proportionile decliﬁe in enrollment wasj
spread e¢qually amongst the two scho&l: so, that the absolute measurs of
dispersion declined. Since, as demonstrated in the previous sectiom, over
the enrollme&t ringe iﬁ which ;at;intllcosts decline, a reductiom in -
dispersion increases costs, th; net effect has been that thg‘rise in

average costs associated with a &eclinq in hverigg school size is
exacerbated if the pattern of enrollﬁent'decline is spread amoﬁgst schools’
in such a way th;t dispersion is reduced. If, on the-other hand, the

. 6nr011ment’decline occurred over an ;nrollment range in which marginal

. ) :

corts were increasing, the effecthwould be reversed: a reduction in

dispersion would tend to offset some of'the increasegin'per pupil co;ts.
It‘is possible to.sxtend this type of analysis to ali the possible

combinations of changes in'averagekschool siz; ird dispersion under

conditions in which marginal costs are eigher falling or ;ising. In

?

summary, it can be demonstrated that where marginal costs decline as

enrollment size increases,

1. A reductiom in dispersiom will tend to exacerbate the
increase in per pupil costs associated with a decline ////

in average school size, and offset the decrease in per

-,




L

- ' ) pupil cosf: associated with an 1ncreasg in average .
school size. - - A ! o
- 2. An increaselin dispe;sion will tend to off}et the | :
. A ) - increase in per pupil costs associat;d with a deciiﬁe

in average sch¥dol ;ize, and reinforce the decrease in
per,pup11 costs associated with an increase in average
. school size.
Under conditions where marginal costs increase as enrollment size
increases, thereffects;of'changes in dispersion will work in the opposite
direction to those jus% described.
< g There is some empirical support f;; these propositions pré;ided Py
the behaviour of teacher salafy éqsts iq Australian governmenz school
systems. As docuﬁéntea by McKenzie and Keeves (1982), the schedules by
which thﬁ nﬁmher aﬁd seniority classifications of teachers in Australian ‘Y
government schools of differ;nt size{ ag; determined suggest marginal éds§:
curves which exhibit a slight deqlipg over a considerable part of the’ |
enrollment range. Accordingly, it could be expected that, for example,
those Australian goverament school systems which experienced a reductidn
in both di;pe:sion and‘average school size over the 1970's, per‘pﬁpil
9osts céuld have been fxpected to ri;q con;}derahly.‘/pata presented by
Burke et al (1981) suggests that th;s did occur;v For example, befween
1971 ank 1980 the average primary school sizé in the Australian Capital .
Territory declined from 505 to 395 students and the student deviation:ofi '
schoollsize decreased ffoe 196 to 158 over the same period. These changes

were accompanied by an increase in per pupil costs greater than that which

could have been expected on the basis of the decline in average school




Vea

‘—n-‘:b N
costs alome (ibid), which supports the contenyion that the reduction in
7 . 1 . .
dispersion exacerbated the increase. :

N

/
‘ ‘ B ¢ Con'glu;ion

% ) .
The preceding analysis has highlighted the potential importance of

14

changes in the dispersion of school size as a factor infiuencjng changes
L 2 .

in the per pupil costs of schcol systems. In practice, the extemt to

, i
which changes in the dispersion of school size are likely to have -

important cost implications will depend initially upon the shape of the
average cost function which applies to the system unde; cqnsideration.

For those school systems in whigch the allocation of teachers and other

° L

resqurce}»to school results in an average cost function of the: type
I ¢

described in Figure 2, changes iﬁ the-dispersion 9f school size are
unlikely to have significant cost ramifications. Howevgr, it should be
noted that the‘cost functions which have formed the basis for this
an;lysis,have beqn'primariiy bas?d on studies of recurrqnt c;sts. To the

extent that changes in the dispersion of school size severely overtax -

capital facilities at individual schools, the cost implications'of'conrsc

may be considerable, no matter what the shape of the curve relating
recurrent costs and enrollments. o

{ B .
For those school systems characterized by cost functions of a form

which indicates that there may be coit.implications associated with
changes in the distribution of school enrollment size, an awareness of
such implications is likely to feed directly into ‘educational policy

formulation in several ways; First, it underlines the importance of an

active monitoring of the demographic and otier factors likely to influence

17
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) flgxibly to changes in enrollment patterms. Thirdly, it concentrates

0

the distribution of school emrollment size. Secondiy, it promotes an
awvareness of the meed to plan school facilities which are also -to respond

~y .
’

~attention on policies which mayvlimit the poténtially harmful consequences

of increased educational costs gomerated by changes in the distribution of

- - - -

school size. Finally, an awareness of the cost’iiﬁiié;tions of changes

in the distribution of school enrollment size should lead to a more

thorough search for the potential effects on the spread of school size of
' ' » .
policies whose primary aim is not directly concerned with school size.

For example, policies which increase parental freedom of choicé»in the

B /\.’,' .
selection of a J:LOOI for their children could in some instances lead to
an increase in school size dispersion as childrsn transfer to more popular

schools. On the other hand, if such policies are agcompanies by greater
’)
autonomy for schools to develop specialized programs, average school ‘size

and dispersion may both be reduced. Assessment of the school size

implications of sﬁch policies increases the likelihood that sufficient-

A

reSources can be &ade available to ensure their success.

3 . L
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