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. Educational Consolidation and Improvement :
‘The ability of sehool -

FROM THE DE‘SK OF THE DIRECTOR
Charlw D. Moody Sr.-

The financial constralnts of the 180s halvd
necess1té'tgd an exammatlon of a multidi
-sional . model of an equity-based educ
/" (Moody 1983). The four d1mens1ons O

As costs rise and all educatlon budgets
grow tighter, there is an 1ncreas1ng struggle to

efficient uses . to ma1nta1n quahty and in-=
novation, while also assuming equltable access
to all education (McMahon)

The primary foeus - of this issue of
Breakthrough will be the access dimension of

_an equity-based education as it relates to the -

financing of education, buf more_ particularly

Act (ECIA) (Chapter 2).
systems to finance education for the benefit

‘" of all students ‘is very -much .a part?rOf the

Y

equity formula. Wealthler districts ca
to purchase the services of teachers with more

graduate training, more experience, and better

verbal skills, as well as provide -better staff
support for ch11dren Children born in poor
neighborhoods may not receive the same

educational - opportunity (McMahon).  This
. reduces the latter's, chances for access to
'college, leads - ater inequity ‘in - the
eventual  di of . income, and
diminishes ‘%= . for these children in.lifg, K
(MeMahon® iourse, programs to correc% il

. seventies and i

~ merely i
atfempts t 3 mflu ;
,of education as ¢

put to more

afford |

, the
41ct1y an
i instead ‘a
Yy values,'

G
: Educatlonal

V.. -
ool of.social” pollcy ‘has a
istory (Bowles and - Gintis,
préach to U.S. . education
ovements “for edUcatlonal

long and eminen
1976).  Our =
suggests - that

‘reform have fa;tered by refusing to call into
4questlon ‘the basie¢ stricture of property and

power- in economic life.. We are optimistic
indeed concerning the fea31b111ty of achieving
a society fostering economic equality and full

- personal development But we understand the

prerequisite ' is & far-reachlng economie-

: transformatlon .An educational system can be.

egahtarlan ‘and . liberating only .when - it
prepares - youth for - fully. democratic

. .. partieipation in soc1a1' life and an equal claim
""to the fruitslof economic actunty (Bowles ‘and

G1nt1s5

» .

s The dlscrepancy between what schools
pfe as their goals ‘and -policies. (theoretical
S) .8 fhat they practice (irah

_ﬂ flas N true throughout the¥® history:
FPucational system has raggly behaved



accordlng to tradltlonal precepts, rarely has 1t
~~promoted either social equallty or’ full human P
L ,development -

- Because schools were not functlomng w1th_-.‘.

o ,congruenee between -theory and practice, the -

. ~1andmark “suit, -Brown v. Board.of .Education, . -

. was brought Its .primary- focus was. to reform -

"“the ‘way school systems provided; ss to; g\ i
ts

" educational resources”and ‘econ “‘benefi

"’ of educational achievements. The discussibns

- of "forced" bus1nfg' and other ‘code words that

- surround educational reform resulting from
-the Brown )%Board of Education decision have

caused a sh

~ and hberatlng thrust.

The Civil nghts Commlsswn report o

. Ragial Isolation ' in the 'Publi¢ Schools,
advanced the thesis

2 prerequ1s1te for cational opportumty it

“is interesting to note that at this sanie time in’

‘the history of ‘schodl reform related to

equality of educational opportunity two sets of '

’ scholars in Chicago began concentrating their

' . analysis upon the inequality of school finance

arrangements - in ' the = United  States.
Interestingly one group- (John E. Coons and law
student  proteges, William" H. Clune and

., Stephan D. Sugarman) owed their introduction
. to the complexities of property ‘taxation gAnd .
" school - aid. distribution formulas to desggFe-
gation research they had conducted for the
Civil Rights . Commission (Guthrie, 1980).

Anodther scholar, Arthur Wise, was focusing

upon potential legal remedies. for the tax rate
~and expenditure disparities . that then char-

acterized U.S.

‘ school fi manclng (Guthrie,
1980).

Whatever the 'contrlbutlons 'of individual

" researchers and state leglslatlve committees
or executive branch commissions, the:. major
medium of reform was the ]udlclal system

_There' are numerous court ,cases that are
related to school flnanclal reform however-

Guthrie (1980) discussed six as representlng
~important ‘and dlvergent points of v1ew The
cases are: : : :

L Hobson V. Hansen
McIn_,v A0 ‘

t of attentlon from its egalitarian .

t resource equality was o

Hopefully thlS dlscusswn ass1sts us in.
seeing that the dominant ‘reform value has_

". been, or at least. should be, equality of

educational opportunity .and. its- attendant
economic benefits; We should strive 'so as not
to: have  the following=istatement. of- Frank
Preetan be the guiding pFeept of our schoo‘ls z
and how we finance them "t is the busmess'

. of the sehool to help the,child acquire such ‘an':
. attitude toward lnequahé

|-~ accomplishment or in reward, that he may"
. * adjust himself to its condition with the least
: pos51ble frlctlon" (Bowles and Glntls)

es of life, whether in:’

‘ Hlstorlcally the structure of educatlonal

" finance - has reinforced ' the function bf
‘schooling in reproduclng the class structure
‘ (Grubbs and Mlchelson, 1974). .

School»Fmance Equlty

-

The first step in - des1gmng a school' )
finance formula is defining equity.- - Equity
mast be defined. both ‘in" terms of "what

.students recé€ive. and in terms of how revenues .

are raised. McMahon defines” equlty ‘as

- involving a redistribution of resources (ori:of

costs) designed to-'achigve the community's
philosophical ‘ahd ethical standards of fairriess..
There' have .-been many equity " ob]ectlves

associated with the numerous school finance
“reform laws passed in the 1970s..
. calls the various equity objectives; types of
* equity. There are two broad categories under

McMahon

which, one might place the types ‘of equity.
They are Equity for. Children and Equity for

-,Taxpayers ‘The. typest of equ1ty as descrlbed'
by McMahon dre: |

; l
\\Vertmal equltg, concerned with the
. unequal treatment of unequals.

¢ Horlzontal equlty, generally held to )
- requu‘e equal treatment of equals ¥

. Intergeneratlonal eqmty, concerns
. -itself, ~with ' _.the outcomes - of
education; it seeks to / reduce, -

through -~ vertical equy, " the .
intergenerational transm1ss1ons of

P uality. " fon



' equity-b
? chance

McMahon< and
ased

students.

Although e pubhc ' asklng for

efficieniey in the\"operatlon of ‘sé¢hools,. we. . . '
shoyldi't ose, sight of the equity and equality 'rm; chp'mn zBLochRANTmmcmGAN

values. ‘Efficiency and equlty are not mutually -
- exelusive and should not be: pitted.against each

-other, Effective and equltable schooling can’.

“be provided efficiently. 'It'is important to’
remember that. whatever flnance arrangement
we might devise, it should be “done so that

made worse. o o

The 1mprovement of the accw, ‘process,

achievemjent, "and tramsfer dimensions of an
-equity-bdsed education medel should be the’
~goal of a sound finance arrangement for
schools.

-generation to’ generatlon, . thus reducing
@ chlldrens life chances. " K :
: "Umversal educatlon is the power, which
v is desUned to overcome every species of
" hierarchy. It is destined to remove all

-artifical lnequaillty and leave the natural

-inequalities to find their true level,” With -

- the artifical mequalltles of caste, rank,

title, blood, birth,’ retce, color, sex, ete.,

- will fall nearly all the oppress;on, abuse,
_ prejudice, enmity, and injustice, that
fhumamty is now subject to" (quoted in
Bowles and Glntls)

The above- was wrltten in 1872 gy It is
‘obvious that education has not accomplished
these ends.. We must strlve to make education

fill these lofty goals. We must ensure that- "

schools have congruence between pollcy and
practlce . .

. rd
-

, Professor
Education -did an excellent job.of examining
" the impdet of Chapter 2 funding on Michjgan:

v *school disttiets. He" also raised some.

significant policy questions in his treatment of

© the topic. = PEO is grateful to Professor

Kearney for, preparlng such an excellent and

- -

¢

/'school- Tinarce, the federal goverpment has
- some people are Mmade better off but nooneis .
S educa:tlon.

" Not content to- play the- silent ' barker,’: the
- We cannot continue to let inter- -
generatlopal inequity be trapsmitted from -

. " how mueh discretion should remain i state
- and 10cal education agericies? Should- there
,,'_;or broadly defmed block grants" S

"and' local districts” who argue that federal =~

Kearney n[ the School of -

:attempt to: respond,
edUcatlonal reform and e cce

. LOSERS AND WINNERS:

' Desplt.e )s.tradltl umior role in. pubhc
become:' a ” gigni{icant. force :in  American
At the .elementary and secondary

N,,

percent slice of all pubhc school expenditiire

- federal: government ‘has ; also dfrected_,,how
schools. should spend - the. federal contribution.
Thus was: born one ‘of the great educatlonal
debates of “the 1970's—how - much " control
should be malntalned at the federal level and

0

nari'ow, carefully régulated. categorlcal gr ,ts

On one 51de of the lssue stand many states- , S

regulations are an unwarranted 1ntru31on into .
local - dec1s1on—mak1ng ~To  them, :the
regulations are needlessly stringent,’ requlre
inordinate- amouhts of paperwork “and -ignore
diverse needs and strengths of ‘state and local. ;
distriets. * Federal money; they argue, should -
‘arrive with as few strings as possible. The - -

- states and localities should declde how to/

allocate the money.

On the' other side stands d broad. array of
persons who argue that the federal govern—
ment should use its limited ‘resources -to
achieve national goals RepresentatiVés of
special interest. groups point out—with mueh -
justification—that the federal government a

- respects the needs of the educationally and
. economically ‘ disadvantaged as many .of. the

states do not. If states were free to spend .

]

*
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: speclflcally

- adopted.
. Commission on '

( e :ef.flclencles. :

: the 1mpac1\of hat
e,r the svg‘orters' argument
/fears of the ‘opponents com
hj schools and school cyl
rse off" Hes 1t made a

, Th i paper attempts to, answer some. of )

| these -questions,’ by . offerihg & - beginning -

‘assessment of the fiscal impact of the Chapter

L2 bloek. grant -on- local school dlstrlcts in

Mlchlgan The assessment is'tentative, 'for the -
ning—it - has .j :

Chapter 2 program is just begi
been in operation for,only one full sechool year.
Experience. with: the program, bqth for the:
,state and local dlstrlcts, is hmlfed. 3 ',
A
To: glve ‘order to and perhaps
.reader to make fuller sense of: our|

account of

first .year ~experiences ~with Ohapter 2 in

M:chlgan, we first set what we see as the-
larg‘er context, that is, the. major* pollcy issues -
“ that - surround - the ' education . pblock grant
" approach generally, -apd ECIA—-Chapter .
Then, ' dfawing. on. off¥” é
research in Michigan, we offer our”asse
of the fiscal impact of Chapter 2 on, Mlcflnn
education by discussing which d'istr;cts were.
losers and Whlch were wmner' ~and- in” w
ways. v :
S '{he Major Pohcy 3Stie

-Education Se.cret rerrallBell reminded
' the nation's chief staté~
early 1981,-that ‘the R
proposal would ¥’
‘grants consolidatig]
is. the charm."l -

In Oc

vinistrat on s
- "#Me aroundfor
andﬁth t"the ‘third time
 WHS abrrect;, ECIA was
r of 1977, the Adviséry
'rgovernmental Relatlons

eans—on
enable the / :%(allty,

officers, /in ',

e :-1ntervent'10n. ‘

,/ /-instrumentalities - for

,/ monies, but—to a cons1derable degree—on the -

,'.an'

B! eft‘ect ACIR w
“the block gran approac provided opp

’fqr two - muc] _eeded ;"dertaklngs-

fmltlon

. pf the ba31c yollcy problems,- we"
beheve, i8 that deécision makers may’ tend to
‘focus.on the latter undertaklng—Because it'is
appea}ing to fwant ‘ta straaghten out . the

a
R P

"hodge-podge of programs," a8 the Secretary Ry

put it3—and ignore -the  fornier,” which is-
“equally if not more-important. In fact, a great
- deal‘fof “the debate. and dellberatlon that "
currently surrounds the ‘block : grant  issue’
appéﬁrs, at first glance, to be focused on the’
e "hodge-podge of programs. " In
belleve that, the focus 'is - not -
on ' ’‘the’ eans *‘;Or
dehverlng federal -

clusively,.

' federal gdals themselves. °* In our:view then; &

~the =«

Ce

first order of business -centers on the basic o

+ poliey questlon‘ "Is the block grant: prim
attempt” to streamline the, . de
mechanism for providing. federal' dol
stated purpose or is it primarily an atte

remove federal involvement from atfp&rtlcu

area,
proper y a matter of natlonal lnterest"“ _B :
R A A; ‘related. set of problems center on the
1nherent ‘tension between two ‘basic values
espoused by " most Amerlcx_ S '

iﬁ” Juity
‘to be defined? ' H eﬁcatlon
policy to emphasize choice 18
Block Grant. intended to maximize equity

simply* deflned, i.e., a spreading of avallable

e Chapter 2 .°.

o demonstrate that the subjeet is- not- R | :

4



l‘unds across all dtstr,lcts,.a basie per: capxta
grant: for every_one" ot

alsé-. a,t’ cludmg if
al trea

-.partacularly .equlty defmed eqiia mer
~,0f - equals, and ‘the value ofchoice; leaving
_states and .local - dlstrlcts ‘the **decisions f-“ n:

where and how to spend Chapter 2 fqnds, :
‘We have the setting fpra classic publie’ pol cyi

debate. - ‘Thése ‘questions’ also- estabhsmutlje
frame for a set of-more specifie, poliey lséu
~~the funding shifts .that, have ocenrred ubc’e r-
- Chapter 2,-and the extent. to. which thes
. shlfts are con51stent w1th legislatlve int
' /!

,Some sxx- year" ago, -t

Commission- on Intergovemmental R@latlons
- released a report that summarized experiences ...
¢ - with' four federal block -.grant programs m

'Slgmflcant shlfts occurred; in. who got the A
- -benefits and- which: areas: ‘were ‘served as: one - 5;’
.- -moved  from separate catego}fcals to block
+. -grants. ACIR reported a’ movement Q{, funds *
- toyguburban areas’ and"into; county‘ levels bf - )
. government -and—oné& assumes*—away from e pEw

ulcunu/ls“ﬁnm" ’
///ummnﬁum:’ /

o aeit
n,ul.m sh

urban core areas and rural areas. P K [,‘/4 1 " " anax , iy oA .j; S

R et ' S ronmiae e weawi

o Vogel dn a»-1979- for HEW, L s ‘ o ee’ m.d:/f

“examined the- fiscal ‘and ‘dis utlve 1mpacts S CUelead e ]

_that bloek grants: mlg‘ht have; on ‘state and': - . seowua e e !
local government + :partieular -+ R

o educatlonal prd ‘ yalso’ suggests . . BPORSE. 1 a0 ik o omism e
. - that allotment fhe disa ."'antaged "would‘ P e G e T man s
Qe reduced “in-. 31 a e “onee 'Lthe, L : YPsiLANTL .'_.:l..l,‘i‘ : _."/'/ m.z}u"' »."""‘."-/L"
~categorical restrictions 'dre. removed,  And,das’ . oA o gm0 wnan
. ~.did the AGIR study, she "ests»t’rfat there'. R M A || R ;;!:ﬂ -—"~!l'

--would be a shift in’ which .areas"would receive [ Toms C sde Gan v
f'.:.\lf‘eneflts-—away from- low~mcome (urban core. : . sukok us mnmluumuu ' o
:-and rw‘al) jurlsdlctlons.6 e - S &Aﬂﬁrmm‘ﬂ.mm"”"""" m‘;“‘ R

.y ‘ . : Co °_ L L “ L ) ‘ '

o . 2,}!’,‘ S I~ “_., o : " . S L ‘ S .,;.'/ ' , s - c

WIchlgan’s twelve ESAA dlstt‘lct include: Detrolt Fllnt Lansing, Grand Raplds, POntlac, .o
psifanti, Bentdn Harbor,’ Inkster, Ferndale, Ecorse, Coloma and Egu Claire. - Coloma and Eau , - i
. Claite are small distsicts cpntlguous to Benton Harbor and, ander a Court order, are. ugvolved
.’ ~with Benton Harbor iri- a- desegregatlon effort. * Inkster, Ferndale" and Ecorse are suburban
. districts in Wayne County. Ypsilanti is a city distriet in Washtenaw County The remalnder of .
~ course, are large urban school d1str1ct§ :

' et P , . K ) .
ke ; £ ) H “4‘,' . ' v Al 4 4 ’ oo
ﬁ LR A e : : L LLoTe
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T .fdrmula, recommended by the State Adv1sory
o 'Com_mlssmn* and adopted hy ‘the State Board

¢ ,o’n'. -The formula prov1des addltxonal
r .'egregaflon" hnd' Tow_

Mlchigan SR "desegregatlon" welghtmg 1f it is. oné of the S
: “v*they, reahz bd /a total of li.t  twelve distriets. which recelved ESAA funds in
1 82T ,1981~82. A welght of e 5 is added to’ the ‘

caleulstion. A distriet. uatifiessfor, the "low .

: ,a&hlevement“ welghtmg‘_'xc} t-.exceeds the state

- -average-of 1ow. achlevmg students as: measured
by the bagic-skills tésfs of the Mighigan’,
:EdUcatlona,l Assessment Program (MEAP),.
.The weight ‘varies dependlng’ on how far the. :
. distriet exceeds. the, average. For example,“in
S Detrou the pupll welghtmgs were as 'follows.

for these s’amei»- ':welve dxstr ts W_thout
xception,  the 1982—83 ‘tatdl; Chag ter '2
allocations’ are sut:lstantlally less for éddch

”

enocatlons. : ':c”dmparlsom;.do}:
ecognize that thése twelVe districts 't
addltlonal ‘federal . fundlng during -
under oth “-aﬂtecedentu ‘progral
VC, fl‘eacher Centers ;
of these revenue 'sourees to: the :

1 0 (membershlp) 1 730 (low
achlevement)*t L.5- (desegregatlon) 4 23

L P

n Benton Harbor, the pupfl we htl were., A "'";é
ngs ‘ fi

:?:The addltlo

- omparlson, of-icouTse,. sxmply exacerbates the,f_» f‘_ . '1:.0;- (membershlp) 2 76 v
S J dollar loss under”Chapter 2 T A achlevement) + 1 5 (desegregatlon) 5 2T
P BN e K “ ‘;,’ ) \ .

- ; That the dollar loss s’ not greater for_f, . Tabte: Z)dJSPIays the d.tstrlbutlve effects of the o
ithese . twelve ' - - sehgol (distriets is' du€; .in Michigan - formula. *’ . The usé” of the L
eons1derable part ‘to the Chapter 2 allocatlon . desegregatlon and low achlevement welghtlngs I

. ?( - ' . } : _..V“- B ,.’.,"-. N ..l o ‘x» "— . 7

S .} TABLE2 B T
o BCIA cmmn r.u.wc;mons STATB -mwus SRT

,a"'

St Lo o ! e
s T T ” BT ’
B R « ’ LOW
_ DESEGREQAMMSN - | ACHIEVEMENT.
. . R . ol v
:' \.u.wcxnou _"’sz.sss,szs (17,%%), $938, 4%) L %2 562.878 117 6%)
wrum.xc 2,281,859 : L a2t ‘ s
: NON-PUBLIC 304,888 . . - _ N e s s . | 1,479,328 101%) -
] s _.m_i’:*_ . : . . - -. - : . . — ". E \
o srupnm 412,939 . . 446,189 . - 605,588 42,036,830 (100%X
* puBLC | 364,267 - Tazsg29 . o wsaagef . 1,894,885%90.1%) -
Lot N e Call e .t o . . ’ P
L« NON-PUBLIC ‘= - 48672 - . . ~ 19,240, . >0 . 72187 ., - - - 202,145 (9.9%)
CpsTRICTS . - 10 sz . . 8 - L) st AT
» Sy Ce . ; L. ¢
& -, . - ’ !
T | o e Y
* Under the Chapter 2: legislation, & State Adviso Commlsion apponged by the _@pvernor was .
charged with r ommendmg to the State Board ation getion on a number of issues lncludlng’

the formula to be utillzed in allocatmg Chapter 2 monies am g Michiggn's local school distriets,




'fm*the formula a counted tor $5 149 134 or

.. 35.3 percent of”
© $14,593,719 in
" “linder Chapter 2.

fehigan's - 1982-83 total of

.- of ‘course, to the twelve ESAA distriets. A

; superiritendent
“distriets,

of one - of . these-

who served on the Advisory *

, Commxssmn, and who alsae viewed Chapter 2 .

.88 8 glgantlc rip-off . from. the urban’
school dlstl‘lcts," observed that the formula

,.repnesented' . '-. S 7 ,
- ! - . C

Y the best we could devise under the
clr_ct_xmstances - .. that would deal
somewhat equitably .- with- former

e recipients of% federal aid, partlcularly'
= reciplents of. ESAA grants. 7 :

Table 3 displays a breakdowr of the Chapter 2

* allocations for the twelve ESAA distriets.

.
-
TABLE 3 ) ) V g.

.- MICHIGAN ESAA DISTRICTS 1381-82
- A BREAKDOWN OF CHAPTER 3 ALLOCATIONS .

198103 ENTIMATED CHAPTER 3 ALLOCATION _

. 'n;ancr Ry MEMBERSHIP DESBORBOATION ACHIEVEMENT _ TOTAL
DETROT ‘,."“'v”'. [ X T TRTC R TP R TRV IS naugn
ORAND RAPIDR, .,ll,lvll - "o 10,887 N TP wan
PONTIAC L e 8,302 x™ sa38 3,80
_ LANSING B 2 rem 23,008 139,50 4“1 116,878
" puNT . a0 " imam < 14,307 55,174 0182

- BENTON HARBOR T 30,90 420 ©nme 183,281
ruucbnul . o 18,100 e e, "u','n'o'°
scomsy s Jam uan TN 11,000
MKSTER o s 11,881 19,337 3134 e
COLOMA' " T 1918 - s
EAUCLAIRE 'Y e L 3am 5319 ”s 11,119
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The Fundmg Gap Cre&t@d byLoss of “
ESAA Monies )

One - can argue that the twelve ESAA'
distriets in Michigan have been put in a
posmon of double jeopardy by Chapter 2. The

: non-ESAA dlstnct wh1ch suffers h fundlng loss
ocdtions- to local  distriets
“This had the effect of

“‘chanrfeling ‘a " tonsiderable portion of the -
“Chapter2 funids to urban school: dxstncts and,

twelve ..

~.

actlon.1 -‘/' : G -

~ for Detr01t

~ entirely with local momes.

‘at 'least  is .relieved -of the. oohgatlon to

cbnduct the ‘program-or activities previously:
called for by the categorical funding. It can

choose to tap other .sources to. carry on the .

program, it can choose ‘to reduce: the program, -
or it can choose to terminate the program. It
can spend_ its ‘Chapter 2 funds on other -

priorities. - Not so the ESAA district. The
* ESAA district loses its categorical<funding but ’

-
\

-~ not - its obligation=to- copduct:the program—an .

“obligation lgyeled b; S..Distriet Court, by *

> the "U.S. Justice Department under a consent

decree, or by the district's own "voluntary" .

]
.

Detrplt, which quahfled for & $3, 341 582

Chapter 2 allogation for :1982-83, recelved
sofne $3,388,321 'in ESAA. funds during 1981-
82, plus anothér '$1,527,181 in fynds under
other antecedent programs for a total of .
© $4,915,502. - - Under ofdinary cu'cumstances,
-even, though it lost $1,573,920 in federal
dollars it could at least choose where and how
to spend its remaining $3,341,582 Chapter 2
dollars. But circumstances e not ordinary -
It does-not ha his leeway. It
its full Chapter 2 allocation to Fhe
Jfegation &ffort to cover—although not
y—the loss 6f ESAA funds and to meet’ its
yrt-ordered obligation. For Detroit, there is
no choice. It loses dollars, but does not lose
its u:?#atlon to conduct the gectivities the
‘do supported. Detroit sxmply as had no
choice blit to ass1g:n its full' Chapter . 2
allocatioh to continue to help fund the
guidance and counseling -and reading
components of its 10-eomponent court-ordered /
-desegregation plan. The Chapter 2 Bloeck . -
Grant gives Detroit nothing—no money, no
flexibility, no leverage.s, <

»

- For tht the clrcumstances are not, much S

different. Fllnt is- under a U.S, Justice
Department order as /a ‘result’of a consent
decree ' to ‘continue \désegregatlon efforts
funded in part by an ESAA grant totalllng-.
$915,241, in 1981-82, and now funded ‘almost
During_ 1981-82, v
with ESAA grants: and grants under other :
antecedent . programs, Flint ./ received
$1,156,269. For 1982-83, Chapter 2 will
provide $362,323, a loss of $793,946—a 68
percent” réductlon. ‘Flint has 1ncurred a 6.5
percent loss in,overal{l‘r'é&’e\nues from 1981-82
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to 1982-83 h

_administrators - anticipate: serious problems,

. eithef because of their inability to fund the .

- effort at the requlred level or because, when-
- théy start to effect reduction in programming, .

= they are going” to lose .the spirit-~af the

A desegregatlon effort.
chlef dmlmstrator'

In the words of the

-

Jeee the money is gomg to run out and- the-

/ spirit. of the thing [desegregatlon] is

" going 1o ruf out and we are going to have
!/ to reduce programmatlca'lly. .. yet we
are going to centinue this desegregatlon
effort with substantlally less money than

_in the prior year‘and, for that matter,
~ substantially less than in the pl‘lOl‘ five . |
S its ongomg ‘de

yeal‘S. A . : v,\

’

A dlfferent cu'cumstance, ‘or set of

" perceptlons prevails in Bentqn Harbor, a small.

urban community 250t miles west of Detroit *
and situated on the shores of Lake Michigan.
- Benton Harbor, like® Detroit,
ordér to desegregate. . Two small eontiguous
districts, Coloma and Eau -Claire, also come
under that same order. In 1981-82, Benton.-
Harbor received $309,776 in ESAA -funds,
Coloma received $2LZ§,813 and- Eau Clalre
- $50,556. . . . ~ -

Contrary to .,v1ews held by central-
adminjStrators in the two largest ESAA

“has kept the -same level of.' .
in its. desegregation effoits. Flint -

is .under court . -

districts (and the two largest distriets in -

Michigan)—Detroit and Flint—admnistrators in
Benton Harbor do not view Chapter 2 as "any:
sort of major catastrophe."0 If anything,
they are more positive than negative about

Chapter2 . . "

... it prowdes us much ‘more
flex1b111ty . .. We are permitted fo engage
in intelligent .planning ... [under the
antecedent programs] it was a nuispnce
to really attempt to utilize the money in
resourceful ways when tied by the myrlad'
of federal reg'ulatfons.\l‘1 ‘

Howéver, one of the administrators was quick
to pomt out that timing was a critical factor
in arriving at the1r view of Chapter 2:

\ »

For the pdst three years, we /have
: recelved a substantlal amount of money

~

ins 'rv1ce trammg program for

) result',o <,vdec'11nw in" enrollment, We have .
. -a .~well-seasoned - ‘staff - ‘at ‘the present

_‘timé...we -have . our - own  staff
" development activities ' underway . .. We

— /had essentially - gotten past . the . large
_ - start-up costs that were evident in the .-
first few years.. ... vze "wouild have been'in'. ..

" serious .trouble if this kind of ‘cut had
-3 come two. Op+ three years- ago when we
were fu'it gettmg' gomg under this. 12-

‘Thus, the Berton™ Harbor School stt,nct views

1tse1f as abl' to accommodate a substantxal

' egatlon act1v1t1es. In Benton
.Harbor, they have passed the time of "large

start-up costs.! They have a "stable and well-
_seasonedy staff." ‘i They also  were “given
approval to e 'end the pending  authority 'of

the —one through
e other through June, '
some cushion,. And
they. ‘did m cits, including not
replacmg the former ESAA director, whose:
salary ‘and fr nges approxlmated 540 000. -
They also -anticipate reduclng their inservice

trdining "in the| desegregation area" and are |

1%/ we ‘had embarked on -
- -)E,a_nd beexﬁ'e tj/vely suecessful in mounting -

Py

planning "to restructure that whole- thing [the .‘ .

deSegregatlon activity] ."13
Chapter 2 did permlt Benton Harbor to
modify its spending priorities,, While'$34,000
of their $86,000 . Chapter 2 allocation is
-« earmarked to. sup\ ort desegregatlon activities
previously, suppornted ‘through ‘ESAA grants,
fully. -$40,000 of more—approximately ,50
_percent—will go ward hiring three basie skill
teachers to tutd in i'k\ndergarten
through the second grade. who: were held back |

because they failed to meet the .school _

dlstrlct's minimum| competency requu'ements
The hlrmg of the three teachers "would have
been ‘unlikely iff it hadn't been for
Chapter.2 LI R (

Benton Harbor also contends tthat: ‘the - .
~» advent of Chapter

led to some intelligent
planmng. ' '

When we saw wthat ‘#ips coming.down the .
road, we used o

final Title IVB grant to .



;. buy 40,new',r'nicro-eompUters. We are

" -..._providing the training for public and-non-
public school teachers and  parents on a
much broader. basis ‘under Chapter 2 and -
‘Will. dlso buy the a'ddltlonal software we

“need.1s a "very substantial redudtion” under Chapter
. - 2. Under this rubrie, some 36 Mlchlgan school :
‘Thus, we see “two. very dlfferent views districts potentially would suffer . "very - -

expressed by ESAA districts. -The one view—
_ the large urban school distriet's—is essentlally .
negative and holds that Chapter 2 not only.is~

- "wronglieaded . phitosophieally,™ buj also = reductions.”
causug massive funding gaps for needed, and ithem in our analysis.) The "very substantial~
¢éourt or Justice. . Department—ordered, reduction™ districts along with their public:. -

desegregation abtlvltles. The other view—held
.. by -the smaller urban schqol distriet—is
essentially positive and holds that Chapter 2 is
- advantageous, does provide .more flexibility,
. .’and the funding gap created is. manageable.

Losers: The. Succemflﬂ . ' L,
IVC Apphcants of Prlor Years. .

A second category of "losei's" undeér ECIA
Chapter 2 are those Michigan school distriets
which in prior years ‘practiced grantsmanship

. - very successfully, partlcularl'y under Title IvVC,

which provides, monies for Exemplary‘
‘Programs : (experimental/demonstr pro-

. grams). - In the four years ppef%ou:gm-sz,

Michigan “had available . under* Title IVC
something on the order of $6 million annually.

to be awarded, on a diseretionary basis, to

local distriets. The available funds, of course,

. dropped off considerably in 1981-82—only $1.1

"

—

gl

_years 1977-78, 1978~79, 1979-80, 1980-82, and-
-'1981-82.
received Tifle IVC funding in four df these-

Any Michigan district which had

 five years was labeled a "oser"—or; if you .

~ will, a district which pofentially would suffer -

substantial reductions." (Another 45 distriets,
which were funded in three of the five years .
durlng the period, -also -face "substantial

school = memberships, 1982-83 CHapter’ 2

‘However, we d1d not include = ”

alloéationg and Title IVC funds received, are - '

displayed in Table 4. Note that, in many.
instances, the average annual amount received
-under Title IVC exceeds the 1982-83 Chapter 2
allocation.
received a 1982-83 Chaptér 2 allocation of -
$57,627, received over the prior five years an

For example, ;Ann Apbor, which . .

average of $61,059 annually from Title IVC. .

-Again, ‘it is well to- note that - Title IVC
represents only one antecedent program, one
source of federal revenues. A .

7 How can one characterlze theke -thirty-six
distriets? -First, seven of the aforemehtloneda
" twelve ESAA districts: are 1nc1udeq xin the-
group of thirty-six, speblflcally, Detroit, Flint,
Grand Rapids, " Lansing, Pontiae, Coloma and
Ecorse. Of, the other five ESAA distriets,
Ypsxlantr and Inkster. received Title IVC funds

in two of fhe five years—a total of $209,945 ‘

million were available, but. still additional .‘; and $1§ 695 respectively. Férndale receiyed
.dollars were to be:had for school dighriets - : . $2,721 1& Title IVC. funds in oné of the ﬁ '
“successful in the grants competition. *Phus,.it = - during the flve-year period. Neither B I

can be argued that those Michlgan ‘&strlcts

“who successfully competed in prior years for

* Aitle IVC monies represent a second category .
of "losers" under Chapter 2.*

~How mmany of these distriots are . there?
“What are’ their characteristics? In an attempt .

Harbor nor. Eau Claire

eceived Tltlé IVG ,
funds during the period. Kj

A second useéful identifying charaecteristic¢
is the predominant "ecénsus-type" of the thirty-
six sehool distriets. - Somewhat arbltrarﬂy, we
assigned:the districts to one of four "census-

~ to answer these two questions, we examined ‘types:"t (1) large urban, (2) ecity/fown, (3)

. the Michigan Department ef ‘Education's - % suburb, and (4) small town/rural. The districts

records of Title IVC awards for the five fiscal .arranged by . "census-type" categories are

PR displayed in Table 5. . <

¥ There is a countér-argument i.e., Title IVC was largely 'phased out by the *time Chapter 2

“arnived and it is not valid to credit Chapter 2 with the demise of Title IVC, at least to -the samé

extent that one credits Chapter 2 with the demise of ESAA. Addltlonally, Mlchlgan has

.reseryed $450,000 of its SEA funds for,a discretionary program; however, $45(f 000 is still
considerably’ ‘less than $1.1 million and substantlally less than $6 mllllon. A . J

- . '/ . i . ) F ; .
A e . b . -9 . TN V4

- . . - T
f . . S, - . .
s .. . . .




. .. - . - K { ¢ i 3 .
o ™ =
~
- : . ‘ mcmam SCHOOL DISTRICTS RECEIVING TITLEV-C ou!rn IN FOUR OF FIVE - S
. ER : mumnsnnmqmvmonun-ﬁmomnmt—n . R .-
c. - S : l - ‘4n4 =
§ ] .  ATEN-CDO )
S . 5 - I “1982-83 AN - B .
o 4 : T CHAPTER AVERAGE AVERAGE  TOTAL
: . DISTRICT nmmmr ALLOCATION SYEARS' 4 YEARS S YEARS .
. $ . v . hd . - : ‘e -0
AIRPORT * 2,644 5 % 12424, $ 8283 $ 6626 % 33131 o - e
ANN ARBOR - 15,060 7 51,821 oL,0s9 . 78324 . . 305299
BERKELEY - 4,800 © 18,387 . 92,208 15,260 u?«; . R
: T "BRIMLEY - - 442 T 3204 2,305 - 2,89 1,526 ot
: CEDARSPRINGS 2,372 - 11,824 (4,432 5602 22,411
A . - Ty
. CHMIPPEWA vhwx_ 6701  ° 25,681 81,627 . 102,034 - 408,139
; : COLOMA®* 2,522 ' 24,125 43,987 . 54,984 219936 -
v . - . : T \ >
b CROSSWELL~- 2,296 ... 14129 - 65722 - 82,153 328,614
» "v" ‘ LEXINGTON < ' ‘ . e, .
. o * . DEARBORN ' 13,169 . 50,380 10,105 “12,631 * 50,521
‘@  DETROIT* 216,206 3,341,582 270,750 338,438 1,353,753 . .
EAST LANSING 4452 . “I7,035 - 83,865 - . 104,831 419325
: . i 2 . L, 4 .
: ECORSE* 2,540- * 27,406 - 6,008 . 1,8IT _ Ao.o« 8] ,
- . . \ . -
. FARMINGTON 11,446 43,798 36,705 © 45,882 183,529
1 . ° L B . . . - . B ,
: - - , FLINT® p STORT. < 3233 190,783 113419 Gl - 453,918 . -
i N FOREST HILLS 4,904 18,765 4,192 5,240 < 20,960 e .
GODWIN HEIGHTS 1,937 7.412 . 18,550 89,199 392,799 .
. N . s - .
GRAND RAPIDS* 26,114 215.4.'.4 l l © 201,008 zs’}.zs'b' .- 1,005,043 )
’ LIVONIA 20,793 79.95; g « 157,517 . 196,896 . 187,585 ' - )
. ‘2,808, 14,642 ' . §e2 . 22648 o -
R ' . I B - V . ’ ‘ v s -~
1,969 . - 8,528 .. 60,844 76,055 304,221 SR N
. * "MARQUETTE 4,464 . ,ﬁ‘,‘&z ‘,«,su") . 56,012 224,051 -
’ o NOATHVILLE 3,879 14,843 SL1IS T - 63,894 255,578 .
. ~ PLYMOUTH- 16,453 , 62,957 . - 117,197 147,246 ' 588,384 e
. . CANEN ’ R ‘ o, g - . :
. - i CE. - ' T : : *.
) PONTIAC®* 17,391 218,890 222,478 891,515 P
.- ] REDFORD UNION 5,167 « 19,112 35,888 143,554 . e
. SApiNAW o1sen ‘.A , 84,186 | 57,042
- TRAVERSECITY +. 8374~ ' .f_ 34,338 6,851
t, Kl . .
WALLED LAKE 9,700 "‘,. 3,117 3,2 ,
» i WARREN + 23,033 1"*.'-‘»‘ s ss 250. 4,429 b
- CONSOLIDATED : -s\i : e : ’
’ 5. - . »_)'(n -5 . o ¢ .
WATERFORD 14,029 oy (X 1,143,040 :
. . T % VA L Y :
«  WAVERLY 3,530 R ﬁ,sso‘f e 4 75,028 . 900,115 T
WAYNE- 17,858 . «3,333 .269,943 82,429 1,049,717 = <
, - WESTLAND . : R
“ . i ) 5 5. 7 _ e
T D ;u ) :
SOURCE OF DATA: Michigan StatiBonrd of Edueatlon, ultetin 1041 ISBO-BI Michigan - K-12 ) . .
! . ; Public School Districts Ranked Se (3 e : T
: ®ESAA districts .1\
.. . . .
L] ]
y .. R : B . ,
O , ) s » n ' . 5
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; .. e S T ald’was hrmted t ate cate nqg;bfevenues.;
: Famas - . "~ . 'The 6 "in-formula” suburbe tmg thie
, MICHIGAN SCHOOL DESTRICTS RECEVING TITLE V-CORANTS - - le relatlvely hlgh opera .
S ey -l kwmé “majority Mout-of mula"-, ]
ST MUMDNTEmRETE o % se . suburban school dlstrlcts), which”. xgd;eates'.-
= ——— — " fairly strong *.community support—indged,

LARGE-ORSAN  Crffrrows s susums | .Al.l.'l'o"lllnul.. ERN W&yne-Westland was at 40, mills and Berkeley .

OETROIT . L ANN A§BOR v peaxmer - AIRPORT - " at 38. 25. The average millage statewide in = -
 rur T HISHLAND EaRK cmt_rxi'Auu.n cmnsnixos‘ - . - 1980-81 was 30 mills;: Thus, we find the "out- " :
' GRANDRAMDS  MANuTER “COLOMA c:onnmmmmn o of-"formula M., relatlvely high-spending, - ;
LANENG - *- MARQUETTE .,m.‘u. oA Y nokow vausr .. > sub school distriet the predommant type - A
| roNmac’ C saamaw mrmmt " manr ‘ "losex!'a ong former Title IVC winners, =~ - ="
. ' taavesafry “rcomss © . Lowmw ,_' o ] ¢ .

S _ uimolm‘ L. Howewer, we alg\fmd the 5 largest urban'

o " .wommrmus .~} " 7. scheol distriets in the state, which also are
) . 400w nmHTs L . hlgh spenders (some would argue because of
e Fivoma A . “* " the differential costs of doing business in the
DA NORTHVILLS . - C, _,  cities) and high millage distriets, but low in -
/. * PLYMOUTH-CANTON -, . 7.7 .+ terms of available taxable wealth and,
/7Tt meoroRDumoN. - 2. consequently, are "in-formula" distriets, i.e.,
e * WALLED LAKE L considerably dependent on:state school aid. .. y
) . " WARREN CONSOUDATED : S . We also find a. relatlvely ‘heavy reliance on. . *
S cwammomp S s - federal revenues—rangmg from 10 “to’ 13.’__‘,
C -WAVEELY" . - : ere [} 3 -

o . t'_"u'n,l'wmuo~ BRI p.\% St ! e ) ..
R ey o - . Two of ‘e city/fown'districts which are _

' T “ S . former "winners" under Title IVC—Highland. SRR
T e e - Park =~ and::' Saginaw—exhibit the - :same )
S : ‘ . éharacterlstlcs as the 5 large urban dlstri‘cts, .

Lo R ) : namely, high-spending, high millage, L

An examinatioh of Table 5 reveals that =  tafable wealth, and . substantial rellance on v
the: predomlnant type is the suburban school - - state and federal sources. Ann ‘Arbor and
dlstrlct, fully 18 of the‘36 districts Tall ipr this =~ Traverse: City resemble more the suburban
category. The remainipg 18 are almost evenly .dlstrlcts—exceptkfor Traverse City's relatively

- divided among,the other t&pe categories; 5 ° low expenditure and low millage. This may be

distrietsy in 'large/lfrban, -8 distrjets :in. - more"a function'of geographic location as
clty/town,, and7 distriets in *small town/rural. * demonStrated <in the cases of Marquette and - .
o Mapistee, located ~ in - northern ' and =
v The 365 dlstrlcts aré agam‘ dlSplayed in " nérthwestern Michigan, reSpectively; _ :
Table 6, alqng w1th irformation regarding .. o : .o L "
- their general fund- revenye" sources, current " The small t6wn/rural"'gr present an . S
Operatmg expendltures, available tax bases, entirely different tur elatively- low-
and ®perating millages. As can be seen from ~ « spending,®low SEV, low age districts with
‘an examination of Table 6, the suburban the exceptlons of Brlmley and Huron Valley
* distriets tend té be hlgh-SPendmg-dlstrlcts, ‘16 . Briniley, .in ‘the Upper Peninsula, is th
. of the 18 are in the top uartile of Michigan beneficiary of considerable Impact Ald. Huron Y .
. distriets in. current operatmg expenditure per . Vallgy is exurban Oakland County and mlght
pupil.” All 'spend abovk-the ‘median.; All but. well be elassified as a suburben dlstrlct.
‘. four’ spend above the average. The 18 also are

, generally” well off in, terms. of their avallablel’_ ~ One, could arg'ue, .based on the data in- .,

tdx bases; in 1980-‘81 12 of the 18;were "out- . Table 6 that, w1th the ‘exception of the 5 large  -.

‘of-formula" dlstncts, meaning thelr state °~ _ urban ‘districts .and.. perhaps * the small

equahzed valuation per pupil was at a level. town/rurals, these districts perhaps are best”
"that preclubed their participation in state aid ' -- able to -turn- to, local sources to replade the
updefr’ the men@_ershlp formyla: Their state . . > . - .=
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MICHIGAN. scnoox. Dlsrﬂgrs RECEIVING 'm'imi- -& GRANTS IN FOUR OF FIVE
1 : " FISCAL YEAR§/DURING THE PERIOD 1977-78 THROUGH 1981-82 -
: 0.7 PR .‘ - ‘ARRANGBD BY cxusus'mn: amuw(xn mdumronwmom
L RN T, 42 . ) . - .
T T cxumuu'. FUND REVENUES ° .CURRENT ornmmorgs s'm'm,xQUAuznp 2
. NAM - OUTOF Wﬁmc_g EXPENDITURES , VALUATION " OPERATING °
sc ls‘mlc'r FORMULA LOCAL™ STAT ER meﬂL—'—ﬁ_ﬂlK PET'FUF“TTANK‘- . MILLAGE
- * LARGE URBAN , SR ¢t . : - S0
LT Detroit . NO- 3t 51 .1 4 82,486 (63)  $23,130" (17 3190 ..
: Flint NO U ) B ~13/l S5 2,665, L U2 348 (373) 400 -
" Grand Rapids NO m 8 13 s 2,557 8)" 30,817 (432) 3100
B ' La’hs_ing S NO 52 31 .. 10 7. T, 2515 ’ (53) | 37,084 (330 - 33.78°
« Pontiac "+ NO © 51 31 13 5*> .. 2,688 {(37) -~ "-38,593 ' (315) ., 3129
cIrYfwN . ' - . Toe - o
" Ann Arbor YES 93 L3 T4 T 2,9 0 . (21) 84,269 . (47) 32.32
. . Highland Park. - - NO. - 26 . 62 9 13 - 2,260 g ‘ " (1061, 16,378 (528) 3690
. Manistee . NO - 16 17 7 T 1,120 " (433) 52534 . (150) 24.50
"o % Marquette - YES .82 - 2 .5 10 2,175 - (135) 68y Jo4™ q9a), 2627
Seginaw ¢ . NG - 47 .35 .12 T 2,353 (87) . 34,384  (378) - 31,80
Traverse City .., YES 98 1 '. 2 T2 “L,8M4 (334) 65,503 - (97} 26.42
» SUBURBAN - L S , _ . R N
* Berkeley - NO 7517 ' 1 2,394 . (18) 46,799 - (199) ' - 38.25
. N cmppewa Valley. NO 6 21 2 ‘001 - (8D - 45,40‘1 .- (215) 4.8
. <7 coloma . NO 56 -3 4 1 1,048 | (239) "35,269 (361 20,87
Lo " Dearofn YES o2 1 3 2,342 . 5) . i20,503  an 26.49
- ' EastLansing  YES 92 1 2 2,671 41 - 58,554 (125) - 39.60
- Ecorse - YES 86 1 0. 2,996 - (15) . 86,779  (38) 28.65
Farmingtori _YES 86 2 3 -9 2,918 - S @) 1495 (67 3353
. Forest Hills " YES 95 T2 1 2 . 2,040 C(190) eEIfr (119) 3183
Godwin Heights YES 85, 0 5 11, 2,925 (z2) 83,662 - (50) 29.90.
i - Livonia ‘ YES 93 3 1 4 2,500 (s8) ' 62,747  (109) . 3450
<, Northville . * e YES ‘89 7. 3 1 2,507 (54) 67,370 (90) - 33a8
'Plym'outh L NO 80 . 17 3 0 .- 2,118 )(m) 47,842 (190)" 35.26
Redford Union NO - 49 ° a1 Kie 8 2,507 . - (s5) 30,766  (434)  35.65
’ . Walled Lake -+ . YES m 11 ] S5 T, 2,317 o (97) 52,904  (148) 32,23
- Warren Consolidated, NO . 88 6. 2 4 2,380 (81 55,622 (1350 - -33.95 .
Waterford . NO 54 30, 8 8 . 2,260 (107) 38,728  (287) - 2977
Waverly - _ YES. 93 1 ) 2 .47 2,690 ©(36) 84,303 . _.(46) 30.50
'. . R 2 .
s . +* .
. e : : o o : A S ’ .
Co. . ' . A . 12 . ‘v' ’ . ’ a .
M . A : . o0
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‘lost- Tatle IVC capabllltles and, hence, really
are not losers under the block  gtant
arrangement, furthermore, from an equity
 standpoint, it makes better sense to spread the
.'Title IVC dollars they received in past years
‘across all distriets,. part}cularly those which

&id not have the capablllty to compete or were .

not successful in competing for. dlscrettonary
grants. An administrator from wa’ district
which had received no Title IVC funds durlng
‘the flve-year perlod put.it thus.

[I see] an advantage of Chapter 2 being

its rnon-competitive. nature particularly

- for school distriets’ like our distriet which -

are uriable to compete on‘an equitable or

‘'a fair basis with other school distriets- °

- able to hire grantsmen and proposal
. writers.16

A somewhat contrary view was expressed by

“the deputy superintendent of one of the' thirty-.

five districts which had been successful in
competing for Title IVC dollars,
Chapter 3 would become "old hat" fast, that:’

... contrary to-what you got out of tight
categoricals in-  the - discretionary

programs, you would not see innovative .
.-ideas coming out, you would not se®

* creativity .« . [I fear that]
" will ' be lost “under
approach.17 :

creativity

~ Losers: The Public Schools

- Michigan's public sehools in general may. °
also be said to be "losers,".or to suffer "very -

substantial reductions," under Chapter 2.  We
are not here talking about the overall lower
levels of federal funding that, in a general
. sense, makeé all public schools "losers," but
rather about a shift of substantial dollars (or,
more properly, services that the dollars buy)
from the public to the private sector.
According to a. program , official in. the
Michigan Department of Education, the non-
public sector, under the antecedent programs,
received services during 1981-82. “whose dollar
-value was estimated at $350,000.
1982-83 Chapter 2 allocatlon, the non-public

sector is eligible for services ‘Whose dollar-

value amounts to $1,479,328. This represents
a four-fold increase in the dollar value  of
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‘services available for use in the public sector.
These data are displayed in Table 7.

TABEE 1

- DOLLAR VALUE OF SERVICES TO ‘
NON—PUBLIC SCHOOLS e

,1981-82 1982-83
.$350,000, .. . $1,479,328
(Estxmated) .- S

I,-

.In summary, then, the "losers" under Chapter 2

’ are: -

. . . . 3 o

(1) The twelve ESAA districts, particularly

.the five "large urban"-school districts—

Detroit, Flint, Lansing, Grand Rapids ‘and

‘in addition - to . loss of

ESAA | funds, suffer '"very substantial

) reductions" through the loss of T1t1e v-C
funds. :

(2) .

The thrrty-flve
Detroit, Flint, Grand Rapids, Lansing and

J

s

d1str1cts—-1ncludlng '

_.Pontiac—which in- the past years, have e
competed very successfully for Title IV-C .~

funds. Aside from the five "large urban"
distriats, these tend to be suburban, "out-
of-formula," and relatively hlgh—spendlng
districts

The public sector—by virtue of a shlft of
substantial - dollars (or serv1ces), to the
non—publlc sector .

The Twenty-Four Sample Dlstrlcts . .

As our exploration moves from "osers" th

"winners," it might be well to introduce the .-
"twenty-four sample districts" used by the -

Mlchlgan Department of Education staff as

they. worked with the State
Commission in the development of a funding
- formula. - ‘The 24 districts were chosen -to
~ represent the range and diversity of Mlchlgan'
530 K-12 distriets,  The districts  included

‘large urban, city, suburban, small town and -

rural districts; large and small districts;

.';14_
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Northern, Central, Southern and Southeastern ‘




~allocations”under antecedent.programs, and-a S : - ‘ o
breakdown of ‘their '1982-83 Chapter 2 Detroit loses - $1;5,73 920(32%)
allocations are displayed in Table 8. Flinfloses . 793.946(68%)
. e L , Lansing loses. 684,168(71%)
An’ examination ‘of the' data in Table 8 Grand Rapids loses 539,689(65%)
_. corroborates oup preyious findings on "osers." Pontiac loses 360,135(55%) -
/Nine of the twelve ESAA districts—and all - Bénton Harbor loses~ ‘338,668(68%)
five. of the ’ "large\ urban" districts—are - Ferndale loses 277,063(85%‘)
included in Table 8 and, .in each.case, they Ypsilanti loses - s 173:086(72%)
: : ' ’ Ecorse loses 105,914(79%).
TABLE 8

-,

{

" distriets; {«realthy ang' le,s'sjl wealthy districts.
The twenty-four districts,-along with« their
public schpol memberships; their 198182

‘programs:

I3

receive substantially ‘less funding under

Chapter 2 than

. i )
ECIA CHAPTER 2 FORMULA DISTRIBUTIONS: SELECTED DISTRICTS

-

they did under the antecedent.

) T " ECIA CHAPTER 2 1982-83 , , o
SELECTED MEMBERSHIP - ACHIEVEMENT . DESEGREGATION SPARSITY . - TOTAL .  1981-8%
_DISTRICTS MEMBERSHIP , AMOUNTS$ ~ AMOUNT YES/RO AMOUNT YES/NO AMOUNT ALLOCATION Al
v o . _ B :
DETROH CITY 206,206 789,030 2932 1,368,984 Y. 1,183,559 N 0 3,341,582 " 4,915,502
 ANN ARBOR 15,060 57,6271  8.84 -7 N - o - 57,627 696
' TROY . 11,424 43,713 4.96 N N 43,713 63,224
SUTTONS BAY 760 ) 2,008 - ' N Y 1,829 4,738, 983 -
" EAST LANSING. 4,452 © 17,035 6.00 N N 17,035 76,967
MONROE 7,835 29,980  15.42 g; N - N 29,980 18,123
EAST CHINA 4,545 17,392 10.67 N N 17,392 13,371
EAST DETROIT 7,453 28,519  13.09 - N N. 28,519 17,019
GRASS LAKE 849 3,249 .10.38 N Y 1,880 5,129 1,161
_ REDFORD UNION 5,167(/ 19,772 - 9.83 "N N 19,7172 12,357
o MARQUETTE 4,464 ° 17,082 . 997 N N 17,082 88,179
BENTON HARBOR 8,098 30,086, 3744 _ 85815 Y 46,480 N 163,281 511,969
A ECORSE | 2,540 9,120  18.21 3,107 Y 14,579 N - 27,406 133,320
' TAYLOR 15,347 38,775  19.03 24,911 N ‘ N 63,686 *39,234
FERNDALE' 4,889 18,708  13.63 - Y 28,062 N 46,770' 323,833
ALPENA - 6,133 25,764 - 7.87 - N ©y v 16,881 42,845 20,256
LANSING 24,320 93,060 14.43 44222 Y ias,sé_o N 276,872 931,046_ '
.YPSILANTI 6195 23,705 18.29 7620 - Y 35,557 N 67,082 240,168
GRAND RAPIDS 26,114 -99,92’; ' 18.50 135,643 Y 149,887 N " 285,454 825,143
'-F_Lm'r ' 32,087 122,780~ 19.24 55,374 Y N 362,323 1,156,269
WAVERLY © 3,56, 13,53 120 - N - N 13,530 © 5,330 -
'LUDINGTON 2,642 - 10,110  7.90 ' N B N 10,110 - 3,561
. SAGINAW 16,674 63,802  18.41 22,025 N N 85,827 - ég','rss
. PONTIAC 17,301 66,202  22.03 < 53,385 Y o903 "N 218,890 579,025
. ;". B
)
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- The data also ¢orroborate our findings on .

former ~ "winners"  under  Title
predominantly * “suburban . - school. - dlstrlcts,
- becoming "losers" under Chapter ‘2.

V-’Troy, East Lgnsing,< Redford Union, Ecorse, "
' Ferndale and Waverly—and all are "losers."
Let ui now turn to Chapter 2 "w1nners "

\
Winners: The Smaller and Rural Distriets ’
’

i.e., those" districts which: received very
, substantial increases in funding under Chapter
2 were the smaller. school’ dlSt[‘ths—Whlch we
‘ clas51fy as.small fown or rural‘districts: These
are the distriects which traditionally did not
compete for discretionary grants, stch gs Title
'IVC, and whose federal dollars Munder the
programs antecedent to Chapter 2 largely had
been limited to Title IVB funds. By returning

finding. ‘Sutton's Bay (Northern Michigan) and.
/Grass Lake (South - Central Mlchlgan
experienced five-fold and four-fold increases
as a result of Chapter;2.  Sutton's Bay went
from a 1981-82 allocation of $963 to a 1982-83
allocation of $4,738.
increased from $1 161 to $5,129." It is well to
. ngte that in both cases, the a110catlon 1ncluded
e}?dltlonal dollars under the sparsity factor in
e formula——approx1mate}y_ $1,800. for each.
- distriet. However, four - and .
. percentage increases for very small distriets

.do .ot mean huge- increases -in terms of -

" absolute dollars. As the superintendent 1n one
- of these two districts put 1t' ‘ “c'

I have dlfflculty with the amounts of
money " involved, partlcularly for small

school ‘distriets llke [our dlstrlct] where, -

‘at 'best, there would bé a very small
impact. Our'$5,000. allocation is a small
- .amount in terms of what we really would
“like to do: I am glad to’'sit here and take
~'what- is
peanuts.

: However, for the supermtendent of the other
‘small distriet, the $5,000 allocation’was figre
than ”peanuts" and would permit-his dlstrife “to.
initiate. a- computer
program that ‘they would not have initiated
otherw1se or, at least, not as quickly.22

The .
suburban districts dlsplayed in Table“8 are: .

\

By‘and large, the "w1nners" in Mlchlgan, ‘

to Table 8, we also can . -substantiate thléj”

Grass Lake's allocation. .

five-fold -

glven to us, but really it isgstill;

literacy prografi—a

VG, °

\

9"

L-udlngtgn, a small town school distriet on
J.the shores of Lgke Mlchlgan, also is a winner— .
‘moving from $3,561 in 1981-82 to $10,110
under a 1982-83 :Chapter 2 allocation.- Note
that Luqlvrllgton did net qualify for the Sparsity
:factor., Monroe, East China and’ "Bast Detroit,
while’ conSIderably larger in pupil populatlon*—
~ 4,500-7,500 range—still are essentially rural in
character. All three are winners. .

P}

Taylor and Alpena are aromalies--both - - :

~are winners arid both are somewhat unique.
Both' are
problems " currently facing Mlchlgans school
districts—and the reality, in both cases, of

schqols actually closing their doors as a result,-'f.

of millage failures. . Chapter 2 helps out .
Taylor, essentially a suburban community, °°
- because of the high incidence of low-achlevmg ;
pupils in the distriet—fully $24,911 of its total -
Chapter 2 allocatiom~of $63, 696 comes from'
the low millage .failures. Alpena picks up
. $16,881 as a result of the sparsity factor. -
Alpena, located- iny, the sparsely settled
"thumb" area of Michigan, is the only county- )
wide school distriet in Michigan. .

Wlnners. The Non—Pubhc Schools

In a\prev1ous section, we 1dent1f1ed the .
public schools in-general as "losers" and the:
non-public. schools as "winners" because of the
‘shift of substantial dollars under Chapter 2
from the pubhc to. the non-public sector. As
dlsplayed in Table 7 on page 13, non-publie
schools in Mlchlgan, during 1981-82 and under
the antecedent programs, had available
_services estimated to cost a total of $450,000.
‘Under Chapter 2, that figure has increased
better than four-fold to $1,479,328. -They are
winners!

s

A related group of "w1nners" may be those
public sehool distriets that include non-public -
‘schools within their boundaries, but whose.
non-public schools choose not to participate.
The non-publiec . school,” - through .its
membegrship, generates Chapter 2 dollars at
the same per pupil rate as the publi¢ school
district and, if the non-public school " decides
not to participate, the allocation reverts to
the public school..  The decision not - to
participate, in part, may be a function of how.
many dollars per pupll are available, An

‘administrator in one of the suburban school -

-

illustrative »of the severe fiscal .
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dlSt[‘lctS xdentlfled among the “twenty -four .
sample districts" felt that that was the reason
for the lack of partieipation by the non—publlc
schools ln thelr distriet:

. the allocatlon was not that md‘ch. We
ape talkmg only. %4 .00 per pupil whereas in
Benton Harbor,

~ pupik
- As a caveai LS 0uld b% noted that the non-
publies to wh ' the .. administrator was .
referring -were Baptlst 'schools and not

affiliated withk Michigan's three large systemlc
groups~Roman: Catholic, ‘Christian Reformed

- and Lutheran*Mlssourl Synod No-'cases were
uncovered where non-publics affiliated with,

'..- + these three'Systems chose not to partlclpate
Anothbr aspect o{ h ‘._.;_nonfpubllcs as
;‘wmners!' {under - Chapter: 24, lates again to
,how’ the ‘non-pu S, are-generated.
’ ““c(_T_he per-puprl allocatlomi"fOr a -non-public
% pedfrool is idetitical to the peﬁ-pupll allocation
vof the - ‘public - school distej¢t in which the
former is located. ;__"Qt X Schﬁtﬂ“ in Ann Arbor
‘ ‘ ‘per X pupll—only ‘the
hrin the formula comes into
- 'hool" in ‘Detrbit generates
pll:—my addition . to
Shlp fac br “‘he desegregatlon and low-

Jow achiev m 't»\pl‘ob‘lem in the school.
-pitblic |- school in - this

n additiénal "winner."™
“tthe "winners" under
I sehiool districts,

L satraditionally did not
J tlonary grants—and

total' of 529.K-12 districts in Mlchlgan are
o be w' 5,000 :in enrollment; 329%are below
90 in enrollment; and 124 are below

£ -:*1 000 ig.enrollment. However, a caveat is
Tu iri.order. Even though these districts
L received . substantial increases

‘percentage-wwe, the lncrease51 absolute
.dollars | were relatively /. small; -for
example, while Sutton's Bay experienced a
five-fold _increase the actual = dollar

-.inerease amounted only to $3,775. '

» . I

the

thoygh there ] llke will not he a desegregation '

-.".goodly number. ‘Some 451 of the

tis upwards of$21 00 per .

. distriets—i.e:, suburban districts.

Yoy

X . ]
. e T ’ Ty '
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(2) The non—publle schools—-under Chapter 2,
" there is a ‘four-fold.increase in the. do]lar '
‘value -of servicesavailable to the non--
“'public schools ,when compared .to' the

~_dollar value of services availble under. the-.
antecedent progtrams. Addltlonally, those
non-publi¢ schools located in public sehool
istricfs quahfymg‘\for desegregation and
‘lgw  achievement = factors under the -
formula receive an additjonal windfall. ’

Thus ‘kigmﬁcant funding shifts have
occurred in Michigan as a result of ECIA-
Chapter 2.

(1) significant shifts of Chapter 2 dollars away
from the urban core areas, (2) significant .
shifts of dollars from the publlc schools to the

“non-public schools, and (3) some shifting of

dollars away from "innovative and creative"
Under the
antecedent programs, a heavy emphasis was

_placed on equity defined as equal treatment of ’

equals, i.e., accommodating special needs. -
Under Chapter 2, equlty defined as something -

- for everyone receives the-heavier emphasis.

16

However, Michigan, through its Chapter 2
formula, attempted to retain a relatively
heavy emphasis on 'special needs and to

prevent. a_more massive shift of funds away -

from urban core areas. And, as 'we have seen
’

. Michigan was somewhat successful in this

effort. As one of the legislators who served

_on the Advisory Committee put it:

What you were dealing with -was an
historical pattern where you had money -
¢ targeted in the past to particular groups, .
to particular target audiences and what -
you wanted to do was maintain that sort
of hlstorlcal pattern, ..
question of how to stem the flow .

St1]1 a series of important policy
questlons remain. Will Michigan .choose to

. eontinue to include, as high cost factors under

the formula, desegregation and achievement in -
an ongoing attempt to stem hugd losses ;f’

urban school districts? Will- Michigan choeose -
to move from achlevement test scores as.a
highly weighted factor in the formula to

‘census - data now that - the 1980 results- are

ava11ab1e‘7 If so, what will be the -effects on

While this has .not resulted in a. -
- radical distribution of funds, it has resulted in:

. at best 1t was a
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~the distribution of Chépter ‘2 funds in the
future? Will the formula continue to result in .

a 51gmf1cant shift of. dollars | from’ the public.

sector to the noncpubllc sector? *  Will -

" Michigan, through-its set-aside of $450,000 of

" its "20 pereerf

.funds" for state discretionary

. grants,: be successful in mitigating the effeets

[

-

of the Chapter 2 shift of dollars away from
"creatlve angd 1nnovat1ve" d15tr1cts‘7

at ~a ‘level where it is likely to have a

" significant impact on education and the way

‘3 Terrell N

federal aid to education is packaged? Or does

it represent a first step toward removing -

federal financial support from many areas
previously’ viewed as appropriate natlonal
-goals"

*  FOOTNOTES Co
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