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Y
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a Research and Development Center of the National Institute -of Education
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Abstract *

“

Researchers in economics, political science, administration, and applied .
fimance have most often looked at large-scale problems of equity when comparing
- policies and funding formulas among schools, among school districts or among
states. Only rarely have they looked at the smaller-scale problems -of equity
posed by the distribution of resources within schools.

The -first section of this paper outlines the circumstances responsible
for the exclusion of curriculum and instruction policy from school tinance
research the second section argues that their inclusion is cvitical to
improving schools. .lMerging traditional and new approaches to school finsnce
will require new directions for school finance research, some of which are
described in the third section. The next section discusses policies that can

~ stretch school budgets and increase equity; and the final section lists 1ow-
cost and no-cost ways to carry out new policies, s




Aitrough the scope of schecl. finance research has grown with.
the .growth of the publié sector, research has stopped at the E
schoolhouse door. Researchers in economics, political

science, administration, and'applied finance have for theAmOSt_
_part looked.atllargé-scélé"pioblems of equity by cOméaring'
policiéé and funding formulas among schools, among dist:icts,
Oor among states. Only rarely have tﬁey looked at the smaller
scéle problems ofiequity pbsed by the distributioﬁ of

resources within schools.

But the fiscal constraints of the 1980s require new types of
school finance research that investigaté’ﬁot only the\issues

“of equity but also the micro-issues r%ised by the relationship-

. of curriculum and instfuction,to éqﬁity and economic
efficiency. Research in the 1980s should link what happens
inside schools to-local and stéte fiscal policies and seek
low-.cost or no-cost sorntions‘go the problems of achieviné‘
aquity in this sétting. .

The fi:st’secﬁion’df'this chapter outlines the circumstances
.respénsible-fdr the exclusion of curriculumiand instruction

policy'from school finance research;.the second section argues




tﬁat their inclusion is critical to'improving schools.
Merging traditional’and uew aéproacnes-to school finance will
require new d1r°ct10ns fox school flnance research, some of
which are described in the third sect10n. The next section

d1scusses p011c1es that can stretch school budgets and

increased equ1ty, the last’section lists low—cost and no-cost

.ways to carry: out new pollcles.

SCHOOL FINANCE RESEARCH:

IN A CHANGING CONTEXT

Although reducing differences in quality among schools has

been the major.objective'of school finance reform, differences
-in quality persist. Some schoois are still iess-effective
than others, and many schoois are less effective.than they
need to be. The blame falls not on finance reform or on
finance research but on changing fiseal’conditions,-politics,

fand instructional policies.

4

Changes in fiscal conditions over the past two decades-leave.

only a few energy ~rich’ states able to improve equlty and

o

.quallty through mass;ve money 1nfus1ons. For most_ states, the.
era -of incrgasedfspending’by school districts and reforming
school fina%Ce by adding new functions or categorical programs

‘has ended. Evidence of changing politics is the unwillingness
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of legislators and taxpdyers to increase school aid to match

inflation. The result of these changes has been described as

-

steady-state funding for education (Odden,'McGuire,fand

t

Belsches-Simmons: 1983) . | :

N
- P
. . )
[

Changes in‘curriculum ana instructional policies ere'less well
.known.end have generallyhbeen igndred by school finence .
researchers. Many school districts haYe ebandoneé the ‘idea of
a co;e'enrriculum. Course content has been watered down,
curriculum sequences haVe_been fragmen;ed, unconneeFed
electives have-been substituted for coherent courses of study,
texﬁboeks have been "qummied éown,“ tfecking hes been
expanded. Deceding is stressed more_than eomprehension and
synthesis in reading; computation;is stressed more than
preblen soIVing in math. The time students are engaged in
learning, at school and at home, has diminished in many

- schools, and so has the‘atten;ion teachers and administrators

devote to. instructional poliey.

» . ———

Even though all these changes within schools have lessened the

o

impact 0f school finance reform, the school f1nance commun;ty
has neglected to eddress them. As a result, ﬁany good //ﬁ ‘
solutions,tc_prthemslef equity and qualit§ have been '
overlooked. Researcherg heVe meticulously.caleulated the

costs of programs for handicapped students, or determined that

¥
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_frills must be “c;cy@ed out" of the cﬁrriéulgm by'£ispal
necessity. Butfthey have ignoreé the cost implicatfons oﬁ‘
curriculum tracking, Qatered-down textbooks, and how teachers .
spend their time.“

- )

L.

Part of the problem has been that school finance'researéhers

are better trained to assemble and use aggregate hard data

thaﬁ to study thekmicrﬁ—WOfld of the qfaserég with its soft
data. Theory is.limitedménd fgséarch methods only recently
de?eloped, so researchersvhave_generélly beéh poorly prepared
to analyzefthe fiscal aspects of curriculum design or téaéhigg
strategias. The relationship between inputs and ougpués nas
been'anélyzegi but the units of analysis have most often been
larger than‘the individual classroom, ahd‘the pgqblems-’ ~
addressed usually have been ones amenable to mathematicai
solution. 'Complek statistical anélyses are not usefuf
tecﬁniques for investigaéing curricular contiﬁt;iy,Acurriculaf ~"
integration in.secondary sghoolg, the organization aﬁd_7 

—_—

management of classrobms,'the use of students' and ‘teachers',

time, or effective teaching strategies. —In short, one reason

-

‘'most researchers have not invesfigated equity or efficiency

_inside schools is that their training provides neither the

<

theory nor the tools they need for the investigation.
, .

0
-

There ha%e'been some detailed studies of the inequities of




'school-by—sdhool allocations_(Mandel 1975), butlthese studies

haVe”not-linked differences in allocations to differences in-

curriculum and. instructional policy. - In The Productive School

(1971)'and 1ater'work Alan Thomas came close'to outiining a

merger of school finance- research ,with: research 1n currlculum

and 1nstruct10n- now that merger is. needed, and at full“scale .
(Dreeben and Thomas 1980) .. The classroom and the school need'

to be seen from a new theoret1ca1 perspectlve as a problematlc

economlc system 1n wh1ch scarce resources 11ke money, .

.currlculum‘EOntent, and time must be distributed equ1tably and

efficiently. Lee Shulman (1983:34) put quity in this new

perspective:

' The [elementary] teacher must teach not only"

a

read1ng, but.all the other mandated subjects as
well%f Even if an approach to reading 1nstruct10n

can be devised that will adequately accomplish both

<« .

the individual and collective .needs of the full

class of pupils, it must not'encroach on the time

allocated to the other subjects of the curriculum._

If reading is taught well at the cost of teaching

-

science not at all,:or if adequate coverage of the

basic'computational'skillsiis achieved through

reduction of time available for instruction in L

SRR



writing, our teacher 'is once again caught in an

"imposs.ible" bind. The notion of a good: general

education implies breadth of couerage in the several -

curriculum areas,  not only depth in a few. A

' semblance of equity must be achieved not‘only;among;
puplls and goals, but also aMong toplcs and
subjects. . .‘ 3

2 1 ’ ’ ) y " willn ’

ECONOMIC IMPLICATIONS ..- - I SR

. . i. . : . .~ ’ .-" _;'.‘ ;o ‘ i}-)é;i
- " OF CURRIGULUM DECISIONS _ ~ -~ ...  / N
. t, > a . R . ° \//_:/..m . ) . . —

—

Educational poilcymakers must fgcus qp the school var1ables i
that affect student performance -i not on - home background and

télevision viewing,.for example,-whlch are beyond their reach,
: : . ' : v
‘but on learning climate.and curriculum content. Since Rutter

(1979) has writtenbextensivelyaabdut learning climate, this

section concentrates on curriculum content. .

E]

Curricuium content is afdeceﬁtively'simple concept that masks =~ 7

3 va~complex reality of What is‘taught, what'should be taught,
what methods are used to teach what subject matter, how much

t1me is spent actually teacnlng 1t and what is actually

.
']

1earned \Tﬁe“curriculum and in truﬂtlon 11terature 1nd1cates' o~

~—
—_—
- R ——
» - —
- . P —
v L}



The literature also strongly suggests that curriculum content
4 a . . .

.- dJreatdy affects student performance. Walker and Scnaffarzick

(1974:83), for instance, compared severaltexperipental'and
'conventional curricula (such as new math and ql@ math) and

. @
Y

found:

" Students nsing’different curricula in'tne same
subject generally exhibited different patterns.of'
test performance, and‘thesejpatterns-geﬂera;iy,-
reflécted differences in ccntent inciusionvand§x
emphasis in°tne curricnla. :

. L4 5
4

>Content>and emphasis affect student performance mbre than mode.

' (e g., teacher strategy), or medium (e. g,,.lecture or

M -

teLeV1s10n lesson) . That 1s, dlfferences of mode cr medlum

aré unlikely to produce achievement dlfferences that compare
t to the differences produced when~studentsvhave-np opportunlty

,lj»‘sg;all to learn about a sﬁbiect:“ At the_same tﬁme; research

on{effectibe teaching shows that both poor time management_by

(;f teacheés and ineffective teaching strategies'result iﬁ less;ﬂ
| engaged rearnlng time, less content coverage, and lower.

« -4 N o
/ student performance (Denham an?rLleberman 1980) R

‘o

[,
oo
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Conclusions reached by several international achievement

studies.reinforce the importance of content coverage. After - °
reviewing the International Evaluation of Academic Achievement -
in 19 nations, Inkeles (1977:179) observed:

<7

I could find no other characteristic of the school
LsYstems‘of the different countries which showed
anything like the same strength of association with
itesttscores‘es did the sneer time given‘to
instruction and tne'relatedpvariebles of opportunity

to learn.

Many countries with a deep social commitment to educationév
(e.g., Japan),alsb require long school days and years.
Consequently, some achievement d1fferences may be related to

.cultural dlfferengesfgs well,as'tlme. “But’ Husen (1979: 109)

_coﬁmented in a recent book on’ school systems in the Western

world:
\\\’)Z( In summing up the analysis ofvpossible factors in’
| the‘scnbol arene; it is concluded thét the strongest

‘explanatdry power seems to come from currlcular

'changes. There bas been a cons1derable enrollment

P "~ drép in the' U.S. high school in courses in Engl;sh
: . . ¢ v .p:y’“ -

.-
. . w .t ey

) ’ . »' ’ . L . Ve .
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and mathematics. Furtherﬁore, the course enrollment

-decline is paralleled by a drop in mean scores. -

o

Whether learning materials are challenging or not is another
aspect of content that affects achievement. Jeane Chall has

indicated, for example, a direct relationship between the use

°

“of textbooks that are less challenging and declining
scholastic aptitude test (SAT) scores (Chall 1977). The level

of challenge in California state-adopted textbooks has dropped

i

by about .two gradesfover the past 10 to 15 xears,‘a loss of =~

qohtent that achievement measures will likely mirror'(Trombley

1l

1 1982). - [

Since the decisions made in schools and classrooms about

o

curriculum conten£~par£1y determine student- performance,

' W“differenceé in student opportuﬁify to stud& content beéome‘an
equity question with both fiscal énd educational cémponents.
1£f, for example, low income or minority pupilé are la}gely,
assigned to classes or tracks whete.conteht'ié-uﬁdeménding and
uqchallenging - definéé in any of #hé ways suégested above --

then they do not receive an equitable education, even if the

cost is equal. 1In other word$, curriculum decisions --

choosing a—tough text or an easyone, taking academic courses

or electives, emphasizing math computation or problem solving




;funding.

10

-- are classical marginal allocation issues. This means they

o

¢an be analyzed through disciplines and with the tools of

school finance research (Harnischfeger and Wiley 1980).

This argument does not pose an either-or choice between the
equity studies of the 1970s and new studies on instruction in
the 1980s. As the West Virginia-school finance court case

(Pauley v. Bailey) demonstrates, improving schools througH

" traditional analyses of equity remains importaht. What is -

needed is a balance between school finance research and

research into curriculum design br classroom methods. 'In

retrospect, perhaps some of the technical and adm1n1strat1ve

problems encountered in the Rob1nson Ve Cah111 case in New_

Jersey could have been av01ded if f1nance and ‘instructional
research had been more closely related (Lehne 1978). The
skills of the school finance researcher are crucial to

curricular improvement in this new era of steady-srete

¢

" The reluctance of school finance researchers to undertake work

o

of this sort is traditional but understandable; The failure

of plann1ng, programm1ng, and budgetlng systems (PPBS) and

management by objectives (MBO) to enlighten s1m1lar

discussions in the past may dissuade some researchers,—as-may

the barely noticeable impact of PPBS and prior production

I T
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“Kirst

«

\

function approaches on policymaking (Burkhead 1967;
1975) . The iﬁappropriateness of analyzing.small instructional

settings with methods that are typically used to study

delive;y systems, intergovernmental—relations,—and-categorical -
programs maycdiscourage other school finarnce fesearéhers. The N
difficﬁlty of“;;anscending.cultural differences between
researchers,whp:étudy‘curricuqu matters or classroom methods
and reseérchers who study school finance is yef another
iﬁpediment to productive collaboration. Reluctanceﬁto béave

these discouragements must be overcome, however, for school -

improvement to have a chance in the 1980s.

«

School finance and business economics can help us make choices
abouﬁ curricula. Analyzing cost-effectiveness andhgost
cbnstraihts, for example, could inform the‘researcﬁ for school
improvements with maximum impact on student performance. A;l
this would requirefis the more sophisticatéd appiication ofl'
familiar tools toa restricted é@t of variables --
iﬁstructional variables within the existing base of resources.

Also helpful would be delivery systems analysis and time and’

‘cost productivity studies. Assisting school districts in the

1980s will require better data on what content students are

°

Aactuallyrcovering,rhowVinst:pctiopal policy can alter contenﬁ

““—*-—coverageT—and—how—engégedvlearningﬂtimé;can_be_imprOVed. In

-
o
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- ’ ¢
sum, school finance researchers in the 1980s must investigate
how resources can be reconfigured to produce equitable

outcomes efficiently.

ANTAGENDA FOR SCHOOL FINANCE RESEERCH

Closer scrutiny of school time and content vafiables reveals (a
more specific agenda'for(school finanée fésearch. In this
section, two wcys to:conéeptualize the time variable are

%
rec0mmehded, as are several ways to manipulate the contepnt

variable. 1In practice, however, time and content are less

easily separated.

The time studerits are engagéd in learning, measured in minutes
per day or courses per acédemic career, makes a difference'in“
’théir achievement (Walberg 1982). 1In California, for example,.
achievement scofes rise with every zdditional Engiish or

mathematics:courséw;;;;I;_chplete (California State Education
Departmegt 1979; 1981) . Thomas (1971:32) advaﬁces'the conceét
of student time in econdmic_terms: -

3

Internal time allocation might better be goverhed,byﬁA_

tnéfprinc&plefof*“foregone—Learningﬂwratheg_gggn

"foregone earning." The implication here is that

the cost of a given ‘¢urriculum or of a given

o

.  5 - :.g . ' 17,:

Q ' - t 2 '
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instructi.nal procedure is méasured in part by
foregone opportunities to devcte students' and
teaéhers' time to other curricula and procedures.
'Thus, part of 5 student's cost in attending a class
in biology consists 6f foregoing his opportunities 4
to use thié'time studying éhysics or literature.

Part of the cost of atteﬁding classrooﬁ'léctures
consists of the forégone opéortunity to spend this
time reading iﬁ'the library,kpr angaging.in other
forms of self—insﬁructibn. Téis concept is a very

important one.

\ ) ) K]
That is, school time is a zero-sum game in which student time

/

~is one of the scarce resources.

The more convéntional way to 1ookuaF a student's course of
study is to examine whatlis put ih}bnot what 1is ieft out.
bRalph Tyler (1950),.for example, merges time and content
; conéiderations in;urging that a curriculum be organi;ed around
éontinuity, sequence’, and ingég:ation. Examig;;ign~of how‘
California high school students spend their séhogi}t;mé,"

however, discloses a common pattern of unrelated courses,

 which vioiates éll three of Tyler's very sound principles

(Céliforpia'State Educétion Department 1983). It is also a°

. i .
L — - 18
. : J . .
"
.




-pattern that must Change in an era of fiscal steady state.

Teachexr time is another scarce resource. Curricalum
researchers and ingenious teachers have discovered some ways

to multiply it and beat the Zero-sum game through jo\nt

\ .
AN

production of outputs (Shulman 1983 16):

] e NG

Instead of feeling they must trade. off teaching time
among “toc ny subjects or too diverse a range of

P

students; they use inventive approaches to subject
matter ihtegration (e;g.} combining the teaching of
reading skills with the study of science,

literature, or social studies content) or
nonrtraditional teaching technigues (employing peer
tutoring or cooperative.learningjstrategies that

take ‘advantage of claSsroom diversity'for'the

benefit of all pupils) to erploit the opportunities
presented by'the complexity. But such resolutions,»7
are by no means commonplaceﬂ They'require
"exceptional expertise ~- both in teaching skills and

subject-matter knouleage.' oo

——-—Altheugh-cost-effectiveness analyses by school finance

researchers might help teachers:choose among strategies of

°

13




this kind, few such analyses are currently available (Levin

and Woo 1980).

Reducing class 51ze,(1ncreas1ng the involvement of parents or
volunteers, and tallor1ng staff development to school needs,
could increase engaged learning time but would require

suprlementary resources._”Other strategies,'like-grouping

©

students into new classroom configurations or altering
classroom .schedules, would require redirecting existing

.resources. Educators recognize: that improving students’

[ i 90 £ 2 2 »
independent work habits could be effective but disagree on the
'best means. = - i

4

The use of technology as a more efficient del1very system can

be 1mplemented by~ 1ncreas1ng the amount of self~service

S e

. ‘ act1v1t1es on the part of c11ents:\\Ju§t as banks can offer

T

——

more services when consumers use automatic telleérs,-so can
T , P ‘ : — p
morevinstructionjbe“delivered per unit cost*nhenhstudents R
initiate instructional interactionsion their own. Pogrow .,;\
(1983) outlines two diféerent approaches for incorporating -

technology in education delivery systems. ‘In a “low-leverage

system," technology is used to support and supplement the ) oo

traditional activities of the teacher. 1In a,"h1gh—leverage_

;

System," technology is used to supplant the role of the

—teacher through home delivery or instruction without the B

),
e

e 20




intervention of an on-site teacher. Cost effectiveness

studies in this area are'in\theif infancy.
. | H

The notion of unequal time and content opportunities is not
new to school finance research. Critics of some standard
educational production }unction studies have hoted that
programs like.grouping_or tracking weaken the velidity of
aggregated school data that do not account.for'fmportant
differences within a school (Guthrie 1971; -Bowles and Levin
1968). Differentiating “curriculum paths™ overcomes this
"éfiticism and represents'an approach that can still use
conventional measures of per-pupil expenditures, teacher—pupil
ratios, and supplies expended.. But John Goodlad_(1975)
observes ‘that the academic rigor of geeondary-courses with the
same title varies greatly (depenéing on whether a course .-
part ef the college preparatory, general; or vocational
curriculum). This suggests that eqﬁity be studied by

measuring: .

1. . Content differences among the major curficulumutracks

within a school

2. Contenﬁ differences among student assignments and

" tests within a single classroom .




important new questions. Three brief instances prove the .

17

3. Content differences (and differences of curricula

opportunity) among school districts

Finance studies of curricular equity can build on some

previous work, but they must also addréss a number of

point. First, Garms and Kirst (1972) discovered that poofer‘
school, districts in Florida had a much narrower and shallower

high school curriculum: .property-poor districts could not

X
M . ~ - o N .
offer the advanced mathematics, science, or language courses

their richef neighbors could afford. Second, the California
State Education Department (1982) has recently found that
students - of lqw’socibeconqmié.status receive the fewest
homework assignments in science znd sqcial studies.'_LaSt,
s~hool districts in California that” are most hard bréssed
financially have shortened theﬂhigh school da: from se&en
pe;iods tb five:r.Do students of lower socidecohomic-statusf‘
generally have,iess opportunity,té study cbmplex content?' if
50, why? Déblbw—épending‘or 1ow—wealth school districts
genérally.have shorter school days or school yéars?. School

finance research can help answer these and other questions

that fiscal constraint raises. Schools with one 50-minute

‘period a day less than their affluent neighbors will'lpée

4,540 minutes of instruction by the semester's end.

‘.
o .
' ¢

.»;. ' . :é:iw”'w»
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POLICY OPTIONS -- AND AN -INVITATION

Closely related to time and content are classroom and scﬁbél

management 4+ 'isions. Because schools are "loosely coupled

systems," classroom teachers do have some—autonomy (Wirt and
Kirst 1982) . But decisions made at higher 1evelsvin the
school hierérchy alggﬂégggrmine the,rangg qﬁwopEions in the
classroom to some éxtent, regardléss of school (or districf-of'”
state) policy. School finance research could ptofigabl?
explore the iinks bet&één state depa:tﬁenﬁs of education and

school districts and between school districts and schools and

<

classrooms.

<

The California State Education Department putlined a number of
policy options that expréss time and léarning relationships as

new input-output variables (1982). While the study omits the

-~

crucial cost-effectiveness component, its points-are presented

below as an invitation to school finance researchers to

explore the cost-effectiveness and equity dimensions of these

°

policy options.

1. 1Increase the time allocated o instruction.

°

~

Lengthen the school day ot school year.

2

(o]

o] Eliminate high school electives; improve the
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coordination of instructional content in elementary

schools.

Increase the amount of homework and ti& the content of

homework mcre closely to <class instruction.

-

Raise the requirements for admission to universities.

Q

Increase the time actually devoted to instruction.

Review programs that disrupt instruction.

Improve teachers' classroom management skills so they

reduce breaks, trancsition time, and start-up time.

Evaluate school schedules (in terms of length of
periods, recess, lunch) .to minimize lost instructional'
time.

i

Increase the time that students spend actively learhing.‘

o

o

Decrease unsupervised learning activities,
Increase peer tutoring.

Trade off large-group and small-group inst;uctional

techniques.




o ~Evaluate the use of classroom aides in terms of their

.contribution to instruction.

2

4., Reduce the time needed for 1earniﬁgi

<

o Increase clarity and challenge in textbooks,.

o Improve teachers' ability to diagnose learning_
problems, sequence instruction, and keep students

working at a fast pace.

o Use computers and other. types of technology for

instruction where appropriate.

Current conditions gf fiscal stéady state demand at least

o

.these four responses if limited resources are to produce

better student-performance} To them schgoi finance research

?

" can add knowledge .about cost-effectiveness and-équity; Such

an investigation calls for a change in orientation and a new

7

agenda for 'school finance research. It also requires a new

inéerdisciplinary approach based on coopération between

classroom researchers and finance researchers.

4

. PROM"I,\SING STATE. POLICIES IN ACTION

\ ) ¢

California has begun to use some-low-cOst. or.no-cost methods
\ * . . . . . .

‘to improve schools, initiated for the most part without

’



benef1t of the analys1s that school f1 nce research can"offer

" > .y .
(K1rst 1982) Cal1forn;a s experTence t date illustrates
7. -
that low—cost reform is poss1ble and that Tt can make for N *
lastrng change. o ' o - 11
. . o . N h h ’ '.\‘ [ ’&

o > ' T . . 3 . ¥

*@he~California system of puhlfc higher education has rai'cf

-

adm1ss1on requ1rements at every level and spec1f1ed them more

concretely. (Twenty—seven other\states have ‘also ra1sed

.8 L "

! adm1ss1on requ1rements 1n\thelast two years. ) When the
) Cal1forn1a requ1remnnts go 1nto‘effect, college bound students
-w1ll have to take more. mathemat1c§'and Engl1sh courses --"ar
ho-cost reform that will: effect1vely prevent able students .j:i
‘from fr1tter1ng away their high school years w1th l1ght course'
F;S loads. The state-unlversrt1es also w1ll publ1sh deta1led
_lists'of proficiencies that students must master before they
A; can be admitted These l1sts qulckly w1ll affect h1gh school
| curr1cula throughout ‘the state. phanges in college adm1ss1on‘
,requirements are like the”Carnegée;unit:' since. they are. o
cheap, eas1ly mon1tored, and backed’ by a powerful
const1tuency, they should be durable, The%dlff1culty'ls,
. mustering the political will to rajse;regulrements when®
colleges and universities, impelledbhy-decllning enrollments::gf
. ware more likely to lower th.em,‘-‘* |

: b
s, .‘ . . - : . [

2%
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Meanuhile, Californians are.using the leverage offered by the R
v policy of adopting textbooks statewide_to upgrade textbooks,
| Teachers, adm1n1strators, and parents have demanded that
:publlshers place greater emphasis on problem solv1ng in
mathematlcs texts, return to -the more d1ff1cult readab1l1ty
Ilevels of 1968, .and offer books that challenge h1gh—ab1l1ty i
students and better serve the needs of lowﬁability students. -
% " The California State Board has devised new crlteriaffor
adopting elementary school. textbooks. This reform also has

the'qualities@thatpmake‘for durability~at the same cost,

Detailed analyses of how teachers use classroom time are also .

y - under'hay in California, and county teacher training centers
o o AR B R
. are bringing the topic to teachers' attention. Because these

strategies'are indirec’. and may reach teachers who, have -no
desire to change, last;ng reform 1s not 1nev1tab1e. But many
teachers waste 1nstructional time through poorvclassroom

. management such as'delaysvin beginning direct instruction

. ,‘whlle the- class~gets organlzed or~lett1ng~students~do—homework—-

-

*

‘in class.'du:zetheless, Callfornla is mak1ng a low—cost

attempt to cenfront the problem by us1ng the ex1st1ng f1ve

e -
‘ - n.* - T 'Y

-days for teacher in serv1ce in most local teachers' contracts.

- . -

R

';Cal1forn1a also is developlng in serv1ce tra1n1ng programs in

e mathemat1cs and scl‘"'e comparable to the Bay Area Wr1t1ng -
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%
Project, which first trains teachers to write and to teach
writing and then sends them back to their'school districts to.

train other teachers. School districts have been encouraged

to tie pay raises to training programs like these rather thhn

to randomly chosen college ‘courses that may have little:

connection to a district's instructional program.

‘ .
The new California state superintendent of public instruction
has proposed linking increased state aid to longer school days
or school years. Districts with school days or Schooi'yeers

lower than the'statevaverage would be required to increase

'school time. in a phased schedule as a condition to receiving

state aid. Distr i-cts_- whose total 'sc"riooi"'rii'i"nij'tes""é’re‘"éi'r‘fééé’y
above the new state-mandated levels would'receine more state

aid without adding any more-minutes_to the scn;OI year. (The
state mendate for school'tine would overridetlocal collective

bargaining contracts.)

Various'types of incentives to improve"course content will be

———— e T —— . V‘

proposed in Cal1forn1a. Cdrrent statewide tests of™ hlg‘“—““-~“

school.students measure ba51c skills and minimum competency

<
o

but not achievement-in specific subjects (science, English).

The state superintendeht of public instruction proposes to

4

1nst1tute a modified ‘New York. Regents' Test 1n spec1f1c

subjects. Students w1th h1gh scores would rece1ve a Regent s -

’ o

cpoat
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diploma and priority in the allocation of state scholarships.

o

The 1980s should also provéoa fruitﬁgl pe;iod'for anaiyzing“
‘the cost—effectiveﬂéés/of attracting and retaining

, high—qﬁa1i£y teachers, especially Since there has been very
little financial analysis of alternatives since the 1960s
(Levin 1970). One crucial issue will be whether higher
salaries-will attract and retain teachers of mathematics aﬁd]
'science.

* Reforms that alter time, content, materials, and teacher

-

‘variables have a good chance of success in a period of fiscal

steady state. Meanwhile, educators must campaign to eStablish

a politiéal climate that allows such refotms to endure. By
pro;iding data on effic{ehéy and equiﬁy, school finance
research also:helps creafé.a climat? in which school °
improvements are likely to be adopted and to laét. But a new

outlook, and new research partners, must be pért of school

finance research efforts for reform in the 1980s.

2

EaL
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