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ABSTRACT

The California Supreme Court in Serrano v Priest declared wealth and expen-

diture disparities that favor the wealthy in violation of the equal protection

provisions of the U.S. andCalifornia cinstitutions. Legislatures have proposed a

number of ways to satisfy the implied mandate and eventually attain equality of

expenditures. This paper looks at simulations of two such proposals and concludes

that more equality of expenditures may well result in less equity of expenditures

for Black children.

This paradox arises out of the fact that most Black children are in large

cities, and the industrial wealth of these places them typically above the median

in wealth and expenditures, though usually not by much. Urealth and expenditure

equalliation alone would tend to cause funds to flow7out of the above-median cities

into the below median places.

Equality connotes evenness. Equity connotes fairness. The value judgement

Implied in the latter concept will ultimately be made by whomever emerges. victori:-

ous from the current debate over whether Black children should receive more than

equal resources (or whether they are inferior genetically).

Quality education for Black children cannot be bought in a system designed for,

and biassed toward, white culture with equal dollars. Not for a host of reasons.
to

Educators concerned with Black children are impugned/take positions based on the

best interpretations of available data, and to press for the development of new

knowledge to determine the validity of these positions.

One position advocated is that relevant edwators demand equal funding for

a Black perspective on all major research that threatens to have a major Impact on

the Black community.
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I. PURPOSE

a

The purposes of this paper are three in number: to discuss the

legal, economic and other implications of a 1971 landmark court rul-

ing' from a Black perspective; to advocate a position, based on an

interpretation of currently available data, to which Black educate-rs

and others' concerned with equity in educational opportunities of

Black children miyht react, and to outline further rieded research

that ought to be undertaken in order to obtain better knowledge of

the empirical bases for future positions on these and related issues.
.

SectionsII, III and IV below, deal with the first purpose;

section V with method; section VI with the second purpose and.sec-
-, ..- ""

tIon VII with the third.

II. LEGAL ISSUES

In October, 1971, the California Supreme Court called up a

case from a lower court which involved the question whether the

Inequitable amounts spent on school children in rich and poor dis-

tricts can be considered a violation of both the Fourteenth Amend-

ment of the United States Constitution and equivalent provisions

of the State Constitution of California which guarantee equal pro-

tectlon of the Laws. 2

John Serrano, the plaintiff, brought the suit.on behalf of all
.1,

children who, like his own, were unable to obtain an adequate edu-

cation without'moving from one district to another, because the

former had substantially less wealth within its district boundaries

subject Ao the education tax rate. The principal in the poorschool

district told Serrano bluntly that the district was simply incapable

1 5
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it of providing the kindof educational program needed by his children,

and advised him to move across the district boundary to a neighbor-

ing district which had more property wealth per pupil.

These circumstances were familiar to a growing group of school

finance reform advocates who, upon hearing of Serano's plight, com-

mitted the time and energy necessary to produce a class action suit

which is known in law'as Serrano vs. Priest.

The primary issue raised by Serrano vs. Priest is the inequity

and unconstitutionality of interdistrict.wealth and expenditure dis-

parities. In the words of the California Supreme Court, the pre-

veiling model of school finance "with its substantial dependence on

local property taxes and resultant wide disparities in school revenues

violates the equal protection clause of the Fourteenth Amendment ...

because it makes the quality of A child's education a function of the

wealth of his parents and neighbors." 3

The Fourteenth Amendment of the U. S. Constitution, and equi-

valent language foundin the California State Constitution, requires

that the State provide equal protection of the laws to all its citi-
.

zens, and prohibits the State from depriving any citizen or class

of any of the rights accorded other citizens. "Fundamental.rights"

arc those found in the Bill of Rights, such as the right to vote,

the right to a fair and speedy trial, etc.

When a fundamental right is involved, the State may deprive a

Citizen of the right only insofar as it has a "compelling state

reason" of a gravity equal to that of national security at the feder-

al level.

6
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The court is obliged to apply standards of "strict scrutiny"

when reviewing the violation of a fundamental right, which is to
,

say that it placsgs.. the burden of proof on the State to show that

violation of a right is necessary by virtue of some such compelling

State reason.

Hence, in order, to generally require that the State remove

disparities in wealth and expenditures, the California Supreme Court

was. , in effect, suggesting that education is to be classified among

those fundamentalrights that the State may not violate.

In a sister suit of Serrano's appealed from the Federal District

Court in Texas, 4
the issue of the inequity of wealth disparity and

the prerequisite issue of education as a fundamental right were

brought before the U. S. Supreme Court. The majority ruled, by a

5-4 vote, that education is not a fundamental right at the federal
.

level, but that each state retains the option to interpret language

in its own State Constitution to that effect, or to adopt new con-

stitutional language embodying the concept, if it felt the wealth

disparities in its State are of sufficient size to warrant a plebi-

scite on the issue.

This posture of the U. S. Supreme Court was viewed as a set-

back by the lawyers for the plaintiff when compared with the pre-

vious language on this issue laid down by the Warren Court in

Drown vs. Board of Education, 5 which the California Court liberally

Interpreted as implying, by virtue of its inherent logic, that edu-
.

cation could.be considered a fundamentai right.
0

.. t .......
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Interstate Wealth Neutrality .

It Is Interesting to speculate further on the broader impli-

cations of the close vote in Rodriquez. Had the majority upheld

Rodriquez and hence, Serrano, the court might have concluded, among

other things, that wealth equalization must be accomplished not

only within States, but for the Nation as a whole, and that Congress

must see to it that a nationwide program is legislated to that effect.

A superficial knowledge of the empirical data would seem to

suggest that such a decision would leave the poor and minorities,

(especially the Blacks who are so numerous in the low wealth south- s

..-

ern states), better off. But fisrther reflection reminds us that

Blacks have been steadily moving northward and to the cities for

some tine and that industry and. Whites are on a net reverse trend

southward and to the suburbs. In the final analysis, as we shall

see in section VI below, it is the empirical data which must guide

us to our conclusions regarding who will win and lose as a result

of a broad application of the principle of wealth neutrality.

Public Finance and the Quality of Life

As a last speculation, if education had been declared a funda-

mental right--protected from the inequity of wealth disparities--it

could well have been the entering wedge for a raft of other cases .

designed to extend the equity principle to other public services,

such as public sanitation and the protective services, most of

which are also financed by the same type of mechanism. The impli-

cations.Of this fact for the enhancement of the quality of life in



the city arc practically unfathomable. It wouldf'among other

things, serve to sweep away the primary source orthe attraction

for the suburban flight of Whites that Is, In turn, creating the

problem of de facto segregation in the schools. It would also help

to-remove the prime attraction for the flight of footloose indus-

tries to those same suburbs and to the South which is, in turn, con-

tributing to problemc.of urban. unemployment.

Some Implications for Black Education

But we have strayed a great distance

with implications of issues of.equity, arising from the court's

)m our Initial concern

ruling in Serranolfor Black education. These issues arise as much

from what the court did not say as frdm What it did. 1) Note that

the court is addressing itself to disparities in wealth and expendi-

tures among districts and not to what the districts do with the

revenues to provide equity in educational. opportunities among

children from differeqt schools or communities; 2) The cause of

action has to do only with equity on the input side of the edu-

cation process, i.e., school expenditures, with no parallel regard

for the equity with regard to outcomes, despite the recent liter-

ature defining the latter as true'"equalization of education oppor-

tunity;" 3) The court said nothing about the structure of governance

of the school system, i.e., who should make the decisions regarding

how the money is allocated once it is apportioned to a district;

4f The court placed the emphasis of its remarks on the issue of

expenditure disparities caused by disparities in wealth, although
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the real value of the educational dollar is also'a function of

Inequities in educational costs, educational need, the costs of

other government services and in general, overall effort required

to pOduce equal quality of zducational and °the:- public services

in various settings.

The crux of the .legal issue for Black children therefore, re-

volves about whether most Black childyen are within the plaintiff

class of Serrano vs. Priest, i.e., whether they are among the "wealth

disadvantaged." There is no a priori reason for believing that

most Blacks do or do not belong to this class. To the extent thCy

dO, Blacks should join the effort to educate the courts and the

legislatures in the movement for wealth equalization; to the extent
. .

that they do not, Blacks should study the potential impact on the
..

availability of education resources for Clack education that legis-

lative responses to Serrano imply. To the e'rient that some Black

people are wealth disadvantaged and someare not,.the appropriate

responses to the different liaisons that are building in practically

every State must be considered and the empil:ical evidence collected

and analyzed justly.

Whether we like it or-not, alliances will be struck. In a

political milieu characterized by countervailing power, those who
i

'fail to participate in the process are the only certain losers.

III. THE ECONOMIC ISSUE

Before we look at the empirical data on whether most Black

people are among the plaintiff class in Serrano l.c., that they
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4 are victims of wealth inequities and as a result'inequities in

terms of expenditures, we ought to take a look at what significance

this matter has for current thinking on the economics of education.

The literature abounds with definitions of equality of educa-

tionaltional opportunitt. All would agree, moreover, that a system

which provides more co the privileged than to the disadvantaged is

untenable. The problem arises in attempting a definition of the

."disadvantaged." In particular, there is the problem that not all

who are wealth disadvantaged are disadvantaged in other respects;

and vice versa.

Some economic location theorists even go so far as to deny
. .

the existence of the concept of wealth disadvantage per se.7 Given

.

perfect mobility, they argue, people will locate nearest the kind

of wealth that most enhances their total opportunity set. Thus,

iricome-rich people will' tend to locate residentially in property-

rich areas in order to avoid the externalities of;. industrial areas,

and are willing and able to support a superior school system with

the capitalized value of their homes. income -poor people could con-
.

ceivably move into these areas at some sacrifice,.but would pro-

bably prefer. to economize.on_public service costs by locating near."

Industrial property wealth, the presence of which they hope will

tend to reduce their tax bill and to offer them employment.

Commerical property tends to locate wherever the residents of
.

residential or industrial enclaves congolmerate.

The benefits of the superior educational system in.rich resi-

dential areas are, therefore, offset by the high cost of housing to

. so



its residents. The benefits of the lowered tax 'rate in industrial

areas is offset by such externalities as noise and pollution. :f

mobile, either resident could locate next to the other if he chose,

but his net incentives probably would cause him to choose otherwise.

According to this view, any proposal which purports to elimin-

ate wealth Inequities is simply imposing costs, in addition to these

capitalized home valdes and industrial externalities on home owners

In both areas who wind up paying twice in real terms.

What.ever the outcome of this debate. in general, it is hardly

as ,relevant to Black people who are much less mobile into wealthy

enclaves and even blue collar enclaves where these arc peopled by

the skilled trades that we find so hard to penetrate.

More important to Black people are the many dimensions of.

educational disadvantage other than wealth with which the lawyers

for the plaintiffs have so far failed to impress either the court

orthe media. Among these are the dimensions. of nee, cost and

effort.

0
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IV. OTHER ISSUES

Educational Need Inequities

.
Wealth Is not the only dimension of fiscal disadvantage nor is it

probably the most important from the perspective of Black people. In

en earlier suit before the federal district .n Illinois,
8

the

a

attorneys for the plaintiff .argued that some children and in particu-

lar minority children, need more educational resources than do children

of other communities. This was also the essence of a case arising in

Washington,.D.C.
9 In' the latter instance, the court, in effect, agreed

with the need argument, in the former, it did not, arguing that the
a.,

evidence was not presented in suc'-: a wayas to convince the court'that

there was any "manageable and acceptable standards'of need" that the

court could use as a criterion fOr a mandate.

Cost Inequities

Numerous amicus briefs were filed in Rodriguez, including one by

the Education Finance Reform Project,
10 which asked the court to re-

cognize the additional costs of education peculiar to the urban centers,

as well as the high cost of other competing services which are necessary

In center cities and which are absent from the suburban and rural areas.

Because the court skirted the central issue of the suit, i.e., whether

it had jurisdiction by virtue of alleged violations of the Fourteenth

Amendment to the U.S. Constitution, it never really tackled this issue.

inequities in Tax Effort
ON

Lurking beneath the surface in Serrano is still another issue,
. .

which the attorneys for the plaintiff have chosen not to emphas;zeuntil

13 .
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J the court rules on the issue of wealth diSparities, A taxpayers suit

will probably next allege that the operation of the prevailing system

iscriminates against some taxpayers by producing different amounts

of educational expenditures for the same very tax effort, primarily

because the Inputs are allowed to vary with varying wealth bases.

Thus, taxpayer A in district 1, paying the same tax rate as taxpayer

0 In district 11,-gets d smaller return for his. Wfort and is therefore

deprived of his Fourteenth Amendment rights of equal protectio.n of the

laws.

Y

Accountability and the Education Production Function

.. I

Education is the largest government.service provided outside of

national defense. Yet, it is one to which resources are committed with .

no real contracts for minimum results. As crucial and expensive as this

service is to the nation, it is a'wonder that the situation has been

tolerated for so long.
.

One of the causes. of this anomaly, and in turn, the cause of

-..

another, is the absence of a production func.tion in education. Because

we have tolerated such poor accountability, we cannot rela,e inputs to

outputs in any meaningful way. .Because of that fact, we have no way

to hold the educator accountable.

a

I

Despite the chicken-egg situation: education economists have been

able to estimate from theoretical analogs to capital theory and avail-

able, empirical evidence that the investment of a marginal dollar in

education reaps far greater returns than elsewhere in the economy and

would return more if invested in the.Black child than in the White.
ll

Nevertheless, persuasive proof of this proposition on the empirical

. 14
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4 level must await better accountability and management information

systems at the school level.

V. METHODOLOGY AND DATA

Unfortunately, these and a raft of other Implied Issues are far

.too many to deal with here, despite their importance. At most, we

can expect only to address the central questions of whether the Black

child Is or is not among the victim of wealth inequity and what im-

plications this matter holds for his "expenditure inequity". Let us

begin at the national level, and develop a way in which to look at

the 'available data on thes'e two related issues.
lla

Table A-1 in the appendix contains the basic data at the national

level which we will use to. develop the first half of a methodology

which we will later apply to the state level to determine whether or

notBlacks are for the most part, among the wealth and

expenditure disadvantaged. An important constraint in the

methods is that we keep the analysis as simple as possible, because

our ultimate constituencies are the layman classes-- legislators,

boards of education and Parent Advisory Council Members-- not the

professional teachers, principals and superintendents.

What Table A-1 shows for forty-nine states and Washington, D.C.,

Is th
12

eir ADA (average daily attendance) and Black ADA ranked by

their assessed valuation per unit ADA, highest to lowest. The range

Is wide-- from 2,326 for South Carolina to 49,412 for Wisconsin.

More surprising than the range, however, Is the fact that the cumula-

tive percentages of ADA and Black ADA ranked"high to low attain the

;median value
13 of .50 at approximately the same point In the table,

.I.5
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i.e., between Virginia and Tennessee for all ADA, and for Black ADA.

This means that. Black ADA is no more wealth disadvantaged in the

country as a whole than is total ADA.

Tables A-2 through A-5 (which is the same data as In A-1, but

for California, Maryland and Tennessee), show that within states,

no single pattern tends to hold.
i4 Where districts are ranked by

assessed valuation per student in California, Bleck ADA tends to

attain the median value of .50 much sooner than total ADA. Thir

Indicates that Black people within districts in California tend

to be concentrated in those with highest assessed valuation, i.e.,

slacks are wealth advantaged rather than wealth disadvantaged, in

California. In Maryland, as we shall note in Table A-3, hoWever,
.

cumulative percent of Black ADA tends to attain a value of .50

later than the total ADA, when districts are ranked by assessed

valuation per pupil, from highest to lowest. this is an indication

that Blacks are among the wealth disadvantaged in this, southern

state, but not' in all. Table A-4 shows the reverse is true in

Tennessee.

Table A-5 is a similar table for thrity-four large cities.15

Here too, we note that when ranked from highest to lowest assessed

valuation per pupil, Black ADA tends Co attain the median before

total ADA, indicating that Blacks tend to be more concentrated in
N

cities with the highest wealth than the lowest, nationwide.

.
..

Table 1 is derived from Table A-1 by separating total and

Black ADA both into two groups. We first divided AV/ADA for each

State by AV/ADA for all states, and then grouped in the "Average is

and Celow Average AV/ADA" category, those states with a ratio to
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TABLE I

.

.

Distribution of ADA and Black ADA by Wealth of States Relative to
the United States

.

.

Ratio to Average .

AV/ADA .

-..
. .

Average Total t
and Below Population

Black t B/T X 100

.

0 .00-0 .50 5 ,459 ,955 12.7

0 .51-0 .75 8,182,724 19.0

0 .76-1.00 7,762 ,190 18.0

1 ,243,849 . 19.7 22.8

1,095,157 17.4 13.4

1,011623 16.0 13.0

Subtota 1 21 ,404 ,869 149.7 3,350 629 53.1 15.7
Above
Average

.

.

. - .

.

1,01-1.25 10,352,199 24.0

1.20-1.50 5,288,322 12.3

1 .51-1 .75 691,356 1.6

1.76-2.00 2,878,622 6.7

2.00+ 2,442,256 5.7

1,437,487 22.8 13.9

668,320 10.6 12.6.

25 ,844 0.4 3.7

464,032 7..4 16.1

358.849 5.7 14.7
Subtoto1 21.6r,2 .755 50.3_ 2,25 4.1,r. . 1;(2.....9 13,6
Grand
Totals 43,057,6 05 100.0 6,305,161 100.0 14.6

. .

Data derived by Richard Cloud and Robert
Reform Project, from California Senate
School Districts, Sacramento, November

.

.

Singleton of Education Finance
Office of Research, The Ability of

.

., '.

'

1, 1972; and California State,
Vesting Program, 1970-71 Sacramento, 1972.

Income/ADA means the district per pupil
by the statewide per pupil assessed

.

17
.

Notes : Ratio to average AV/ADA and
assessed valuation and income divided
valuation and income.

I



.
the U.S. average AV/ADA of 1.0 or less, and grouped. .in the "Above

Average AV/ADA" category, those states with a ratio to the U.S. of

more than 1.0.

As this analysis shows in Table 1, the percentage of the ADA

that falls into the first group: those with a ratio to average

AV/ADA of one or less fs 49.7 for the total ADA and 53.1 for Black
.

ADA.. This result would seem to confirm the prior conclusion that

Blacks are no more wealth disadvantaged than Whites on the whole

for the U.S. But this.is the net result of forces seen only when

we break the data down into small enough categories to document

the influence of specific districts. We shall see below.in Section

VI, that the clustering of Black ADA has a unique'and distinct

pattern at almost all levels.

Table'll is also derived from Table A-1,'but this time adding

.

.another dimension, that of income per ADA. The interesting observa-

tion here is one that we shall again analyze in mater tables at the

..

state level: that there is no low income ADA .in high wealth districts,

as indicated by the zero in the upper right hand quadrant of the four-

celled matrix. Total ADA is almost evenly distributed between low

Income-low wealth districts and high income-high wealth districts.

Almost half of Black ADA is in the relatively low income, low wealth

districts. Chart I provides a visual picture of these statisticss.
16

In California, the pattern is completely different. Table III

shows that Black ADA is concentrated in the high wealth districts

(62.7%) while White and Spanish Surname ADA are more concentrated

In the low Income, low wealth districts (59:0 and 55.5% respectively).

. 18



TABLE II

Distribution of ADA by Ratio of Statt to
National Average AV/ADA

Below Approx. Above Far Abve.To.)1s
Average Average Average Average All INC.
INC /ADA INC/ADA INC/ADA INC/ADA Levels

Below T 3,958,281 9,684,378 0 0 13,642,659
Average N 2,772,469 8,531,184 11,303,653
AV/ADA B 1,185,812 1,153,194 2,339,006

Approx. T 2,171,532 12,578,767 3,364,090 0 18,114,389
Average N 1,614,258 11,160,184 2,890,837 15,665,279
AV/ADA B 557,271i 1,418,583 473,253 2,449,110

Above T 5,979,678 0 5,979,678
Average N 5,285,514 5,285,514
AV/ADA B 694,164 694,164

Far Above T 2,695,426 2,183,011 442,441 5,320,878
Average N 2,309,871 1,782,974 405,152 4,497,997
AV/ADA B 385,555 400,037 37,289 822,881

,
Totals T 6,129,813 30,938,249 5,547,101 442,441 43,057,604
All Levels N 4,386,727 27,286,753 4,673,811 405,152 36,752,443

B 1,743,086 3,651,496 873,290 37,289 6,305,161

15

Data derived by Richard Cloud and Robert Singleton of Education Finance
Reform Project, from California Senate Office of Research, The Ability
of School Districts, Sacramento, November 1, 1972; and California State
Testing Program, 1970-71

Notes: Ratio to average AV/ADA and Income/ADA means the district per
pupil assessed valuation and income divided by the statewide per pupil
assessed valuation and income. "Below average" AV and income ADA is defined
as districts which are .75 or less of the statewide average AV. "Approximately
average" AV/ADA and income ADA range from .76-1.25; "Above average AV/ADA and
Income ADA range frcm 1.26 to 1.75; and "Far above average" AV/ADA and income
ADA arc those which arc 1.76 or more of the statewide average.

The Initials T, B and N stand for total, Black and Non-Black ADA.
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TABLE III

ETHNIC DISTRIBUTION AND PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION OF ADA BY
RELATIVE WEALTH OF DISTRICTS IN CALIFORNIA,

1972-73

16

Ratio to Average
Average. 8
AV/ADA

Average and 2,501,295
. 1,897,986 148,364

Below Average
AV/ADA

55:8 59.0 37.3

Above Average 1,977,860 1,316,411 249,179
AV/ADA 44.2. 10.0 62.7

lotals, All 4,479,155 3,214,397 397,543
Levels AV/ADA 100.0 100.0 100.0

Sources: Derived by Richard Cloud and Robert Singleton of the Education
Finance Reform PrOject; from California Senate Office of Research,
The Ability of School Districts Sacramento, November, 1972 and
California State Department of Education, California State Testinc:
Program, 1970-71, Sacramento, 1972.

aotes: Income and wealth classifications are as follows: Districts with
average and below average wealth are those with assessed valuation
per ADA that is equal to or less than the statewide average.
Districts with above average wealth are those with AV/ADA that is
above statewide average. District:, with average and below average
Income/ADA arc those with income/ADA that is equal to or less than
the statewide average. Districts with above average income/ADA
are those with income/ADA that is greater than the statewide average.



o Table IV cross classifies AV/ADA by Income/ADA for thirty-four

large cities in the same manner that Table II cross-classified this

Information for the States. Here again we note the fact that there

ts:aw entry of zero in the upper right-hand quadrant, indicating that

there are few If any income-rich people in property-poor districts.
17

4.

x enditure Disadvantage and Resource Redistribution

The significanCe of the above wealth inequities is in the fact

that they had to expenditure inequities at equal tax effort. For every level

of state revenues, some districts must win resources and some must lose resources

on every alternative proposal for school finance reform. 1

..------

In this section of the paper we shall review the nature of some

of these alternatives and present the remaining methodology by which

we intend to relate the issue of wealth inequity to that'of expendi-

turc inequity

The major eform proposals that are currently under consideration

by state legislatures are those of statewide equalization (also re-

ferred to as "full state assumption" of school finance ('SA) and

"district power equalizing" OPE) .

18
.

. .

Statewide equalization neutralizes wealth inequities within

states by .taking from the districts the right to set a district tax
4.

rate on property values and number of children in a district's
.

schools. Under this change, the state sets a uniform tax rate
.
(by

type of district) sufficiently high to raise funds for an "adequate"

educational quality for all children, and allocates this out to the
.4 . .

. 21



11)

4

TABLE IV

Ethnic Distribution and Percentage Distribution of ADA
by Income and'Wealth of Large Cities, U.S., 1970

Average and
Below Average
Income/ADA

Above Average
Income/ADA.

.

Totals All
Income Levels

Average and T 9,261,798. 62.1 . 0 0.0 9,261,296 38.1
Below Average
AV/ADA. B 2,464,748. 72.9 2,464,748 48.1

Above Average T 5,03,140 37.9 9,367,166..100.0 15,040,306 61.9
AV/ADA

B 915,469 27.1 1,740,017 100.0 2,655,486 51.9

Totals All, T 14,934,938 100.0 9,367,166 .100.0 24,302,104 100.0
health Levels

B 3,380,217 .100.0 1,740,013 100.0 5,120,234 100.0

Sources: Derived by Richard Cloud and Robert Singleton of the Education
Finance Reform Project; from California Senate Office of Research,
The Ability of School Districts Sacramento, November, 1972 and
California State Department of Education, California State Testing
Program, 1970-71, Sacramento, 1972.

totes:

ti

Income and wealth classifications are as follows: Districts with
average and below average wealth are those with assessed valuation
per ADA that is equal to cr less than the statewide average.
Districts with above average wealth are those with AV/ADA that is
Above statewide average. Districts with average and below average
Income/ADA arc those with income/ADA that is ,greater than the
statewide average.

. 22



J districts in the form of a "basic grant", exclusive of categorical program

a

funds.

District power equalizing is similar except that the state now establishes

a "schedule" or range of optional tax rates. Associated with each optional rate

is a level of expenditures that the district simultaneously chooses with its tax

choice. Conversely, should the district desire to choose a certain level of ex-

penditures, which it considers adequate, the same schedule tells it what the

state will require as a tax effort.
19

Table V shows a simulation of statewide equalization and district power.

' equalizing for thirty -four large cities in the U.S. When compared with the

actual expenditures for any given year, statewide equalization and district

power equalizing clearly indicate a resource shift from some districts to others."

The resource shift is wide up oftwo parts, gains and losses due to increases

and. decreases in expenditures per pupil and losses and gains due to increases

and decreases in tax revenues. Some districts will win on bbth counts (WIN-WIN

districts), some will lose on both counts (LOSE-LOSE districts), some gain on

one and lose on the other (WIN-LOSE and LOSE-WIN districts). 21

If districts are separated by means of resource change category, ADA and
i

ethnic ADA counted, and the results compared to the wealth status of the dis-

tricts, a measure of the relative wealth and expenditure equity of the various

proposed changes results. Tables VI and VII are the data on the ADA affected,

and resources redistributed, by the proposed legislative alternatives mentioned

above, namely district power equalizing and full state assumption.

ro

. . .

In'the next section we will discuss the relationship of these redistributed

resources to district wealth in the 31 cities In Table V.

23
0



20
1, TAX AND EXPENDITURE EFFECTS OF ALTERNATIVE SCHOOL FINANCE

FORMULAS; DISTRICT POWER EQUALIZING AND FULL STATE FUNDING
34 LARGE CITIES, 1971-72

DISTRICT POWER
EQUALIZING

FULL STATE
FUNDING

1971-72
STATE &

1971-72
LOCAL

SIMULATED
STATE AND
LOCAL
REVENUES

SIMULATED
LOCAL
SCHOOL
TAX RATES

SIMULATED
STATE AND
LOCAL REV-
ENUES PER

SimuLATE0
LOCAL
SCHOOL'
T \X RATES

TIES LOCAL SCHOOL PER PUPIL ASSUMING PUPIL AssurlinG n:
REVENUES TAX RATES ASSUMING. NO NEW ASSUMING NEW STATE
PER PUPIL NO NEW STATE AID NO NEW AID

'STATE /SID UATE_AID
;THEAST
I timore $ 896 $ 11.66 $ 850 $ 12.28 $ 1138 $ 15.60
;ton 918 29.24 962 27.91 943 28.67
:ark 4088 37.67 2'189 18.72 1189 20.46
Ffalo 1067 14.39 1047 14.66 1413 19.32
t York 1444 16.41 1194 19.85 1413 19.32
:hester 1277 17.07 1242 17.55 1413 19.32
ladelphia 981 14.6o 570 25.10 964 24.67

WEST
1024 13.00 796 16./2 1158 18.91cage,

Iianapolis 778 16.06 707 17.66 881 20.00
rolt 803 10.38 7.51 11.10 1040 14.38
ineapolis 1085 17.84 995 19.46 1013 16.17
1sas City 549 6.04 355 9.34 703 11.96
. Louis 698 11.07 654 11.82 .759 12.85
icinnati 908 10.38 698 13.50 750 11.15
:veland 744 10.86 73o 11.06 750 11.15
lumbus. 691 14.30 998 9.90 821 11.76
/ton 965 10.83 728 14.34 750 11.15
lwaukee 962 f7.66 983 17.27 1082

Jai 814 10.82 867 10.82 734 9.16
. Petersburg 637 11.45 918 7.95 734 9.16
tanta 856 12.30 509 20.70 571 13.81
Jisville 582 8.10 675 6.98 537 6.44
/ Or 621 3.25 244 8.26 743 9.88
!las 679 9.23 290 21.58 688 21.87
!ston 685 9.01 283 21.77 688 21.87
An 592 8.5o 267 18.82 688 21.87

I
Angeles 1078 12.66 913 14.93 810 11.22

g Beach 955 10.15 732 13.23 810 11.22
terside 838 10.91 788 11.60 810 11.22
w Diego 813 10.86 784 11.26 810 11.22
Francisco 1388 10.23 739 19.23 810 11.22

.land* 1014 12.80 924 14.05 tio 11.22
ever 1143 16.89 722 26.73 919 18.01
-tland 852 13.80 566 21.80 96,4 24.67

LRAGE $ 845 $ 12.51 $ 739 $ 14.94 841 $ 14.78

24



MOLL VI LI

4 ADA BY COLOR AND RESOURCE REDISTRIBUTION DUE TO DISTRICT#
POWER EQUALIZING ALTERNATIVE IN 34 LARGE CITIES, 1971-72.4

CITIES UA BLACK WHITE CHANGE IN
RESOURCES

WIN-WIN

Boston 94,174 25,482 64,500 6,335,465
Columbus 110,699 28,729 81,655 41,709,035
Milwaukee 130,44.5 31,130 95,161 3,165,575
Miama 232,465 56,518 135,598 12',320,645
St. Petersburg 78,466 12,715 65,296 29,217,062
Louisville 85,846 3,213 82,524 11,096,554
TOTAL 732,095 157,787 524,734 104,448,336

WIN-LOSE

Newark 75,960 55,057
.-

13,716 93,235,027.
TOTAL 75,960 55,057 13,716 93,235,027

LOSE-LOSE

Baltimore 192,171 125,174 66,997 -10,648,078
Buffalo 72,115 26,381 43,942 -1,718,148
New York 1,063,787 334,841 467,865 -392,074,377
Rochester 47,372 43,679 32,016 2,014,74
Philadelphia 282,617 166,083 109,512 -121,181,624.
Chicago 582,274 308,266 219,478 -.181,789,396Indianapolis 108,587 36,577 72,010 -10,760,011
Detroit 296,097 175,316 116,250 -18,714,(72
Minneapolis -70,006 5,235 62,490 -6,983,772Kansas City 35,047 10,099 23,792 -7,576,912
St. Louis 115,582 73,408 41,812 -6,404,195
Cincinnati 86,807 37,275 49,231 -23,562,598Cleveland 156,054 87,241 66,324 -2,759,855Dayton 59,527 22,790 36,582 -17,701,332Atlanta 34,147 3,213 82,524 -26,706,811New Orleans 110,783 74,378. 34,673 -46,970,837Dallas 159,924 49,235 97,888 -97,721,503louston 246,098 81,966 131,099 -152,031,090San Antonio 79,353 11,837 21,310 -34,988,044Los Angeles 653,549 147,738 350,909 -1,125,356,605Long Beach 72,065 5,489 61,454 -18,475,835
:tiverside 26,799 1,827 21,833 -1,561,246an Diego 128,914 15,004 98,163 -3,808,753an Francisco ' 94,154 25,923 38,824 -63,138,394Dak land 64,102 35,386 19,835 -,t,061,084Denver 96,577 13,639 63,398 -54,874,047
;'ortland 78,413 6,388 70,156 -53,863,765
TOTAL 5,012,921 1,894,388 2,500,367 -2,490,447,676

Source: Callahan, Juhn J. , et al , Urban Schools and School financo Reform:
Promise and Reality, The Nat I un.,-T"rl ZTniaTiTri.roii;TD 7 .
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ADA BY COLOR AND RESOURCE REDISTRIBUTION.DUE TO FULL
STATE FUNDING ALTERNATIVE IN 34 LARGE CITIES, 1971-72

CITIES ADA BLACK .WHITE CHANGE IN
RESouRCE$

WIN-WIN

Baltimore 192,171 125,174 66,997 58,631,764
Boston 94,174 25,482 64,500 3,293.697
11cwark 75,960 55,052 13,716 28,752,162
Columbus 110,699 28,729 81:,655 12,061,239
St. Petersburg 78,466

. 12,715 65,296 12,501,198

TOTAL 551,470 247,156 292,164 115,240,060
.

WIN-LOSE ..
.

.

.

-

Buffalo 72,15 26,381 43,942 58,029,840
Rochester. 47,372 13,679 32,016 4,770,437
Chicago 582,274 '308,266 219,478 -1,035,735
Indianapolis 108,567 36,577 72,010 3,672,965
Detroit 296,097 175,316 . 116,250 -20,912,742
Kansas City
St. Louis

35,047
115,582

10,099
73,408. .

23,792
41,812

4;352,354,
3,921,056

Cleveland 156,054 8,241 66,324 -102,372
Milwaukee 130,445 31,130 95,161 10,995,902
New Orleans 110,783 74,378 34,673 6,626,61:;
Dallas 159,924 49,235 97,888 34,905,613
Houston' 246,098 81,966 131,099 -52,777,541.
San Antonio 79,353 11,837 .21,310 -4,298,926

TOTAL 2,139,731 979,513 9954755 43,847,279

LOSE-LOSE

New York 1,063,787 334,841 467,865 -139,672,567
Philadelphia 282,617 166,083 109,512 - 53,006,587
Minneapolis 70,006 5,2435 62,490 -5,779,609
Cincinnati

.

86,807 37,275 49,231 -15,031,769
Dayton 59,527 .22,790 36,582 -13,147,619
Atlanta 34,147 3,784 30,305 -12,402,762
Long Reach 72,065 5,489 61,454 -10,517,306
Riverside 26,799 1,827 21,833 -849,795
San Diego 128,914 15,004 . 98,163 -1,018,967
San Francisco 94,154 25,923 38,824 -56,656,7.05
Denver 96,577 13,639 63,398 -23,540,156
Portland '78,413 6,388 70,156 -48,621,479
TOTAL

. 2,093,813 638,278 ,109,813 -380,245,321

LOSE-WIN 26
Miami 232,465 56,518 135,598 -15,825,642
Louisville 85,846 3,213 82,524 750,658
Los Angeles .653,549 147,738 350,909 -124,823,537
Oakland 64,102 35,386 19,835 11,443,842

TOTAL 1,035,962 242,855 588,866 -128,454,679
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VI. FINDINGS

Tables VIII, IX and X combine the analyses presented above.

In these tables we investigate which of two proposed alternative re-

sponses to Serrano v. Priest will have the most damaging effect on

Black children.

All three tables ,draw extensively from the. methodology of the

recent work by Callahan et al, commissioned by the School Finance

Subcommittee of the National Urban Coalition Education Task Force,

of which this writer Is a member. 22

In Table VIII, the first set of entries show the change in total

resources for the low wealth cities. The two -by -two table is a con-
.

venient way of representing WIN-WIN, WIN-LOSE, etc. status. All

figures are in thousands of dollars, except those in parentheses,

which are per pupil amounts.

For district power equalizing --the first column--in low wealth

WIN-WIN cities (those that win on both increased expenditure and

decreased taxes) the combined effect per pupil is an increase of

$173.67. Those cities which lose on both counts, meanwhile, lose

a per pupil amount from both effects of $-1066.03. The WIN-LOSE

category, however, looks like it makes a substantial offset, since it

Is the high, positive figure of $1227.42.

But a glance at the same data entries in Table IX reveal that

this category of the table relates to only 4.2% of the pupils under

discussion, whereas the WIN-WIN and LOSE-LOSE categories involve

28.5 and 67.32 of the ADA, respectively. 'The'LOSE-WIN quadrant,



. NET CHANGE IH TOTAL RESOURCES DUE TO ALTERNATIVE PROPOSED RESPONSES
. TO SERRANO V. PRIEST, BY WIN/LOSE STATUSAND RATIO-TO-AVERAGE CATEGORIES

34 LARGE U.S. CITIES, 1970-71
4

DISTRICT POWER EQUALIZING FULL STATE FUNDING

ge and W $89,583

Average ($173.67)
DA

De
A

$93,235

($1227.42)

L 0 -$1,298,446
(-$1066.03

Net change, low wealth cities:
-$1,115,628
(-$616.44)

$115,240
(208.96)

L.
$97,287
($364.25)

L -$140,650 -$49,471
(-$158.74) (-$470.20)

Net change, low wealth cities:
-$22,406
(-$12.38)

w

W
-$11.1,863.

($68.72)

0

0 $1,193,999
(-$314.63)

Net change, high wealth cities:
-$1, 179,136
(-$293.96)

o
L

$76,851
($41.03)

$12,195
($81.35)

-$330,775
(-$166.33)

Net change, high wealth cities
-$241,729
(-$60.26)

Net change DPE
All wealth levels:
-$2,294,264
(-$394.22)

Net change, FSF
All wealth levels:
$264,135
(-$45.37)

Source: Same as Table VI.

1
Change in total
in tax revenues
parentheses.

resources =change in expenditures per pupil minus change
All numbers in thousands except per pupil figures in



IRULt IA

"ADA AFFECTED BY ALTERNATIVE PROPOSED RESPONSES TO SERRANO V. PRIEST, BY
4 WIN/LOSE STATUS AND RATIO-TO-AVERAGE WEALTHCATLEfORIES:

3 LARGE U.S. CITIES, 1970-71

verage
nd Below
verage
V/ADA

bove
verage
V/ADA

TOTAL ADA, LOW WEALTH CITIES: 1,809,782 (31.1%)

DISTRICT POWER EQUALIZING FULL STATE FUNDING

W
515,804

W
(28.5)

L'

75,960

(1.2)

L 0

1,218,018

(67.3)

- W

551,470
w

(30.5)

L
886

'

014

(48.9)

L

267,086

(14.8)

105,212

(5.8)

TOTAL ADA, HIGH WEALTH CITIES: 4,011,194 (68.9%)

W.

216,291
W

(5.4)

Io

0 .

, L.

3,791003

(94.6)

w

W 0

L

1,872,645
(46.7)

"149,948

L (3.7)

1,988,601

(49.6)

TOTAL ADA, ALL CITIES: 5,820,976 (100%)

Sources: Same as Table VI.

Notes: Figures in parentheses are percentages of total ADA in each
wealth level for each alternative.



BLACK ADA AFFECTED BY ALTERNATIVE PROPOSED RESPONSES TO SERPAUO V.
PRIEST. BY WIN/LOSE STATUS AND TATIO-TO-AVERAGE WEALTH CATES:

34 LARGE U.S. CITIES, 1970-71

Werage
Ind Below
Werage
kV/ADA

above
Nverage
:V /ADA

W

L

DISTRICT POWER EQUALIZING FULL STATE FUNDING

BLACK ADA, LOW WEALTH CITIES: 545,338 (25.9%)

W L

123,444 55,052

(22.6) (10.1)

0
366,842

(67.3)
L

247,152

(45.3)

85,715

(15.7)

204,256

(37.5)

8,215

(15)
BLACK ADA: HIGH WEALTH CITIES: 1,562,460 (74.1%)

34,343

(2.2)

L

0

.L 0 1,528,117

(97.8)

L

14

0

38,599

(2.5)

L

893,798

(57.2)

630,063

(40.3)

BLACK ADA; ALL CITIES: 2,107,798
(100%)

Sources: Same as Table VI

Notes: Figures in parentheses are percentages of Black ADA in each
wealth level for each alternative.
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.1.e., the ADA in those cities which wind up with reduced expenditures

per pupil, but also reduced tax rates, is zero.

The net effect of all this on the relatively slow wealth cities,

Is a loss in combined expenditures and tax revenues of over a billion

dollars, which on a per pupil basis amounts to a $616.44 decrease.

Before we compare these relatively low wealth cities to the

high wealth cities in the two-by-two table just below it (and

tabled Above Average AV/ADA on the stub), let us first compare the

differences for these same low wealth cities under the simulated

full state funding alternative. Note here that the per pupil

amounts in the W1N-WIN quadrant is larger, and in the LOSE-LOSE

quadrant it is smaller. This is a clear indication that school

children in low wealth cities are decidedly better off under the

full state funding plan. The overall net change for low wealth

cities of $-22,406,000 or $-12,38 per pupil is confirmation of this

observation.

But since the full state funding simulation differs from the

district power equalizing alternative in that allof the quadrants

have data entries, we cannot say on the basis of what is in each

quadrant which area is the better off on all counts.

The summary figure called "net change, low wealth cities" be-

low this quadrant is useful at this point. In this case it is

$-12.38 per pupil, which when compared with a decrease per pupil

of $-616.44 is clearly a preferred situation.

When we turn our attention back to the lower half of the table

31
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and compare WIN-LOSE outcomes for high wealth districts, we are4

again persuaded that full state funding is a more rewarding al-

ternative. The net change statistic for high wealth cities under

district power equalizing is $-293.96 per:pupil, while in the case

of full state funding, that figure drops to $-60.26 per pupil.

As further proof of the preference of full state funding over
q

district power equalizing as simulated here, the overall summary

statistic at the yery bottom of both columns is $-394.22 for

district power equalizing and $-45.37 for full state funding. This

means that choosing the former over the.latter as the legislative

response to Serrano is equivalent to taking $348.85 from each of

the children in these cities, or $5,820,976,000 in total.

*
BLACK CHILDREN BY WEALTH AND WIN-LOSE STATUS

Table X shows Black children in low wealth areas in essentially
.

the same circumstances as non-Black under district powei. equalizing.

If anything, Black children are slightly worse off. There are

proportionately fewer of them in the WIN-WIN category (22.6% for

total ADA) but there is exactly the same proportion in the LOSE-LOSE

quadrant.

I

. Under full state funding, Black children in low wealth cities

are decidedly better off than total school children. The WIN-WIN

4* .

it has been assumed all along that Black children in the large

cities we are studying are allocated equal dollars per pupil amounts

equal to their non-Black counterparts, an assumption which is at

least arguable. But whatever discrepancies arise, we expect to be

In the direction of strengthening rather than weakening our analysis.



. *

. "quadrant contains 45.3% of Black children compared to only 30.5%
4

of the total ADA. The LOSE-LOSE quadra.nt for both are small, but

the Black proportion is the smallest, 1.5% compared'to 5.8% for

total ADA.

In above average assessed valuation per ADA districts, Black

children are again worse off than the total student population.

Proportionately fewer Black children are in the WIN -WIN status

under district poser equalizing (2.2% compared to 5.5% for the

total population while proportionately more arc in the LOSE-LOSE

quadrant (97.8% compared to 34.6% for total ADA).

.

.
Under full'state funding, neither group is present in the

,

WIN-WIN quadrant, but Black people have proportionately fewern

the LOSE-LOSE quadrant (40.34% compared to 49.6% for total ADA).

.....



SIGNIFICANCE OF FINDINGS FOR BLACK ADA

.

At this point, we can profitably return to our original reasons

for developing the data in this manner. At the outset of this paper,

we posed the question: are Black students among the "wealth-disad-

vantaged"; i.e., the plaintiff class in Serrano vs. Priest and her

sister cases? And what does their distribution relative to wealth

mean in terms of potential inequities in expenditures resulting from

different Serrano solutions.

What the simulations say about wealth inequities is that Black

.chi. ldren, in the thirty-four cities studied in this section tend to be

present in high wealth cities more than low (74.l% to 25.9%; see

Table X); and tend to be present in.high wealth cities at a g.reater
.

rate than total ADA (74.l% to 68.9%; see Tables IX and X).

.Since this analysis used only large city data, it is clear

that the results cannot be generalized to include smaller cities or

rural areas. But Black students, North and South, have gravitated

toward these cities in the past few decades at a rate which renders

this area the only justifiable one for an analysis of future devel-

opments in school finance.

Regarding expenditure inequities, we have only looked at two

alternatives, but they show clear polarities in thei- outcomes.

If we heroically assume that Black children get amounts equal to the

total ADA within districts, the per pupil gains and losses (figures

In parenthcses) in Table VIII apply to'Illack as well as total ADA.

Under district power equalizing, low wealth ADA loses $616.44

per pupil as comparrd to a loss of only $293.96 per pupil in high

34
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*

Awealth cities. Under full state funding, low wealth ADA loses'
*

only $12.38 per pupil as compared to $60.26'in high wealth cities.

This loss simulated the total resource differencebetween the actual

allocation and that allocation we would expect under the stipulated

model.

In other words, the district power equalization simulation is

clearly less equalizing for Black ADA than is full state funding,

Oven the assumptions of the models and the current distribution of

Black ADA among the cities under review. Even under full state

finding there is a net resource loss to the cities, but of much

smaller magnitude; and withir the full state funding models, the

greater per pupil loss is incurred by the high wealth, not the low

wealth cities.

.. , oreover, by relaxing some of the assumptions of the simu-

. lation models, we obtain some further insights on the observed out-
.

comes. .

We assumed that in contrast to visible interdistrict inequit' s

Intradistrict allocations of funds received by the district arc equi-

table. But Title I comparability studies tell us that this is an

unwarranted assumption in districts with Title.I programs for two

reasons." First of all, longevity is excluded from the compar-

ability computations, and we suspect senior teachers are in the more

privileged schools (which are invariably in the white areas).

Secondly, even after longevity is eliminated, Title I audit reports

are still found to be out of comparability.
24

We may conclude on

those two counts that Black pupils tend to get less than white out of

intradistrict per pupil allocations. .

. .

41

.
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4 Furthermore, in a study of eleven states which passed sub-
.

, 4tantial change In their school finance programs during 1972-73,

Grubb
25

found that nine passed some form of district power equal-

izing legislation, but only one allowed "recapture" .28
Recapture

IS one of the equalizing features of district power equalizing.

. When high wealth districts tax themselves according to the same

schedule as low wealth districts, it is expected that the deficits

in the low wealth case will be in part, made up by overages in the

high wealth case. But in eight of the nine states, wealthy districts

are protected from this recapture possibility by "save harmless"

clauses which prohibit loss of resources due to recapture.
27

The); importance of this observation arises from the fact

that most of the cities with substantial absolute numbers of Black

ADA are above the median, but not by much. Few of them can hardly

be considLred "wealthy" in the sense of the extreme levels of asses-

sed valuation per pupil attained by many white districts. 28
Thus,

the loss of the recapture aspect of district power equalizing means

that the wealthy districts nearer the median must mare up the dif-

ference. Note that the assumption structure in most simulation

methodologies, including Callahan's which is used here, does not

take account of this fact. 29

States can, however, make up for this outflow of Black

resources and the resulting inequities simply by adding substan-

tial amounts of state revenues to the education fund, and restrict-
/15t...A t ii it"Ti.

lag the amount of allowable increase in tax rates or revenum% passing

school finance legislation last year, all but one allows voters to

override these restrictions.3b Again, because Black people are

36
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. often in relatively small proportions where their absolute numbers

I are large, their preference patterns may never emerge; i.e., white

districts may decide to override their restrictions while districts

with substantial numbers of Blacks may not. Aggravating this posii-

Witty is the population composition in the center city. Increas-

Ingly, the younger and married voters are fleeing to the suburbs,

leaving the older and the unrelated voters who are much less inclined

to vote in favor of education tax overrides.

...

.::

.

0

s,
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Vii. CONCLUSIONS .. 1

.

In the foregoing we have seen that it is entirely possible for

the states to comply with Serrano completely,guaranteeing equality

of expenditutes to all children, and yet cause Black children to

lose resources, i.e. equality does not imply equity where the former

means only evenness of resource allocation while the latter means

fairness.

.
0

The Importance of this observation is due to the fact that edu-

cation failure is not i random phenomenon,' More than anywhere else,

It tends to cluster in the inner city.31 And because of the migration

trends of Black people toward the center cities, it. is they who are

.

the victims of massive failure in the elementary and secondary edu-.

cation system. Achieving equality of expenditure among districts under

these circumstances, therefore, can only be regarded as a means toward

.:the more important end of expendit6re equity.

The road to equity for Black children in education, however,

promises to be a rough one. Practically all of the doors that seemed

to be ajar during the 1960's are being slammed shut In the 1970's.

The courts have undone much of Brown vs Board of Education in the

Rodriquez language, and particularly the implication that education

Is a fundamental right. They have given some hope through Hobson vs

Hansen, (see page 9 above) and the Chinese School Children Case, but

have removed even more in McGinnis vs Ogilvie (see page 9 above) in

which special needs of the poor and minorities as a reason for more

money was denied,-cimularly disappointing have been recent reviews

of multi-member district suits,
32

which we're the hope of the education

,reformer in changing the at-large elections with which a white minority



Isable to completely frustrate the Black population, by allowing them
-

no Board representation Whatsoever, as in Los Angeles.

Education reformers concerned with the education of Black children

therefore, must be willing to take certain hard-nosed stands on the basis

of current knowledge, and to continuously work toward the development

of new knowledge to retest the validityof these positions.

The first position taken must be to educate the courts regarding

.what human capital economists are saying about the existence of demon-

strable needs.on the part of Black children for extra educational

resources, just as the Chinese, spanish-speaking and other bilingual

children have in the way of language.

Our observations about the dimensions of inequity other than wealth

on page 9 must take the form of research to test the extent to which

Black children are indeed 'victims of greater dis'parities in cost, need

and tax effort as well as wealth.

1

Wemust also take a position to educate the legislature regarding

the harm to Clack children of "save harmless" and similar clauses for

the extremely wealthy. The billjleft unpaid by the rich are paid by

those at or slightly above the median. The research that is needed

to affirm this position is much more detailed than the research under-

taken here, although it involves the same concepts. The distribution

of Black ADA around the median wealth and expenditure levels in each

state, and the elasticity of the change in total resources to changes

inherent in legislative provisions must be thoroughly analyzed.

What the court did not say in Serrano and her sister cases regard-

ing the important and related concepts of intradistrict finance and



.

4 governance must also be researched. To the extent that equity of

resource allocation does not exist on the intradistrict level, the

position must be taken that whatever resource commitment is necessary

to bring the Black schools up to, the more privileged areas be made,

whatever the reasons given for greater expenditures at the white schools.

The most frequent reason is that there are, more senior teachers at the

privileged schools because of the reward system that operates within

most districts. The position should be taken in that case that the

same per pupil resources be made available to the Black schools regard-

less of the the absence of the senior teachers. The Black schools

could then purchase either more senior teachers or more aides for

their present staff with the increment.

A position also needs to be taken regarding the lack of account-

. ability and accounting in the education system. Until school by school

accounting becomes a reality in every state, as it has Just been man-

33dated by the Florida Legislature we will not be able to ascertain

whether Black children are obtaining fewer resources than white

children as it is so frequently alleged.

Because the pendulum completed its swing in the direction of

quality education for Black children with the ascent of the Burger

court, the need to hold firm to these positions and the development

of the research to validate or invalitiate them is urgent. Future

Scrranos cannot be allowed to ignore their racial dimensions.
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I
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.TABLE A-2 (Cont.) .

Cumulative Percent ADA and Minority Group ADA

10 California Unified School DistriCts, Ranked by

ASVLI/ADA
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I. "Equity and School Finance - Analysis and Alternatives"

Robert Singleton

Ron Edmonds - Director of Center for Urban Studies, Harvard Graduate

School of Education.

Jim Dyer - Program Officer, Carnegie Corporation of New York.

Robert Singleton - Director, Education Finance Reform Project,

Nairobi College.

Kenneth Toilet - Professor of Higher Education, Howard University.

Leroy Keith - Associate Vice President for University Policy,

University of Massachusetts.

Steven Shaw - Business Manager, Massachusetts Experimental School

System.

Chuck Martin - Professor of Education, Howard University; Editor,
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Margaret Simms - Assistant Professor of Business Administration,
Atlanta University; affiliated with Doctoral Program
in Education Administration at Atlanta University.

Frederick Rodgers - Associate Professor of Elementary Education,

University of Illinois.

Bill Hall - Psychologist, Vassar College.

Ken: I am concerned about the implication of the remarks that it may not

be in the interest of Blacks to support the proposals for implementing the

Serrano decision which in a sense is another way of repudiating the Serrano

decision. My feeling is that in the long run, Serrano is in the interest of

Blacks and that if the Supreme Court had decided Rodriquez a different way

we would be better off than we are now.

Bob: Rather than go after implementation of the kind of language which I

suspect will come out of Serrano blindly, I feel that we ought to be thinking

of complicating that language. The best of all posible worlds is that
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the California State Supreme Court, when Serrano is appealed again, will

begin to take into account some of those dimensions it didn't take into

account last time and which we talked about today. If ,it does, then

Serrano would be sufficiently complicated to account for those things that

I am concerned about. If it doesn't, then I don't think that black

people are going to bebefit by the language and we are going to have to

complicate it at the legislative level. We are going to have to go to

the legislators and tell them what is missing from Serrano. I think

Serrano is a step forward and that it is education reform. Reform of

any kind, in almost any respect, I think will be for the better. However,

to the extent that we can obtain the empirical data and prove to our

own persuasion that the language, as it comes out of the court, can

produce some detrimental solution. We have got to make sure that those

solutions are as least detrimental as possible.

Margaret: Although it is implicit in Bob's paper, I would like to make

one point explicit and that is tbat the issue you're pursuing is assessed

valuation per pupil, because that's what Serrano deals with, differences

in district wealth. But looking again at the questions of, for example,

municipal over-burden, it may be that some areas with equal or lower

assessed valuation per pupil haw higher per pupil expenditures because

of the lack of other drains on their resources, which this does not take

into account. Although you have done so implicitly, you don't explicitly

differentiate between the fact that some areas do have high assessed

valuation per pupil but don't have high educational offerings because of
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other drains on their resources. In conjunction with that, what I get

from your paper, although I think there is missing from it a cohesive

conclusion section, is that as far as solely assessed valuation per pupil

is concerned, blacks would be better off, in California anyway under full

state assumption as opposed to district power equalizing. You also said

this morning that you felt that, under district power equalizing, large

cities would not vote themselves higher levels of expenditure, indicating

probably that full state assumption would result in higher per pupil

expenditures, but that's not in the paper either and I think that is

something you have to deal with in addition, the per pupil expenditure as

well as the wealth availability. Because that's what really determines the

dollar input, not just the assessed valuation per pupil.

Bob: You're right, I didn't allocate. The paper was intended only to _

handle one dimension and that dimension was the distribution of students, of

black students in particular, with respect to the distribution of wealth.

Margaret: I'm not meaning to criticize you, I'm just saying that these

are the kinds of things that people reaeng the paper will automatically

assume and that you have not taken into account. The criticisms they may

have, may not be substantive in the sense that you have already considered

these things but they are not made explicit in your paper.

Fred: I think Bob!: technique of trying to get at specific points that

refer to the specific demographic variables pertinent to blacks is a

methodological point that should be made clearer because it probably would

aid people in deciding how to break out figures. I think there are some



problems with wealth and income data, that is, trying to correlate with

delivery of education services data and other kinds of data. If Bob

made his methodology a little clearer it would be helpful to other

people trying to pursue that area. I know Bob, that you have the information.

Roy: When you use (ADA the assessed valuation per average daily atten-

dance to rank districts as wealthy districts and wealthy-disadvantaged districts,

there arise a lot of distortions that need to be clarified, because when you

talk ahout assessed valuation per ADA a year you're talking about how

much taxable property there is behind each student in that particular

district. It gives a somewhat distorted view.

Bob: It's not the only dimension.

Ron: I wanted to raise an issue that you are interested in, Bob, and

that you hinted at, but obviously your paper didn't deal with explicitly

and that is this: Let's assume that you do end by having a very tangible

set of fiscal reform recommendations to make that will constitute legal

equity in the constitutional sense; that will constitute fiscal improvement

so far as black children's per pupil expenditure levels are concerned; so

On and so forth. You are going to be in the position to make some very

explicit recommendations. That still leaves that issue of performance

outcome, since that's the name of the game, that is, what is the overall

use to which any fiscal propoall can be put when intent is not, in fact,

fiscal equity. That isn't really our intent. Our intent is something

coming closer to appropriate performance levels for black children in

particular and poor children in general, or that portion of the pupil



population does not instructionally profit from prevailing arrangements.

I have notions of my own about that, but before I say anything about that

I'd be interested in what some of the rest of you think about the user

to which this kind of work can be put.

Dave: It seems tl a're making a general priority statement of sommitment of

more financial resources to education and the question is how is that done

and hos is that done within a framework, picking up Ron's comment of

legal equity, wifr-c Amstitutional framework or a constitutional

meaning. I think that's essentially a mechanical kind of process that

we can sit down and formulate. The question involves the political

commitment of those instrumentalities that have the responsibility,

mainly the states, and however that it is going to be done, whether it is

going to be mandated to local districts or the state is going to grasp it

itself, having been pressured enough to do that in the first instance. But

the other question seems to me to be a question of accountability and an

accountability mechanism to be established. Maybe that's the work that

should flow. Because if there is an accountability mechanism, a real.

accountability mechanism established, it puts everybody on notice that he

has to measure up to something else that's implicit in all this, and that's

the establishment of some, and I hate to use the word, it's almost a

cliche, meaningful educational standards. So one thing really triggers

another and ',t's rather difficult in my mind, at least, to adexess the

the one question without kicking off kind of a domino effect of all the

others. I guess the question is where do you start.

Bob: Actually, I was about to make the same comment myself. You can



think of all this as a series of things that need to be said. One Ii

the inequities on the level of input or we can think back even beyond that,

we can think of inequities on the level of the taxpayer having to provide,

because of the system that prevails now, the monies for the education of

people with whom he has no direct contact. He's only getting a spillover

benefit. We can think next in terms of inequities of the levels of

expenditures under the present system because it is not based on any

rational criteria by which people who need the money are: going to benefit

from it, or in terms of the cost, the real cost of education in any given

area. When you think of the inequities of the different prodisses of education

within the box, how, in some cases, education appears to be happening very

wept and in other cases it's not happening well at all; when ynu think of

the output side of the box, can say that there is not equal achievement

in education. Then we can say to ourselves, where are we going to impinge

the court most effectively today, given today's situation and given where

the frontier of the argument is. The frontier of the argument is right

now on the input side, unfortunately. It would be good to put another

language into those suits, those court cases, Serraro and Rodriguez. and if

Serrano could still go in, concerning these other levels. I only addressed

myself to the input side, not because that's where I think it should stop,

clearly, but because that's whlre the level of argumentation is at this

point and I couldn't agree Tovre with what has been said in terms of what

we've got to address ourselves to as soon as possible. We've got to

start developing the research now for when we think the Court is ready to

get to that output side, because we must realize the Court is not ready

right now. The sooner we workon it, the more we will educate them toward

that goal.



Dave: I just wanted to mention that the frontier does seem to be moving

a little bit, from what I have heard about the New Jersey litigation.

The approach they are using there is saying, given where they have a state

mandate for a thorough and efficient education, the tactic that the lawyers

are using is, as I understand it, that they are going around the state and

looking at, say "remedial educatioi rograms" that have been used and to

some extent have worked in distric.a and they are saying, "Here's the cost

of teaching someone how to rPae. who hasn't been able to read up to this

point in a certain grade." I don't know how exact they are being. There

is some progress being made toward an output based equity standard.
r

Bob: That's fine for New Jersey because they happen to have an encomium

in the constitution. The problem that I was trying to bring up earlier,

that the U.S. Supreme Court has created for us, is that those constitutions

that don't have that kind of language are back to ground zero and they

happen to be the constitutions which are in the worst states in many ways.

So without a plebiscite in those states, or without some kind of state

Supreme Court language in those states, we may find that the New Jersey

constitution, as Dave just pointed out, a phrase which says that every

child will get a thorough and efficient education and you can grab hold

of some language like that and start asking what does that mean in today's

world, whatever it meant when they wrote it; what does that mean in today's

socieLy? You've got a basis on which to move and one that is clearly

going to move in New Jersey because of the people who are working there.

A lot of people who have grasped the problem are really moving, and that's
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I going to produce inventories with a great deal of forward motion. Florida

also happens to have a great many highly interested people who are ready

to use whatever they can get their hands on to produce a good educational

system and to take advantage of the language that does exist and to keep

moving despite what appears to be a setback in Rodriquez. But there are

a lot of states that aren't moving and they have given up.

Dave: But there are federal statutes, the Lao case?

Dave: Well, I can't really say much more than that except that it was

a ruling under one of the HEW laws, that there had to be - it was a kind

of encapsulation of the 14th Amendment kind of language within the law,

within the authorization for some education funds - and under that provision

it was ruled that the Chinese student in San Francisco had been deprived of

equal opportunity because he wasn't getting bilingual education. Somebody

here must know more about it than that.

Bob: I think that's sufficient. It was decided in favor of the plaintiff

that the Chinese children have a need, and this gets back to the whcle set

of needs, and where needs can be made objective like this, I think the Court

is willing to sit and listen. That is that you certainly couldn't say that

the Chinese were getting an equal educational opportunity if they were sitting

in a classroom and couldn't understand what was going on if they were not

bilingual. If they were not bilingual, of course, they couldn't understand

English. The only thing the state could do was to provide Chinese-speaking

teachers for them at that cost and of course, the state resisted because of

the implications.tou've got a lot of Mexican students also in California



who are going to be the first ones to jump on the band wagon. And then

you've got a lot of crazy black people who are going to say that black

people aren't going to speak English either. That can keep going further

and further. I think that's also part of the reason the Burger court

didn't go along with Rodriquez. That opened a Pandora's box for a

lot of crazy reformers who are going to run in and say, "Well, if education

is a fundamental right, what about the right to police protection? What

About the right to sanitation? What about the right for any service you

can think of that the state ought to be providing to a Special district?

We're paying for it, when are we going to get it? You can piOve inequality

very easily, you can wnlk down the streets of the city and through the

eyeball test, look at the streets of Beverly Hills and look at the streets

in Watts and you can say there is something unequal about the provisions

of sanitary services in these two areas. If we can get the strict scrutiny

test that comes out of a fundamental right for education, then we can say

that people are catching TB and dying everyday because the streets are not

kept clean. I think that's one of the reasons they want to go slowly on

this provision.

Dave: Although if you can prove racial discrimination, there are plenty

of precedents you can cite. Shaw, or Hobson or others in education.

Margaret: You know, Hawkins vs. City or Shaw, Mississippi, when they did

extend the application to more than education? But I think that at least as

far as the California court was concerned, in Serrano, they made a careful
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distinction between education and all other rights because they addressed

that issue directly. That was one of the arguments that the defendants

used and they indicated why they thought education was a fundamental right,

while the others were not. Thereis a question whether or not you are

brave enough to rush right on in there.

I think we should not down-play the findings in this paper because

of the tendency for people to think that Serrano and Rodriquez and the

other suits automatically mean that black people and poor people are

going to have greater resources. This indicates that it's not an

automatic consequence, and we ought to be aware of this becadie the next

step, that is-what we actually dowwill depend upon knowing precisely where

we would stand under a simple-minded distribution of funds based solely

on assessed valuation per pupil.

Dave: This gets back to the accountability question, which also gets back

to the observation that Ken made earlier this morning, that schools within

a relatively wealthy district but in a predominately black section of that

district are getting the short end.

Fred: I'd like to deal with the discussion of equity. I would make it a

little more consistent with the legal communication, because equity, the

way it's used in Bob's paper, got more downside arguments against it than

upside arguments for it, in terms of using it as a basis for delivery of

educational services to the poor and the black because the equity argument

legally is really covered in torts for the most part, a negligence lase.



I think you have tough problem trying to prove negligence in education.

So I think I would make that part clear, even though equity communicates

in a common sense better than the use of equality. An attorney picking

up your paper, Bob, would go through all the arguments that discredit

something that should not be discredited, because if you look at equity

legally as a balancing, you are talking about input and output - all you

can buy is staff and means. When you deal with effects, you really are

talking about instructional process. That is not attached to money.

The critical question in making an analysis for financial aid, is staff

and means because the money is meant to buy more staff, more means and

not direcly to buy more effects or better effects. In a sense you can get a

clearcut connection between input and output if you look at staff and means

but still may not say much about effects. At some point, you may want to

give that in your explanation. That is something that we have to worry

about when we talk about chinging the equalization of finances.

Chuck: The only concern I have about the paper, other than some of the

more substantive ones that have been mentioned, is distribution of informa-

tion as it results from this research. However, it seems to me that there

are a number of pieces of legislation that, if we wanted to, we could

sequentially order. We might mention, first of all, the Hobson decision

in the District of Columbia which gets more to the process and also the

affect that results from that process and begin to define very specifically what

affective education is all about, something we have not dealt with. We've

tried to put a dollar or cost amount on what happens cognitively, how much

money does it take in order for a youngster to achieve at grade level or
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above, but what is the affect involved. I can't separate the two and

too many have attempted to do that. I think we should also anticipate the

counter-equity legislation that we see beginning to mushroom, and I am

speaking specifically, although it's not at the public school level, of

the DePunis case involving, of all things interestingly enough, law schools

and entrance into law schools and the way in which entrance into this

professional type of education relates to minority people.

My next concern is one that we haven't addressed and the paper doesn't

address, primarily because I don't think it was intended to, and that is

state appropriations as they relate to the preparation of urban teachers,

as it relates specifically to the preparation of urban school administrators,

that actually those administrators who decide what policy is going to be

411

written that usually creates this inequity. If you take a look at the way

in which school administrators are trained to understand school finance,

none of this involved. Recently we see a few inclusions, but certainly they

are very scanty at best. We have not been able to influence policy as it

relates to the policy makers and this is outside of the realm of legislation.

We know that state supported institutions train most of the so-called urban

teachers in this country and we know that a pretty poor job is being done in

that training mode. We ought to examine that, find out how money is being

expended to do that, what processes'are being used and what failures have

resulted from the use of state tax dollars in the training of those teachers.

These are a few concerns that I have that hopefully we can address as we

continue to make some progress beyond the scope of your paper.

Steve: What would you look for in that training?
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Chuck: I think we could look for several things. We could begin to

test performance criteria. We are beginning to get a number of papers

in which people are taking a very critical look at fourth year tracher

education students to fiad out how they view various other groups in this

country that they have never addressed before because of their schooling,

because of their, usually traditional middleclass upbringing. There is a

lot of interesting information which indicates, factually, what we've known

for some time--that many of our teachers are just unequipped in the

affective domain to deal with minority students, with Third world students.

Now, this means that something is wrong with the training modules that

are used to train those teachers and obviously money pays for that kind of

training. I think we need to raise some very serious questions as to how

that is being done, if state money is being used effectively. I think

we can get vast input into that area.

Bob: In support of what you are saying Chuck, I'll mention that every time

I make a presentation of any of these observations in California, if it is a

mixed group, the people who are most likely to come up and ask me to come

to their district to make another presentation of the same sort are the people

from white districts. The people from the black districts have heard a

little bit about it, and they quite often want us to come too, but I'm not

quite sure whether it is that they have heard it before or they didn't

understand it when I was making the presentation, but in many cases what

happens is that there is absolutely a vacuum in terms of this kind of

training or this kind of information in the white districts, in all -white

districts and I think the reason for that has been that education in the

U.S. is really designed for, and biased toward white culture and there
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is not really that much of a need on the part of the white culture to

redesign education that much. I think it is working, for the most part,

for white society. The educational system in this country, by definition

the norm is that 50% of the white students are above it and 50% of the white

students are below it. It's just the black students who are in trouble with

that norm. They tend to - but taht norm is set from a white cultural

vantage point

Chuck: Unless you've taught at a Hew Trier High School in Winatka or an

Evanston Township High School in Evanston, which I have, where the per

capita expenditure ranges from about $1,800 to $2,000, then you may begin

to wonder whether or not those youngsters are actually getting maximum

benefit. There are a number of frills involved, and the superficialities

are there but that gets into another thing.

Steve: So are you saying that the money does pay off there?

Chuck: I don't think it does. I'm suggesting that it doesr ot.

Ron: I'd like to turn this general topic into an even more specific

question than the one I asked before. I would like some of you to say

what you would consider, either on the basis of your knowing about it or

on the basis of your being prepared to recommend it, the most auspicious,

and in your Judgment the most efficacious means by which Singleton's

insight Into economicioequiti can,be, on the one hand made an instrument

of instructional effectiveness for black children, in particular,

and poor children in general; what the communities, that are simultaneously

suffering from fiscal abuse, but, more importantly, whose school children

are suffering from instructional ineptitude need more than fiscal equity.

They need instruments of institutional betterment and these pieces of

litigation and these occasions of financial reform can be opportunities

for such behavior, provided people have access to some kind of a repertoire
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of what's to be done.

Bob: I realize the paper didn't go that far, but I know what I would have

said if it had gone that far. That is, that general distribution formulas

talk about how you get more money from the state to the districts in the

general fund. The money that comes out of that general fund and is allocated

toward the schools goes with almost no commitment to any kind of special

usages of those funds. The district does what it wants and usually it does

what it has been doing before. I think some legislatures are becoming

more willing to hear arguments about how some of that money should be

kept out of the general fund and put into categorical funds if they can

be shown which categories of usages that might make a difference. They

can then maintain greater accountability. That is one of the most important

reasons for having more money in categorical usages rather than less, which

is what has happened, the trend is going the other way. There is greater

accountability of these funds because the money is designated for special

purpose usages and you can say that we want to see this money used for a

certain reason.

The other thing is that you can project certain kinds of experiments

which are supposed to give us new knowledge and try to control for certain

things which we suspect are going on. That adds to whatever we think we know

about what is effective usages of these funds. I would think that one

thing we can do, as Willy Brown tried to do, is earmark certain funds out

of the general fund into special categorical usages and make sure that

we are getting more for that than Just more of the same.

Ron: fou said this morning that you were interested in categorical aid partly

because it had the effect of preventing an overwhelming preponderance of

411 the money flow going into teachers' salaries, but 1 have a lot of trouble

with your interest in categorical finding. Look at the country as a whole
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and the Congress in particular. The quarrel I have always had with all sate-

gorical aid is that it proceeds from a diagnosis of instructional disability.

That is to say that Title I is based on the Congress' diagnosing the instruct-

ional need as residing in the characteristics of those pupils who don't

do well and therefore the categories of intervention that the monies are sup-

posed to buy are designed to respond to the deficiencies that the Congress

says black children nave when they wrote the legislation. Furthermore,

on state levels, precisely the same thing happens, that is that categorical

aid, by its very nature, must proceed from a prior diagnosis of what is

wanted. Invariably, when that happens, since the laws at that level are

written by people who bring certain cultural dispositions in matters of that

kind and so on and so forth; Invariably it means that two things happen,

that from our point of view are disastrous. One, you do get some fiscal

intervention, you d- get some money appropriated for some kind of a program,

and then it's a categorical kind of a program. But by its very nature, the

mis-diagnosis of the origin of educational disability, placing the burden

of reform on the children instead of on the school - makes us able to predict

in advance that we will not get any substantial improvements in performance

as a consequence of this fiscal intervention, which gets us back where we

started. In other word3, not only do people become increasingly cynical

about voting categorical sums, but they become increasingly persuaded that

no matter what you do with these deprived black children, it will not yield

gains, and so on it goes ad infinitum, and so, from my point of view, I am

very much committed to discretionary fiscal intervention. The reason I'm

interested in it is taht it does not require a prior diagnosis of instruct-

ional need.

Bob: But it does require a prior commitment on the part of those people

who are operating the school district to do something of the kind that
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you're interested in.

111 Ron: I want to get to that.

Bob: And so, if it's not categorical, maybe we ought to come out with a

new term, because I
think I'm not interested in categorical as it was

used before. That's why I threw in that dimension of new knowledge.

That is, I think we have to learn a lot more about what has been detri-

mental, what in the institution has been detrimental. The point was raised

earlier, in the larger session, that we don't really have good explanations

of why in one system the addition of some monies, in Detroit for example,

there's an attempt to demonstrate how in fact you can tie increases in

aid to increases in performance, and yet in other places they made the same

effort to show this and they claim they can't. I'd like to know, not from

the point of view of what happened in those systems, which he doesn't

explain, and what was the atmosphere, where were the teachers coming from

or whatever. I don't think educators, in the sense of their training,

have really been in a position to describe or to think about this. I would

think that we are going to need some people who know something about organ-

izational development and organizational behavior who are going to have to

come in and look at the forest as well as the trees, and theo say something

about what is going on within different school systems that appear to be doing

something, and within the different schools that appear to be doing something

and we have to tie the money then to incentives toward doing that kind of

thing rather than doing the other kind of thing. If it's not categorical,

then there has got to be something else; there has got to be incentive

pay or something. I'm not that hung up on categorical aId Emse. I

really do think the money ought to be going in the direction that shows

111
commitment rather than the direction of Just more for the most people.
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Bea: All kinds of money gets spent in this state, on things that could

be of help, such as a very explicit study that was commissioned which said

that school administrators shoulc be able to take a haitus and come and

learn about such things as school finance or school education and law,

and all the kinds of courses you see in the so-called more enlightened

school catalogues. I haven't heard anything more of what happened to that

idea. I do know that $100,000 was paid to the school that was to do the

study. This perfectly good kind of simple solution for the fact that

Boston State turns out all the educators and they will go out and perpetuate

the system.

Jim: At Carnegie, we made a grant for the fall to the Educational Devel-

opoient Center here, to deal with some aspects of the training that is offered

to school administrators. I put them in touch with a number of people, in-

cluding Bob. That is one kind of connection that will make some difference.

And EDC is influential in the way that curricula in the state's schools of

education are developed. That's a partial answer. We recognize that as

a problem. Getting the response to it motivated and properly implemented

is something we are working on.

I have a quest'on for Bob. What response have you had to your work,

if any, formal response, from the unions either in California or the

nation-wide organizations?

Bob: So far, zero. Mainly, because I think we have been hiding from

them. I think the unions will -- the unions know what we're doing --

I've heard, second-hand, certain responses, and the ones I have heard responses

about are people whom I already know and I could have predicted what they

would have said. At previous times, when working on educational legis-

68
nation, I used the same strategy. I always wait until the last minute

to...go to unions because the earlier you go, the more you're going to have

to compromise. That compromise you know you're going to have to do and you've
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got to kind of count your arguments in st.sh a way that you're talking to

them, and their problems, and about what IZ is that you know they are going

to be concerned about. Sometimes that changes back and forth, and the

liaisons change back and forth, the wealthy districts and the poor districts

and the black districts and the Chicano districts and all kinds of groups.

that as., laready assoclated are already talking to the unions and you

would like to know how that comes out, how the unions nallirally deploy

themselves among these groups. What we have heard so far is that the unions

are interested but they're not quite sure what to think about what we're

doing. Some of the things we're doing sound like exactly what they would

like us to do, some of our class action suits will definitely be to their

benefit.

Jim: They spend a lot of their resources on developing expertise in this

specific area.

Bob: That's true. They haven't, not in the area of flnance. There are some

lobbyists who spend part, of their time on keeping up with the finance

legislation. I know the Western Center on Law and Poverty's person up in

Sacramento is constantly being approached by people from the union and he

is oy source for some of the things that the unions are saying about us.

There are other lobbyists up there who are telling me the same things. I

don't think they want to develop an expertise, i think what they want to do

is be able to draw upon the expertise of other groups.

Margaret: I wanted to get back to the issue of categorical aid and what

happens to the money. First of all, 1 sould like to say that I think not ,

not Just in education, but all categorical aid assumes one of two things -

that is that the recipients of the money are either too stupid or too irrat-

Moo] to know what is the best use of the funds. Second, it assumes that,

in education in particular, the same type of production function is equally
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effective in all situations and indications are that it is not. We don't

know enough about education production functions, if such can be created,

to know how muc :ifference there is between a production function for one

type of child and for another. But to lock into a categorical kind of

grant would lock into the kind of flexibility you have IR your production

function, that is, what can you do with your money, This tells you what you

can do with your money. Also, I think you need to distinguish between the

short run effects and the long run effects of changing per pupil expenditure.

And the short run almost inevitably means that the teachers who were there

will get more money. But in the long run, just to take a simplistic

view of it, the existence of hi§het4falaries in those locations may

attract better teachers, whatever better teachers may mean. One argument

is that the people who are in education no- are those who don't have anything

better to do, because if they had something better to do somebody else* would

pay them more. To the extent that that argument may be valid, by raising

the salaries you may attract people who could be doing something else but

now see the salaries as being more attractive.

Bob: I think more important, as an argument though, is who makes the

decisions to evr'uate and to hire and fire thr, teachers, Margaret.

Ron: If you're going to answer Margaret, let me add one more thing I

want you to answer. I'm going to add to her list, the other major defect

of categorical aid, in terms of our interest in black children and poor

children. Categorical intervention in school systems has the effect of

giving the educational decision-maker a built-in explanation for why

things don't get better. If things get better, then the school system will

applaud itself for being responsive and all that. But for the most part we

know things don't get better, and the educational decision-makers make one
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of two kinds of responses. They either say they want more of the same

411 kind of money to do the same kind of thing, or they say, more often than

that, "Listen, If you'd given us the opportunity to exercise our own

Judgment, we would have told you you shouldn't have done that in the first

place. And that the rtason this program hasn't yielded the kinds of gains

that you think you ought to have gotten, is because what you wnated us to

do was to hire teacher aides when we knew what we should have done was to

buy more books, or we ought to have built a gym and you made us build an

auditorium, etc." The repertoirof criticisms that I have of categorical

aid goes on and on. Even recognizing the abuses that characterize discret-

ionary monies -- my own view is that discretionary monies create-more oppor-

tunities for long range and sustained reform than any system of categorical

invention I know about.

111

Ken: I'm having great difficulty already in some of these funding sitLations.

Federal funds have come in and instead of these funds supplementing state

funds, it freed state funds to go to the wealthiest areas already.

Ron: fou're talking about discretionary money?

Ken: I'm saying that even with categorical funding, to a certain extent

that happens, but it would happen even more with discretionary monies.

In fact, it would be Inevitable. Pursuing the question of governance, if

you don't have control over allocation of the resources, discretionary

funds would be the worst, categorical funds, at leas& would be designed

in such a way as supposed to meet a certain need, a need felt by under-

privileged students. I would not be so sweeping in my criticism of categorical

aid.

Ron: I think that is a very important criticism and I would like to say

II/ just a wore about that because I am mindful of the substance of what you are

saying, but I am not persuaded to change my mind, and I would like to say
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why. 6ou see, what is missing in this scenario is what are there, in fact,

predictably effective instruments that will make discretionary intervention

more effective than it has historically been. But I should tell you also,

I begin from a negative premise. In my view, we now have enough experience

with categorical aid to know, with considerable certainty, that it will

be culturally autocratic to place the burden of change on pupils, as opposed

to schools, and would do all sorts of things that will not yield gain.

Therefore, I am not interested in discretionary intervention because i think

it's a panacea, I Just think it creates opportunities, that categorical

funding does not. It seems to me that the way to handle discretionary funds

is to say that discretionary is free from the predictable defects of categ-

orical funding and the issue that will turn -- I've been reluctant to

pursue that with any degree of precision because I don't know whether it is

within the province of this discussion to talk about some of those

instruments. The last place I was before I came here was in Michigan, and

so I bring a biased perspective, because in my Judgment, we succeeded

in Michigan in making what is almost a national model of the uses to

which discretionary intervention can be put and that there is a truly

extraordinary mix of accountability, control of performance outcome, and

most importantly, using a fairly modest discretionary fiscal intervention

as the political instrument for doing that.

Bea: Doesn't that depend on who is sitting in that seat?

Ron: Oh, it does now too, Sure.

Bea: Looking at it from your view, you have been in the seat and I

guess many of those things looking at it from the other vantage point.

Dave: I think it does tie in, I would say it is within the province of finance

discussion-, because on page 2 of Bob's paper, there's a description fo what

superintendent in Baldwin Park allegedly told John Serrano's cather, which



Is, "if you don't like the schools here, move." There's a whole story

there which is that the normal mechanism for accountability in local public

services and, even ore so, in the private sector is that if you don't

like it, you take your custom somewhere else. fou withdraw your resources

from that shop. That's obviously an option that a lot of people who buy,

public education don't have. So, it seems to me that the remedial strategies

can be broken down intone of two kinds. fou either try to provide more

discretion for people to withdraw their money from schools they don't like,

and you can do that by either aiding mobility directly between districts

as the Fleischman Commission tried to do to some extent; or, you can

do it with vouchers, as various experiments are doing, planned variations,

there's a whole list of options there.

Another kind of option, a second kind of strategy, is to have the

administration, maybe the state administration, exercise that resource

111 withdrawing function in behalf of the customers. If the customers can't move,

then the next best thing is the schools can be shown not to be doing their

job, the state will take away some money. Presumably using criteria that

have been developed by the customers. Part of what has always seemed lacking,

from my viewpoint, in discussions about equity and finance, is consideration

of mobility explicitly, because it seems to me that if there was enough

mobility then we wouldn't have to worry about whether education was rela-

tively cheap or relatively expensive in one place or another because people

could move if there were an advantage to doing so. it's the lack of mobility,

the lack of opportunity to withdraw your bucks from a bad school that really

brings out both problems, and accountability and school finance are very

much the same kind of problem.

Fred: If you did accept that argument, yoU would be moving away from general

welfare. It's almost like medicine, as you said. Just because more people
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can afford good medicine you don't let TB run rampant, because as long as

it's around everybody can get it. And if you look at total societal cost,

you pay for those negative costs too. They cost you something in the total

formula. But one of the things that your analysis points out that I think

is critical, is that in order to tie funding to effects you must be able to

trace the money directly to what is being changed. That is where the trick

bag in public school funding really gets you. And that is that the language

of appropriation is different from the language of delivery of educational

services. I found this out in North Carolina very clearly. The state

appropriated about $6 per child. Then I went down and asked people in that

dual school system, and the superintendent submitted to me thatythey spent

locally, on the basis of a formula of about 10 to 1, $5.50 to the white

children, $ .50 to the black children. This was very common. Principals

confirmed it. Now the question is, if you had said that to the state legis-

lators, they would have said, "(es, we have increased our appropriation by

15% because we are concerned about the kinds of materials and means that

these kids are getting. And we increased it for every child in the state.

Then, when you get the report back, it confirms what they have done. The

accountability has been raised really, but the effects have been differential.

Steve: (ou've got to develop qualitative accountability instruments.

Fred: But that is the only way we know how to report back. Bob has pointed

out in his analysis that when you start to analyze it down to its final

points, in order to do anything about it there has to be a structural change,

not only in the way it's appropriated but In the report to make sure that

the effect that was intended actually occurs. I don't know how to handle

it, I'm just supporting what Bob has found.

Bob: Qualitative accountability could probably be accomplished better if

there were more decentralization. The problem right now is that from the
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centralized situation it's good if you can just get some qualitative account-

ability, just find out on the average how much was spent. That's a break-

through. The school by school accounting system that they are implementing

in Florida does have both aspects; it does have both quantitative and quali-

tative accountability. That is, the schools are required to.appoint some

parents to an advisory board for each school, and they are supposed to be

setting certain goals and criteria for those schools to reach, which is a

breakthrough.

Bea: I have a simple-minded concern around a horror story. That is, even

if everything were equal, in terms of dollars, when you get down to what

those dollars buy, the services that those dollars deliver, what happens?

I can tell you a story about a per pupil ratio that was about $10,000 per

kid one year and the services bought were about what you would get if you

were willing -- well this was a reverse busing situation. If you

btoke it out in gross numbers in terms of how much money was spent per child

that was effective, you would get about the kind of services you could get

in one of the poorer suburbs, I'm saying in terms of teaching. I don't

know about the output. I'm Just saying that all of that money was spent

and all kinds of arrangements had been made to satisfy all kinds of criteria

and nobody is really able yet to say exactly what the output of all of that

input was.

Margaret: I'd like to go back to the mobility problem. On pages 7 and 8,

Bob gives an economic location theory model but I don't think it goes quite

far enough in the sense that it doesn't mention the fact that you have co

buy a whole package of services. lou can't select a better or a worse edu-

cation. lou've got to take the housing and everything else that goes with

it. And so, even if black people were perfectly mobile, in the sense that

they were not excluded from particular communities, they can't pick and
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choose the different elements that go into the package they receive. They

have got to take the quarter of an acre lot and the single family dwelling

along with the better education and all the other things that go along with

that particular community. And the other thing in connection with that,

talking about what happens when you get more money, is that the intra-district

*
discrepancies tend to be greater. When Coleman

/
ran into these problems,

he couldn't distinguish between what was inter-district and what was intra-

district and most of what he got was a minimization of differences, because

inter-district disparities tend to be less than intra-district. Some people

are more mobile than other people because they can afford to buy the whole

package. If you want to keep them In, then the tendency will be to favor

them as far as what you do with the money. (cu ,ailt find it because the

budgets are not set up to show where the money went. All you know is that

410

so much money went to teachers and so much money went for transportation and

you aren't even sure that the money actually went for that. That's what

somebody said it went for, and even if it did, you don't know which students

received those benefits.

Ken: My first observation is relevant here. The reason Rodriguez was decided

the way it was is quite simple. A lot of what we're saying is supported

in the Court and it disturbs me. Rodriguez was decided the way it was because

Jencks and other people like him have been suggesting that there is no cor-

relation between educational inputs and educational outputs. Footnote 86

in the opinion refers to the quality clause controversy. Let me quote from

the opinion, the crucial part: "Even the most basic questions in this area,

the scholars and educational experts are divided; indeed one of the hardest

sources of contro/ursy concerns the extent to which there is a demonstrable

*
Footnote Coleman (Report)
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correlation between educational expenditures and the quality of education."

411 If we cannot agree that there is some connection between expenditures and

educational quality, it's a purely political game. And indeed you aren't

going to be able to play even a political game very well, but certainly you

don't stand a chance that the Supreme Court will render the kind of decision

that is going to ensure equity to blacks and poor. The Supreme Court is

not going to render a complicated decision. Occasionally it does; it did

one on an abortion case, which was an extraordinary case where a legislative

decision rather than a judicial decision was made. Courts don't make com-

plicated decisions when they are deciding constitutional principles. They

shy away from any aecision that is going ro require a complicated, statutory-

type elucidation of norms. It's going to have to have a simple thing, like

one man one vote. Before, the Court said that you couldn't deal with poll-

tical questions because of the complexities of proportion, but when it finally

got a simple formula, one man one vote, or one person one vote, then it went

off running and our whole legislative process, legislatures, have been trans-

formed as a result of it. It depends on what level you're talking about.

The Supreme Court is not going to make a decision that's going to move us

toward equity if it has to be very complicated. More fundamental, if we do

not accept the proposition that there is a correlation between expenditures

and output, i
don't know why we are engaged in this exercise.

Margaret: One of the major complaints in Rodriquez was that the plaintiffs

did not adequately define a class; that'the definition of class they did

offer was very, very vague, and the confusion arose over trying to identify

children who lived in wealth-poor districts and children who were poor.

The two did not automatically correlate; therefore the decision came out with

a very mushy class as far as classes go, because they could either belong to

wealth-poor districts or they could belong to poor families, but the two

77



-28-

didn't go together. The judges said they didn't have a class. The confusion

here is between the idea of equal resources per pupil, in the sense of equal

assessed valuation per pupil, and the need criteria, that is the feeling that

children from poor families need to have more than they have. Trying to

attack it from the approach of their belonging to areas that have few resources

is just too simplistic because we are trying to deal with an issue between

the inputs and the outputs, and not just the input of dollars, but where the

child came from, how the teacher views him and the dollars that go into it.

Margaret: There is an additional question about Rodriguez that we have to

answer if we want to go back to the courts. How do we define our class and

how can we then attach the class resources and the class needs in such a

way that the court can come out with a decision?

Ron: Let me intrude on that one. I think, Ken, that you are raising a

very important issue when you say that you wonder what we're about if we

cannot agree that there is some relationship between pupil performance and

expenditure. I don't think we have to agree on that. I think it's very

important that we have some kind of a position on it because I think it is

one of the great sources of mischief for community groups and reformers and

activists who are trying to represent the kinds of people we are interested

in. Any perpetuation of the notion that there is an automatic correlation,

positive correlation, between levels of per pupil expenditure and pupil

performance is in the long run a detriment to black children. When you go

to the bed-rock premise of that argument, you find that it inferentially

places the burden of behavior on the individual as opposed to the institution.

In a sense, Bob disposed of it for me this morning when he said that there

are minimal levels of per pupil expenditure below which you cannot fall,

but that when you are increasing levels of per pupil expenditure beyond

that minimum, your reasons for doing it are not necessarily a precise function

78



of some predictable gains in performance levels, and therefore, black people

and black advocates are going to have to be very careful that they do not

become inferential parties to the mischievous notion that improvements in

the quality of instruction for their children are for sale. They're not

for sale.

Ken: (ou've elegantly stated Powell's!! analysis, though.

Bob: I think that in some cases Powell has been dishonest, if I may call

such a prestigious man dishonest. He didn't recomment as a result of his

analysis that we therefore take all the money away from Beverly Hills, which

is the logical conclusion. If money doesn't make a difference, then who

needs money? Let's cut back the educational expenditures on every district

to $100 a district. But that wasn't what he concluded. He Just simply said,

"Therefore poorer districts or those districts which are clamoring for more

money can't necessarily put a good argument forth as to why they should get

more."

Ron: Powell did not conclude that the basic criticism of the expenditure

level was tied to performance. He didn't conclude that its defect was that

it placed the burden of performance on individuals as opposed to the insti-

tution. He never said anything like that.

Ken: I understand the words, but I don't see how that follows. Will you

explain why that's so? I don't nnderstand it.

Ron: Let me give you an illustration. The school we're talking about is

P. 5. 2 and kids in P. S. 2 are not doing well and the question is raised,

"What's wanted, what needs to be done in P. S. 2 in order for these black

children to do oetter?" The teachers have an immediate response. They will

list a variety of things, but at the base of it they will say, "We need more

Footnote Powell

79



money in order to educate these children." The struggle then turns immediately

110 to a community coalition whose task is to increase the levels of per pupil

expenditure, when what the community is really interested in is improving

the quality of instruction for their children but the teachers have tricked

them. The origin of the disability has to do with the pathological response

that the school melees to those children and their characteristics. fou can

take the levels of per pupil expenditure right off the chart and never funda-

mentally alter the school's -- the pathological nature of the school's response

to black children -- and unless and until you attend to the fundamental premise

from which the school proceeds as it interacts with children, manipulating

fiscal questions and altering levels of per pupil expenditure will never

Influence the quality of instruction or the subsequent reporting on performance

levels for the children we are interested in. I want, on the one hand, to

"maintain my interest in questions of fiscal equity and financial reform,

but I want, on the other hand, to say as vigorously as I can that there are

some enormous dangers, and this is one of them. And that is why I keep

Injecting the question, what are the instruments by which fiscal intervention

can be turned to more demonstrable gains in performance levels?

Ken: chat's bob's governance problem again. Surely you know that there are

many other factors involved in these problems. We're primarily concerned

with finances here. The question is, "What can finances do?" (sou said we

don't have to agree on it, but if we don't agree on it, it seems to me that

there's no reason to push educational reform because any Kind of educational

reform you push is going to require additional money, one way or another.

If for no other reason, because of our inflationary economy. One thing,

for instance, that I think would be a very valuable reform would be the

improvement of the student-teacher ratio, that instead of increasing the

teachers' salaries, hire more teachers.
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Chuck: The existing data does not support that.

111 rou find yourself entering the same kind of trick situation that Ron

has just mentioned with the correlation between high expenditure of monies

for education and the eventual outputs. A great amount of the data supports

the notion that student-teacher ratio has very little to do with it. It's

the quality of the individual who is on the teacher's side, which gets back

to the whole notion of how a teacher perceives a child.

Bill: It is not as clear-cut as that may appear, because having fifteen

students as opposed to thirty students has a lot to do with how effective

you can be, your quality as a teacher, which is not just your artisticness

or your preparation.

Chuck: I'm not suggesting that. What I am suggesting is that a great deal

of the research supports the notion that it's not really a quantitative

thing, it is a qualitative relationship that teachers have with children

and numbers are simply incidental.

Ken: But that's dangerous talk. if what you say is true, why not have

fifty students per teacher? Is it purely qualitative?

Bill: It depends on what you're teaching, too. fou can teach fifty people

some things, but you cannot teach the same thing to a hu-dred. Some things

you can only teach to ten.

Margaret: I agree that within certain ranges, teacher-pupil ratios don't

make a whole lot of difference. That may be a range of five pupils per

classroom as opposed to the difference between fifteen and thirty, which

is not just fifteen students but also a 100 per cent increase in the number-

of students per classroom.

Chuck: Or fifty students with three teachers in the classroom.

Bob: What Ron keeps asking us is, "What does the education production function

look like?" We keep telling him, "We don't know." The main reason we don't
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know, I think, is that there's no accountability in education which will

permit us to know.

Margaret: There hasn't been sufficient experimentation to get away from

one particular type of production function, so that the standard production

function is one teacher standing in front of a classroom, with some variations

but not significant ones. What variations there are we can't quantify, or

haven't quantified.

Ron: I want to lay a proposal before all of you as an instrument for what

we are talking about, because you have persuaded me of the bias I have brought

to the room and that is that as advocates for children who aren't doing well

now, we can't handle the middle part of your three-part analysis: input,

process and output. We can't handle process. So from a tactical point of

view, I'm going to suggest that we come at it almost exclusively -- we have

some instruments for getting at input and that has to do with litigation,

equity, and constitutionality. . . . What I want us to concentrate on is

output, because I think that is a handle, and I think it's a handle that

goes like this: (1) The phenomenon of criterion measures is an opportunity

for community definition of the purposes of schooling at the most fundamental

level. That the existence of the technology of criterion measures as opposed

to normative measures raises the possibility, the political possibility, of

schools becoming rather dramatically more diverse in the uses to which they

are put than is presently the case; (2) that the technology of wide-scale

assessment of pupil performance levels, when criterion measures generate the

inquiries that assessment will be asked to make, represents, from the education

point of view, the kind of handle that Margaret is interested in, in knowing

what's going on. And not only what's going on, but what's going on in rela-

tionship to what we started out saying we were interested in, and that then

the tie-in is that, it seems to me, with that kind of information,
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that's the point at which money, of fairly modest levels, can be an instru-

ment. Because, you see, in school districts where per pupil expenditure

levels are $1,000, if you can get hold of $200 of it, and you can tie the ebb

and flow of the $200 to performance outcomes on the basis of criterion measures

that are reported on these -- on some kind of assessment instrumenti, then

you will be very close to seeing that, In and of itself, fiscal !ntervention

may not be all that dramatic but that fiscal intervention is an opportunity

In the way that a lot ot other things we have talked about are opportunities.

And the ;ssue is, what needs tc be pursued here, what are the uses that can

be made of the opportunities for Ifttervention that the question of fiscal

reform raises*/ e

Bob: Should we seek more discretionary uses of the money rather than tying

it to certain purposes?

Ron: This is discretiolaro. fou take a lump -- take 5200 of the $1,000 --

you make the ebb and flcm discretionary, but make its ebb and flow a function

of publicly reported performance gains on the basis of our criterion measures

which are generated by the community to .3e served.

i

ilraret: Am light in assuming that v;!-:;? ;nu mean by that is that.you can

, decide to use heimoney for whatever purpose you choose, but once youmake

t

that decision we have *ot to know that y,u indeed used that money for that

purpose, in the;sense t at you can check td see it that was an eftective use
4\21

of ;he money?

Kong, Let m4 be more speclt;c, 'ou decide th4t the way'to improve the quality

ot IpstructPon is to buy drapes for the classy -.am, but we have already agreed,

as tpe comm pity, that we want children k) reach certain demonstrable levels

t`

4mpetenee in reading. So we say t the principal, you're bee to spend

the money on the drapes, but you must understand that It, at the end of this

period, the kids don't demonstrate mastery of reading to the level we said



you had to get to, then we cut off that discretionary money. And I'm only

talking about that as an instrument of intervention; the $200 is just a

handle.

Fred: Ron, I think you are not really dealing with the effects of the funds

on the structure. fou've defined cosmetic effects within the structure.

If you are really serious about the funding effect on what people do, you

have got to have the 90 per cent up for grabs.

Ron: I'm willing to do that. But I was just trying to say that the fiscal

intervention creates opportunities, and ask what the uses are. it seems

to me that two questions arise out of Singleton's work: "What does the

community do with his work?"; and "What are the uses to which it-can be put?"

Fred: I think if you accept Bob's analysis, you've got to deal with the

distribution and use of the whole part, too. Nu have to be able to use what

Bob has discovered not only to affect the school, but also to rearrange the

way the money flows through the system.

Jim: I think that part of what Ron is saying, is that you might want to

conceptualize a strategy. But as a practical matter, the amount that is really

there that can be affected Is going to be a marginal amount, hopefully one

that can be made effective which is more than the new add-ons have been made

to do up until this pc'nt, because the handle for even effecting those marginal

increments hasn't been devc14ed consciously by those who are interested in

how they report it -- and paitstart there. Also, as a practical matter,

as you all know, the 90 per cent, not Cat it's not touchable, but the mech-

anisms for getting to it are almost impossible -- you've got contracts -- .

Fred: What about a school system, at least as one proposal, that has no

tenure, that has nothing. People go in with the expectation that they will

only work as long as they are successful. That's ne kind of model offered

in conjunction with your model. That's the model where you can't change
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things. But here's a system in which people work as long as they win. When

they lose, they move. Then you're dealing with how funding is really affecting

performance.

Ron: I want to be autocratic and request that we go around the table and

ask everybody to quickly say two things: (1) where he or she thinks we are,

or however you want to frame that, and (2) what he or she thinks needs to

be done within the context of this discussion. What's a profitable set

of pursuits?

Dave: I have trouble answering where we are. I could answer where I 4M.

I've heard your description of an accountability scheme tied to controlled

resources. I take your word for it that it has had some successin Michigan,

and I think that that kind of strategy is mutually reinforcing with the

strategy of trying to increase mobility. It's another way of increasing

bargaining power. So I have now come to the point of seeing those two things

as kind of mutually reinforcing rather than competitive strategies. I think

the discussion might focus on examining in greater detail that kind of account-

ability, to know what sorts of information it can produce and, where it is

-felt to be satisfactory, what are the criteria for evaluation and are

1.111It
11111F those satisfactory to everybody, and are they controversial? I wouldliL 11 41.

1, t

to know about those things.
11

Chuck: What needs to be done? One of the things that we've discussed, at

least marginally, is getting this information out to people. And I am assuming

that one of the roles of your operation at Nairobi College is to do exactly

that, not only in California but around the country. I'd suggest that we

take a look at what people like Roland Patterson are doing ;n Ualtimore,

Maryland; what Barbara Sizemore is doing in the District. And to/ the way,

she has ','d 3ut what feels to be an organizational pattern that will

bring in some of the accountabilities that we have been toying with, based
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on how schools are going to be financed. She is presently taking a very

close look at the inequities between schools within that district. I would

suggest plugging into these people who are in policy decision-making position-

and who are interested, who have expressed an interest. Let them know what is

available vis-a-vis your study, and even offer them advocacy. support. I'm

not that familiar with school law other than the more popularized versions

of what is happening currently in the country. I feel very strongly about

the fact that much of the work that has been done on this campus is going

to have a great effect on policy. I'm thinking not only of the Jencks

Inequality study, but also the Moynihan - Mosteller work, etc. And it's

interesting to me that a radical economist like Herb Gintis should get so

involved in the Inequality study as he did, although I know he has attempted

to remove himself from that famous group.

Ron: Notorious.

Chuck: These are some of the things I think should be done. Where we are

now? I'd like to ask a rhetorical question: "What is going to be done as

a result of today's conference ?" I think that there are a number of people

here who can assist, but I
think there are many more people around the countr

who shojid be civised a d wlip should theTselyes become !nwalld in this type

1
;.

tof dialogue. 1

t ,
'

Bill: I feel somewhat (tut ofiplace talking at this session because its suldect

is so new to me, but let me say about where we are, or where we should go.

First, let me offer a word of caution. I think' that equcation teal!), is

multi-faceted and must be approached that way. I think that this is one

\ approach. I think it is important to put financing in context if you're going

to talk about production. It's only one facet, I think. And I would caution

against tying that too closely to the teacher effect given the very poor

data available.



Steve: I think we have a tremendous task ahead of us, whether it's this

group or another, to develop the qualitative evaluation instruments, to provide

a system of accountability which would then be the jumping off point, the

staging area for the offensive. The offensive then could take the character

of the legal constitutional questions. The other thing would be, from that,

the entry into constitutional equity questions concerning funding. That

waif we have a handle on two things. One, the question of the amount of money

going to whateve school districts; and two, what is that money buling?

For example, we question the school district in which they get $6 per child

for educational supplies and $5.50 goes to white students and $ .50 to black

students. I think that's what thz work is. Where do we begin?, What is

the catalyst for that, Bob's paper? It ultimately comes down to the question

of accountability and I probably sound like a broken record throughout this

discussion, but I can't get that out of my mind, 1 have yet to hear anything

that, for me rebuffs that.

Roy: I'm really troubled because I've b=ard the word accountability and

the word governance thrown around the table today. We've talked about input

d expected otttcome and I'm troubled because I think we are a long way from
..;

,

in out w4 a definitive criterion in tern4s o ithe transactions that
t.111) f

i
t .

fl

gci on within the classroom. Wecan't'do an/ kin of needs analtsis oltil .:;

t
% 414

'1

'we come up with some definitive criteria in studies on
1

how oneOe elops i

k :
i

otilon of what really goes on in the classroom64 It is rqnd-bog,71 g to

1k10 k'1 at the array ofiactivities within the classroom, th4diffe1enk kinds ,
/

,i

t
4.4,

of transactions, and then attempt to come up with some kinds of definitive

criteria in order to develop an accountability system; I think that's where

we need to work, trying to get some notion of what transactions really take

place inithe classroom; wnat variables are involved in the activities that

go on between tectuners and pupils. Until we ge to that point, I think we

are really a long way from home in establishing a governance system, an SI?



accountability system that will improve the quality of education and provide

the educational opportunity and the kind of forum that's needed to go on to

litigation to win some of the kinds of battles we are going to nave to win

to improve education for black kids.

Ken: Where are we? We're in trouble. Several years ago I did an article

in the course of which I
commented on the McGinnis case and suggested that

the lawyers in the case had made a mistake in seeking compensatory education.

What they should have argued for was equality of expenditure. I still think

I was correct in that judgment although after reading Bob's paper, I'm won-

dering whether I have been pursuing a counter - productive strategy. If Serrano

is not in the interest of blacks, if Rodriquez had been decided,the other

way, it would not be in the interest of blacks. I'm lost as to how we're

going to get out of our predicament from a financial perspective. I realize

that there are other factors besides finances involved. I believe very much

*
in the Pygmalion effect.

/
In fact, I could talk for an hour on effective

teaching without even mentioning money. In fact, I think that one thing

that is required of effective teachers is that they should not be preoccu-

pied with money, that they should have a lust for learning and so forth.

My point is, I'm very much troubled by Bob's work. It's heplthy ror me to

be exposed to it because I
think it has disabused me of certain myths or

assumptions I had about financing in education. Having been disabused I

don't see anything on the horizon that is very bright. I don't think what

we nerd is a complicated judicial exegesis of the rights of students; the

Supreme Court of the United States is not going to give us that. State

courts aren't going to give it either, ordinarily, if they can avoid it,

because when they do that they are performing legislative functions. We

need a simple norm -- I would still hope that it would be possible to decend

*
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the proposition that the "Equal Protection" clause of the Fourteenth Amend-

ment requires equality of expenditure and once having established that, we

can move to tort principles and say that where there is a need and where

there is a past injury, there is a requirement for compensation. Therefore,

to get what you are trying to accomplish in equality of expenditure, you

must give more to the disadvantaged rather than just the equal amount.

But the Court has to go that way step by step.

What needs to be done is the exposure of intra-district discrepancies

and expenditures. I think your analysis gives a false picture of the

position of blacks in these districts because they are lumped in with wealthy

property figures, but the funds aren't going to them. I think that a tre-

mendous amount of research needs to be done in these areas to establish in

fact just how much money is being expended in the black schools in the various

districts.

Fred: We need more refinement, a more refined technique for gathering, pro-

cessing, and presenting financial data that effect change in schools for

individuals. I think much of the school finance data talks about structural

changes and structural arrangements and that's not where the action end of

the equipment seems to be. That's one kind of thing. The other thing is

that I think the policy implications for refining this kind of research are

enormous because we have not been able Zo describe the black child's share

of resources within the institutional structure. The more we eliminate

things that don't count, i think the closer we get to looking at what will

count. So even if you contioue an analysis, and on the surface it doesn't

seem to tell us anything in terms of what we have now, it will eliminate

systematically that which we should pursue, which I think is an achievement.

Finally, I would say we need,a much better description in the literature

I

of how resources are arranged and causes tl flow and how this arrangement

and flow affect:: specific individuals. Tied I. is not now part of the literature.
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Of course, I'm talking more about the long-range.

Margaret I think that first of all, Rodriguez and other decisions tell us

that the Court is not going to rule in favor of equality of opportunity in

terms of what we think equality of opportunity ought to be. But, at the

legislative level, changes are going on. For example, in Georgia they're

talking about moving from the minimum foundation program to an adequate program

of education with a modified district power equalizing formula. In other

words, legislation is not going to wait for us to pull together what goes

on in education production functions and wait for us to get to court to rule

in our favor. And it's at this point that we have to follow the kinds of

things that Bob is doing. That is, emphasize that a simplistic,view is

not going to solve our problem. Also, ! thi ik that there is only a loose

connection between dollar amounts and the resources that we can obtain with

those dollar amounts, in terms of differences in cost and so on. And whatever

comes out should maximize the benefits that we can see, given the system

that's going on. So I'm looking at it, well, you know how economists say,

"In the long run, we're all dead," so we have to look at a short run, an

immediate run, what's going on now, and how soon can we jump on that band

wagon so it's not too detrimental. I think that's where we need to be con-

centrating in addition to pursuing some of the other things that are kind

of long-run.

Bea: I certainly couldn't agree more with you that we can't be sitting around

waiting to get our package and our heads together for the courts. We've got

to move on the courts, with the courts, through the courts and then other

placer.

Bob: What I think has been the problem so far has been that in both Serrano

and Rodriquez we've been followers, we've let the lawyers tell us, "Hey,

-,,e've got a suit going, come in and testify." Instead of taking the lead

and saying, "OK, here is what needs ti go into a suit, here is what needs 90



to be litigated, and here is the evidence." We've been called upon to produce

411 evidence on very short notice for a suit that is already moving down the

road. Given the slow process of the courts, it seems as if we ought to have

plenty of time, but we really haven't been designing what we are doing, we

haven't been organizing, we've ueen called as individuals to do this. The

people who are prestigious in these areas are all white. They have been

coming forth and saying things, some contradictory, but none of it really

taking into account whether this is what black people would do. That, again,

is not because they don't really care about black people. I think all the

people I talked to do, but their data, the data base that some of them have

helped organize, turns out to be for the good of the total pi:rotation.

Black people are supposed to benefit along with the whites. That's not

impossible, it seems to me, but it's more insurance to look at the data, first,

411

and then to walk in and say, "Here's the evidence that we want to produce."

New the problem is, what is the vehicle we are going to use by which we ere

going to organize in order to take the lead, and that's the real problem

because we haven't had such a vehicle. We hLien't had any vehicle that has

been viable, in any event.

Jim: Imy sition, I e, and y 're asked to decide on, requests for

1 1
funds frOrrit Het, of otganizat s that are dlialirig with aspects of this

t

very same problem taut from comple y alien pOints- of view, not necessarily

hostile, but-cirtainly alien and uninformed, andiwhen it comes to orchestrating

and developing the kind of strategy you're talkilg about, that's very much

what were committed to do. When I say we, I'm talking about the group who

got this seminar series started. An example of where we began, two years

ago, which has to do with Bob's grant, was that a proposal came in to Carnegie

and because of the wOrds that were' on the proposal and the particular interes'

areas that were outlined, it was on a certain desk that happened not to be
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mine because that particular interest area was not mine. Because tne

ular person whose desk It came to was a guy whom 1 Knew well, wnom I was able

to talk with about a number of things, and who is, on the whole, a good person.

lie said, "What do you think about this'!" and it was very clear from what we

were talking about that what Bob was talking about in his proposal was vital,

but trom the way he conceptualized it, it was unworkable. What he needed to

do was to have an opportunity, not to be directed by me or anyone else, but

to have enough running room to work out his own priority agenda and be able

to move to that next Increment or two without the pressures of doing things

that would probably be a fatal error for him, for example, to accept the

invitation to testify -- without having his facts straight, something as

simple as that. We were able to talk and agree on some ground rules and

on the basis on which this kind of money, this kind of aid, could be made

available to him. And we worked that out, so that we had a grant arrangement

made on an interim basis and six months later, he was able to come back and

ask for the next increment, which is to say, much more money to do more

things for a longer period of time. My hope is, that out of this mix th

we see around this table and the people who are known to the people around

this table who are their colleagues, the kind of strategy that We are

talking about will become possible. The next logical step is for Bob to be

able to talk with his legal people and others, about which of several potential

suits that might be brought on behalf of a particular class of people in

.hatever jurisdiction we're talking about, would be the one suit or suits

for this kind of group to vocalize itself on behalf of the group. And the

question of how that gets financed, where it is and what one hopes will come

of that, is something we will have to see about as we go along. The point

is that the opportunity to begin that process, or should they continue that

process of development, the mane/ to underwrite It where it's needed exists
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and will be made available. That's my job. And I might also add, that we're

not operating in a vacuum, because the people who are becoming the experts

developing the strategies who, again, aren't counter to what we're talking

about, but sure as hell aren't part of it, and aren't supported by it, are

not present in this room but let's say present nearby. And if we have to be

In the situation of relying on alien experts three years from now, it would

be a crying shame. My hope is that we will see from this and other meetings

like this, the road to the kind of a core group that can both plan and imple-

ment this kind of operation.
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