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] SUMMARY OF MAJOR FINDIIJGS R L

-

The issue of equity in edugation finance has a long histor'y. Blagk school divisions
hardly ever‘received a fair shake financially; they were, during ‘the years prior to
integration, rarely funded proportionally to-white schoois even though law in
force since the mld—mneteenth century:demanded such equity. The decisions in
Hobson v. Hansen and the second Hobson case kept the 1ssue/of equlty alive.

Today it surfaces again with the elosing down of seleeted schools.

I‘he haphaza,rd nature of education finance in Washlngton flows directly from the
stlpulatlons of the U.S. Constltutlon (Article I, Sectioff 8, Number 17) concerning
federal control over the D]St[‘lct There are eight ma]or ste)ps school budgets have

to chmb from initiation through appropriation. ;The advent of limited home rule
has reduced the irnpact of fthis issue; although Congress retains oversight

. privileges, fiscal autonomy has not been achieved, and budgets are still not
'1 :

) - e

predictable. .

9

-

Al LY -

For years major studies as_well as publje statements. of school leaders maintained
that, inadequate funding crippled public eduegtion in the Distriet. Under President
Johnson, mattefs 1mproved dramatically. Large-scale cuts’in personnel and other
budget items have occurred recently, however ’ 2

)
Three measures of adequacy are cﬁscussed percentage ofjclty budget, per pupil
expenditures, and the teacher—student ‘ratio. The share educatlon- occuples in the
city budget has declined precipitously over the years; from roughly one-third
earlier in the century, it has dropped to 22 percent today Per pupll expendltures

now run to $2,500. Although they rank among the h1ghest in th& natlon, these
expendlt-ures are difficult to utilize in, argumentatlon, since the District must
promde spme services as a large city others as if it were a state. Forryears the»

teacher—student ratio was 5_constantly debated; today, it is less of an issue.. '
-Previously it wastemployed by supporfers of greater fundlng for the Schools,“ but in
the past decade it has been cif8d more often by those‘seekxng:budget reductlons

'3

. . M .
sa - b - o,

‘Massive constructlon programs were sought repeatedly during thlS century to
. meet Washmgton's burgeoning population; usua]ly the campalgrs were trlmmed by

0' PR -

\ e ) °. “

Congress or the**Dlstrlct Compmissioners. Thlrty years ago constructlon began to
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occur more steadlly and the biggest building program in hlstory was undertaken
from 1972°to '1982. Today, 1romca11y the capital outlay budget is practlcally a
forgotten rellc and pUb],lc gtténtion has turned to the dlsposmon of underutilized
bulldlngs ; 1 A ‘ ‘

-
L]

h L -
Sehool finance has Been’ mextrlcably tied to governance’ battles and their

outcomes. With the 8.[‘I‘lV81 of limited home rubte, the Board of Education gained

_ full control over expendlt_ures ‘and the Mayor and ity Council were given the tasl|<

of setting budget céjlings. ~Congress retained oversight privileges, _however.

School finance issues figured promihently in both of the mayoral campaigns of the

1970s and the argument is made that although processes are greatly improved

today, eonfliet’ has continued through all forms of governance in this century

(appointed Comrhissioners;_appointed Mayor—Commissioner and Council; elected

Mayor and city Council; appointed Board of Education; and elected Board of

Education). - i " . s

o !
.

Five financial "angels7' recur: (1) The.‘federal payment, which the home rule

) legislation placed in the politie*al arena and which".ought to be set at a predicta-bl'e

and specific le\_/el; (2) coptinuing proposals for a special funding source targeted

- solely for school system use; (3) the termination of "pay-as-you-go" requirements

~and ‘the granting of the right to issue bonds or incur ihdebtedness all of which

>

. 8as 1t typlcally 1s 1.n all large Amerlcan, eities,

came with home rule; (4) federal grants—m—ald from which bnstrlct schools were
gener&lly excluded until the mid-1960s but which now provnde roughly 17 percent
of the budget and (5) impact aid, a program for Wthh the ' District struggled
especially hard over the years., * ' - ’ .
. \ - &

Two special problems: For years nohresident tuition was an issue; today Board..
rules and procedures assure co[lectlon of fees. ‘Similarly, for mueh’of the century
Congress was, embroiled in the matter of teacher salaries, but with the advent of

the teachers union and homg rule, the issue grew ‘to be ope which could be- hanﬂled

X - A

Three addltlonal fmdmgs Fll‘St although Jor years thére were repeated calls for

) broad public involvement in the budget-maklng process, "citizens ,have generalls’

)

preferred (except for the tumultuous perlod from the m1d—srxtles through the
early seventies) to.leave funding matters to.:_’the appropru;te OfflClalS Secortd,

W
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budget formats weré tzequently sub]ected to crltxclsm over the years. Flnally,
se‘ries of events in tl\e per‘iod from 1971-through 1972 led toa preclpltous decline
‘in the credibility 6f sehool pfflclals on matters involving finance and to the rise of
charges of mxsmahagement unheard ‘since the days of the terrltorlai government
.in"the last century. These charges have now subsided. ‘

PN b4 *
.. .

An analysis of publlc inferest i in the schools and in edueation fxnance reveals that
while. concern with the public schools rose and then declined somewhat durmg the
sixties, interest in sch8ol finénee has risen steadlly in Washlngton and is now at an

ko - t
historic peak? : . 0
. A - < - s
. ., - - . .
~ . . - .- - §
° ) 4 T . : t
” e L4
g
‘ .
. .
- - ~ R ‘' %
I3 AN
- ]
. .
. = .
- Q“ [ .
- ]
.o .
o . ]
o
r\ - ‘{‘ .
. \
B
£ o~ F Y }
0 N - -
* . 'y (
',
N .
] v
~
v . e . . -
<
. ' v
e .,, . 174
‘ - . ?
.
%
. '
.
+ M
- .
>
L
- o PR .
. .
-’ B . .
? ) .
. . . . ‘
- * \ . X R - Y
. - LN . \ -
s e
P
~ . . N
. »
4
R o
L4 ~ - * . o ‘ .
. . 2
R s .
- -
7 - [ \d
- -
’ ‘ ! - 7 b * L4 w
L e - o ‘
. . .
- .
L4 '.<
* K » »
. » '
v 7
A3 .
© P .
- (iii) .
. - »

P
.




ACKNOWLEDGMENTS

[ ] .,

Pt

&
! * O) S ’ The
. D.C. HISTORY AND PUBLIC POLICY PROJECT gratefully acknowledgw the ~ .

. assistance of the followihg persons,' who met with the project staff in its early ostages

ta

and assisted us in planning the research: .

L)

Eugene Kinlow ' Patricia Miner

' Charles Mason Rolin Sidwell

. Hilda Mason . William Simons-
' + Floretta D. McKenzie '

- The staff is especially indebted. to Dxck Hurlbut, who has asxsted us in every stage, and
has been extremely generous with his-time and knowledge. - .
. \ R '/
- Many colleagues have helped to make this essay, and the lengthxer study, possible.
I 'would like to thank, in particular, Mr. Clinton Borland ‘a sqmor at UDC, and the staff
of the Washmgtomana Division of the D.C. Publie lerary, as well as the staff of the
D.C. Public Schools. Special thanks td my coileaguw on the NEH project —Dr. Steven
, Diner, Director; Dr. Marie Racihe; Proﬁgssor Julia Parks and Ms. Helen Young. Thanks,
also, to Dean John Butler, Dr. Anne Hughw, Dr Krishan Mathur, Mr. -Cohn Walters and
Mrs. Shakun Drew, a most thoughtful wife, :

AN

—1.8.D.

’



¥
i

7
. ' N

Table of Contents

0
\

'L Introduction

- v e . . ' + .
g. First Issue: Equjtable Distribution of School Funding

H

‘ Hl. Second Issue' %‘he Haphazard Nature o'f Education Finance

IV. hird Issue: Adequacy of School Fundmg ‘

A. Percentdge of city budget
. B. Per pupil expenditure rate L
. C. Student teacher ratio N

Fourth Issue: The Matter of Construction Funds

F1ve "Angels" Revenue Sources for the Dlstnct Schools

A. Federal payment ',

B. Special fund

C. Borrowmg money and floating loans
. .D. Federal grants—m—ald
. E. Impact aid

VII. Two Special Problems . -

A. Nonresident tuition
' - ¢B. Teacher salaries . -
IX. The Budget Process .
A. Public participation in budget-making
B." Budget format
C. Financial mismanagement y .
) J . -

X. - Public Interest in'Educational Finance

Xl. Some Pohcy Imphoatlons )
b ' -

3

Amendlx s : ' , ,
' 1. D.®. Budget Expenditures by Categories .
_ II. Public Interest in School Finance
1II. Two Historical Tables
IV. D.C. School Finance Statistics
g ' .

Fifth Issues School Fmance—-Beanbag{or Governance Squabbles .

“ .

S L




I.  Introduction
‘ . R . . . . \ ' -
Today, as surplus buildings are closed down and programs canceled, conflict ever -

sc¢hool f‘l‘?e is a major education item o the-¢ity's agenda. School finance provides a

."~.sereen upon which play the ambitions and hopes of local politicians, the desires and

t

fears of District parents and school  children, the hopes a\n_g blans of professional

. educators and the vagaries.of publlc opinion as artlculated through the ‘Mmedium of the

. press and otherlnstltuhoni oo - . ' T

. * . 0

v, ¢ et

-~ .

Washmgtomans fail to realize that tnese confhct!\ over s hool fmance are not
‘ xenogenetlc, they do not spring, fullblpwn from ' the forehead of Zeus‘, devoid of °

AP h;storlcal context. In fact, the same issues have appeareg'i repeatedly over the years:
before the c,onsolidatien%of the four school.boards in the last tentury and after; befox;e :

. the 1906 law establishing the modern Boar'd' of. Education and after; before the Great.
. . L

- -Depression or World War I and after them; before inteération and after it; begore home -+
. : I'4

rule and after;‘and before Hobson v. Hansen—and Hobson I[I—and after. To understand

! * N : > & . . '
the nature of contemporary isi% well as possible avenues for, their resolution, a .

resort to history is imperative. ' . oot

’

4 . %
1/ PFor this prOJect the author has compxled a lengthy year-by-year -history of
> .education finance in the District of Columbia. The document, which jncludes
events as early as the foynding of the Washington city schools at the outset of the
nineteenth century and presents 25 theses on education finance in the District of
. Columbja, will be available as a resource book. It is expected to be issued by the
' Institute for District Affairs of the University of the District of Columbia durmg

) the 1982-83 academlc year, \

~ . ) s »

. . -1-
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~ m Firgt Issue: Fquitatle DnsmmumofSehoolFmding

o

Perhaps ‘no issue has so caught the pubhc 1mag1nat10n over the years as ‘the

-

equitable dlstrlbutlon of funds. Often the argument is mooted that thlngs were /_b{tter—

,or ‘worse — under the old, appomted board. few realize that recent debates regardmg )
-

s ~

equitable distribution of the budget, race relatlons, or the power to allocate scarce

~~
-~

resources are 8s old as the city itself. )

v +
ALY
. .

_ The earliest pubiic schools in Wasm'ngton were pauper schools; no'on(e who could

dhelp it sent, childr'en'to them.' ‘Free education -was provided only to the very poorest
. ot
white chlldren, ‘they, were stigmatized for attendance Black children attended

priyately supported classes, as did ‘better—off white children. Flnances for the pubhc

schoolsw were raised during Thomas J efferson's term as head of the school board by taxes

o

on "sins" (billiarcb the theatre, and slaves) and through personal shlicitations, a novel

2/

approach ”Only when~ the schools became relatlvely umversal did the issue of fair

V.-

) dlstrlbuhon become serious. When that happened, questlors of eqmty and’ ]ustlce were

' o

<

débated upon a canvas of school flnance: C . T

‘n . ~ .
"':9 . 4 . |
P .
—_—

The flrst maJor confllct over equal distribution of monies pitted freed blacks

)

agalnst entrenched whlte power.alg Wlth the abolition' of slavery in Washmgton during

' ,Aprﬂ, 1862, an additional school levy was ‘declared; the law stated that ten percent of

. ;zdl monies received from taxes levied-upon real and p,erson_al property of blacks would

o
_N
$ .

This method of raising money was_considered highly innovative at the time. It
must be recalled that publie sghools were not widely in evidence. On the other

hand, several Presidents intended to build in the District the premier education

system in the nation. Presidents Washington, and John Quincy Adams were most

interested in such a public institution. Congress,however, vetoed the ides; it was

caught up in "states' rights" arguments, For a discussion of the idea, see”

Constaice M. Green, Washington: A History of the s Capital, 1800-1950,¢
(Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1962), pp.42, 102.

L
(3
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. be set aside.to initiate "a system,' of primary schools, for thé*education of colored |

- .
v . : cos
Several months later, a Board of Trustee‘e was created for the black

.

children " 2/

schoo”ls; this board lasted only unt11 ‘the tumultuous decade of the 18%0s. From these '

trustees -however, came an anguxshed complalnt. the clty was fa11mg to dlsnng?sh
between taxes _paid by whltes and those paid by blacks.” As a result of that pohcy,

Jrustees saw' the flrst two years under the néw law reahze a totq intake for black

schools of only $736 86' o

o "
<

7" - e ’,

L}

The conﬂlct reached 1ts apOgee in June of« 1864 Wlth stfong "Radlc\al
. "t
6Repubhcan“ support a law was passed requiring that a percentage of all school.funds be
J ’

set aSIde for blacks proportlonate to the number of black chlldren of school age d1v1ded

by the number of white chlldren of school age This law, which was later dubbed "the

Ll

Magna Charta of theoedu\mlonal system for Negpoes in the D1str1ct of Columbla," was

evaded and ﬂouted over the years, but unt11 deseg'regatlon the pr1nc1p1e of. propor-

. ° 3 .
- tlonate ,shanng of funds temalned popularly styong, and legally on the books. 5/

Y - . , v . - - . .

* ~d . N ot . ’
. !\' .

A

;) In 1870 black complalnts that™ the Mayor was dLvert1ng funds from the black '

»

s,chools led to pa§age aof a bill by the gity Councrl whlch deprlved the Mayor of the

*

r1ght to exercxse any~dlscretlonary power over the school funds. And as the terr1torlal . .

‘s

¥, government was Set up,.an 1871 law declared that "gll monies . shall be approprlated

.‘ 7
, for the equal beneflt of all the youths of sa1d D1str1\ct between certain ages, to be
- J

deflned by the law." . T y
C1—’ . - - ’

“ M

.
. o y - <

3/ For-an éxcellent and detailed study of the blacKsehool ‘divisi nhs, upon Whlch much
of the following diseussion rests, see Williston H. “Lofton, he Development of,
Public Education For Negroes in Washmgton, D.C.: A Sttfdy f Separa t\But Egual
Accohimodations." (American Un1ver51ty doctoral dlssertatl n, 1944)

. S
4/ Ibid, p. 134 - - -
¢ - . .
« 1 by ! ) ‘_, -"ﬁ + Tl
- ,,.‘ \ .
» - 10
» hd "'3 - ~ v
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te

blic funds by~ officials led to the

Then, allegatlons of mismanagement of‘i

ellmlnatlon of democratlc government in the Iihs riet. - The commissioner. system
. T T 4 ~ 7
: prevailed for nearly a century, But proper dxstrlbution X;chool momos was an issue that
'/

T would not die. In February of 1877 the D.C. Comptro er- reported to’«the Board of

School Trustees -that nearly $19 000 was due to_the’ black schoolsf"as thelr share of the

.

approprlahons for the prev10us years In 1882 the whxte members of the Board (who
. comprised a ma]onty) voted that there d1d not haVe to be separatlon/of the funds and
that black schools did not need all the money to whlch they would have been entltled
had the proportional system prevalled Rather, they ma1nta1ned white schools would

have to be closed down if the proportlonal system were relntroduced In that-year,

§

47-; . howéver, the ‘Board. was oy,/ruled by the Commlssmners, who held that all baek sums
. due- to the black schools were, 1ndeed to be spent for them. From 1883 onward, fewer
complmnts regardmg the proper . proportlonal d1v1s10n of funds were heard although
" ’g:r hlstomam note that blaclc Washmgtomars dxsllked placlng the task of . accountlng for

"st‘fhool funds into whife hands. * QU ’ : '

Je .
- .. 'Y

- " At the turn of the ‘century, a related issue. of ‘eqt\;ity'"ar'ose: there wa‘s a 'salary

than black teachers of similar trmmng and exper:ence Indeed, Wasfungton in that era
was a "Southern" city, and salary dlfferentlals were a feature Qf Southern blgotry 1
) ‘~fact Lofton has roted . fhat "t 1s rather smgular that the dxfferendes were not

’ 4 s <ot ., w,' N .
gre@ta'&:r’-/ . . o X ' - . v - N . ’

-~ It was to modernize and, in part, equalize the school system that the watershed
1906 school restructumng oceurred. Although. black Washmgtomans and the1r allies
were -unhappy with the dlsaprarance of amndependent black Superxntendent of Schools :

, (there would henceforth until integratlon, be one Supemntendent and’fwo Assistant .

. ’/‘

5/ -Ibid,p.180. . T

~

dlfferentlal for teachers; it. was not unusuel to find whlte teachers pmd hlgher salanw =

3
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Supérintendents; one of whom was in charge of black‘ sc.hool divisions),'ttiéy were
pleased with the fact.. th;t pay for fblacl.c teachers and white teachers was eﬁhglized by
law. At the same ti'me? construction was theoretically equalized, énd new black schools
began to arise as white l,fmes did. A new high school for black Washingtonians was ‘l_miled'
in 1916 as far surlpaséir‘}g, "any high ééhoo’li building for colored anywhere‘élse in ‘the
country." 9-/ | From 1906 on, there was a substantial increase l;n Ehe nurﬁber of bl;ildings

gvailable for the use of black t‘pﬁpfls. ‘In line with the new District p‘olicy, the House

AET ¢

-

‘Appropriafions Committee adopted a ryle that “tt;fe appropriatiohs should be given in

proportion to the ratio of percentages of the two races."

e

Although”black schools g&w “to earn a reputation as "the greétest center for
. . M 4

Negro education jn the world," the fact was that they seldom received thgfr fair share
. .@,, . ‘e

of budget ;gllocations. A study in }938’reveale’d that for the bulk of bu}lgets between -

" 1923 and 1937, black schools- fell below, the appropriate shére of financial support; only

in five years did the proportion rise above the fairness line to tiltin their favor.’ As the

k4

enrollment of hlack schools rose from 15.5 pet‘éent of whites in 1927 up to 40.4 percent

in 1935, and then baéi'kc’l to 35 percent in 1937, a "jealous: watch" over aﬁprOpriétions
) 7/

not witnessed a dispute over this matter.1.8/

o °
-

| .
not to the Board of Education but to the Commissioners, officials in the Bureau of the

Budget, and House subcommittee members. An example may be noted from the 1935

8
2

8/ Ibid., . 204 ‘ ' -

7/ Howard H. Long, "ﬁ‘h_e gﬁpport and Control of Public Education in the District of
. Columbia," Journal of Negro Education (July, 1938),.pp. 390-399. See especially,
the comparfson table.on p. 307. Long writes, ™... it'might be assumed that the
finanecial status of the colored schools of Washington is maintained automatically.
Such is not the case. For the last fifteen to twenty years at.intervals, the
proportions of appropriations .for,‘the colored schools have been reduced all but

&

tragically at some stage of the progress through which proposed appropriations

legislation must pass." (p. 398.) . e
8/ LOftOn, po 248. * , ' 4 ‘'

~' As Lofton has commented, "hardly a session of Congress since 1931 has

During the thirties, black criticism of unequal spending was generally addressed
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) {budget. That year, the ‘House reduced black .school construction by an extraordinarily
-large percentage The House committee actually increased the B,ureau of the Budget
recommendation for. white schools from $955,000 to $1, 584 000, an increase :of

$629,000, while decreasmg\filack appfopriations from $735 000 to $299 00. Only i
¥ :*?:? .
effective appeal to the Senate, occasionally the"*‘t‘epos:tory of fair play for D. C saved

s

;M %, the day The issue continued to distress Washingt.on.,, In a press conference of 1940,
B et :

Eleanor Roosevelt expressed the: belief that black schools. were not getting their
g/b . ? 7

[

pmportionate share of the funds.

2

\_cher mattérs of eauity and financing surfaced frequently. Bla"ck s“chools‘we're ,,
rarely as well equipped as white ones. "Used" white schools turned over. to the black
divisions as popula)tion shifted were often uni‘it. A study pr.epared in 1937 for the Inter-
Racia:l Comm.ittee.of the District of Columbia concluded tha_t ig such aspects as
location, space, equipment, répairs and health conditions, the black schools conipared
very unfavorably with the‘*white sehools Especially was this so at the, semor high

level. 10{

Many cheered the arrival of desegregation'in 1954 as the only basis for the .

" establishment of equity, but shortly the issue arose again. In 1967 Dr. Carl Hansen,

then a popular school Superintendent, was challenged in court to show whether in".fact
desegregation had occurred. Were not black students, and disadvantaged students

generally, being deprived of equitable'treatment under the integrated system? The
J ' “

}

9/  Lofton refers to this press conference. On several occasmns, Mrs. ‘Roosevelt was
able to make chénges. Once, she was so upset> during a visit to a neighborhood
school that she prevailed upon Congress to replace the .decrepit "temporary"
building. It did. See, also, Washmgton Tribuhe, March 8, 1941.

10/ . See Constance M. Green, The Secret City: A History of Race Relations in the
. -~ Nation's Capital (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1967), pp. 250-337, for a

discussion of a number of similar groups and reports during this period. It shotild

be noted that [in' some years] the black divisions received better treatment
during the late forties. See, for example, "Négroes Fare Well in School Spending,

Post, May 22, 1947. But see, also, "D.C. Budget Cuts are Riddling Sgatuis of 'Negro

Schozls Stadr, March 19, 1949. .

15
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ruling of Judge J. Skelly Wright surprised many; de facto segregation still existed, he

_ said. "Median per pupil expenditure in the predominantly Negro elementary schools

. R , , ‘ay N
[had been] a clear $100 below the figure.for predominantly ‘white schools." Moreover,
white _schools had empty seats while black schools were stuffed to 115 percent of

capaclty The prevailing "track system" was to be abollshed and teacher desegregatlon
11/

sped.up. Substantlal integration of students and faculty was mandated.

°
N £ ; v 3

Q

The year of 1971 saw Julius Hobson win his second victory in matters of equitable ‘

Jdistribution of funds. He went back to court on the same issue, argulng that the Boardf

) had not carried out the court's mandate, The richest, whitest areas west of Rock Creek

e
iy

o

P
Wl et

s

Park were gettlng substantla]ly more than the1r fair share of school funds. Th1s time 1t

was ruled that school finances were gomg “to have to be equah?ed - Per pupil

L4

\efcpenditures based upon teache’r salaries in elementary schools would not be permitted

5

to deviate moie than plus or minus five percent from the average. The Board would

':annually have to file with the court sufficient information to establish that the:

equaliZation order "was‘being implemented. Although the equalization ~of funding

confhcted with ﬁederal ”f’ﬁandates regarding the awarding of Title I (of the Elementary
and Secondary Educatlon Act of 1965) monies only to needy schools and thus brought
fiscal heartburn to the school system the equalization was achieved i in January of 1971,
" Today, student-teaéher ratlos rather than teacher salary budgets are, used to gauge

/;

equallty, but the schools must still file annual reports on the, top1c

P

11/ Hobson v. Ha'nsen, 269 F. Supp. 401. The case was heard in the U.S. District
Court for the District of Columbia on June 19, 1967. The Hon. J. Skelly Wright,
Judge, U.S. Court of Appeals for the District of Columbia Circuit, wrote the

opinion. »

There has been a ‘major llterature development on th1s topic. A major study on
the subject is-Joan C. Baratz, A Quest for Equal Opportunity in a Major Urban
School Distriet: The Case of Washington, D.C. (Washington: D.C. Citizens for
Better Public Education and ¢the Syracuse University Resedrch Corporation, 1975).
-An answer to the repert is entitled, A Critique of A Quest for Equal Opportunity
in_ a Major Urban School District: The Case of Washington, D.C., (Washington: "
Office of Plahmng, Research and Evaluation, D.C. Publie* Schools, 1975) See,

_7... \l
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- ] In the late 1970s ‘and -early 1980s a new issue of financial equlty arose; the

closmg down of schools As C&plt&l budgets for construction became relies of the past,

-parents and ~p011t_1c1ans ym focused attention upon the closing of schools. Which

-

neiéhboﬁhpo&“ were to be deprived? Were the childrén‘s needs being evaluated fairly,

regardlas of whether the nelghborhood was mch or poor? Whose schools had better

3. .-
© facilities - modern gyms or cafetemas, better héatmg and air condmomng, more .

[y

.. Spacious classrooms? Again, equity was at center stage in D.C. school finances.
. v kY
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also, Thomas Sowell "A Case of Black’ Excellence," Public Interest, Sprmg, 1974;
Herbert S. Wlnokur Jr., "Expenditure Equallzatmn in the ~Washmgton, D.C.

Elementary Schools," Public Policy, Summer, 1976; and George R. LaNoue and
Bruce L.R..Smith, The Politics of School Decentrallzatlon (Lexmgton, Mass: D.C.

# . . Heath, 1973).
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’ . oL Second Issue: The nghazard Nature of Educatan Fmance

“

Virtually every study of District educatlon fmance has cited haphazard and
unpredlctable fundmg as the key to understandmg weaknesses in the D.C. school

system It is a story truly as old as the. schocl system, its roots. are m the very_

foundatlon stone of\thxsnatlon, the U S Constltutlon, whlcg in Article I, Sectlon 8, No
) m R i
17 grants Congress thé power to exerclse "excluswe legislation in all cases whatsoever" or

3 \ . . \
over the federal district. . o .

. \ . )

5 0

Washmgton's school budgets must traverse a umquely long and sinuous- path from Ty

planning to fundmg to spending. Around each bend apparently endless political traps lie
-~ -~ ) ll ’

in wait. There can be little doubt that the Founding Fathers never thought that their

Constltutlon would deprive the capital city schools of t the ability to generate long range

y

plans or to follow through on-them. In fact Presidents George Washington and Jolin

n

Quiney Adams wanted the natlon's most outstanding and thorough public school system_

to be erected m the capltal / Yet, running like threads of disruptiveness through the

\

o warp and woof of Washingtoniana, extending from alpha to’ omega, and under all forms ' -
of the crazy quilt of pohtlcal and educatlonal governance systems, have been fiscal
chaos, a lack of coordination, and arbitrary, capricious fundmg The Arlstotehan truth .

A\
that man is a'political ammal has meant, to the nation's capital, a system built upon t&?

. ”
shifting sands of national pohtlcs. : T , )

)
e -~

x' . “ Open an educational journal or read an éducation column for virtually any year in «
Washington's history: three budgets are simultaneously being discussed, at a minimunt. ’
While some are being choboed mercilessly, others are being arbitrarily inﬂated, Actors '
yet unknown may figure promine_ntly in thé outecome. Joyous- celebration over a?
'"victory" on one front inevitahly is tempered by the gloom™of det:eat_on. another; a

school approved here becomes a total budget package knocked down there. - o

L]

12/ Their dreams includéd the vision of a major natlonal university arlsmg in the .
sttrlct. See footnote 2, above.
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‘ K -.,' .“ i.

| VY




_ .- . *

Since lipited home rule begaxg in 1975, this issue has receded somewhat, although

it continues to exist. Like a monster from the deep, it may return. .

4

‘What is this ‘&m‘azing route all school budg\e§ must traverse? There is a total of

eight basi'c~ stages through which a schodi oudget must pass. 13/ First, the early figures

- e 8

are compiled by. three groups (none of which is ever likely to see the fruits of their
labor emerge unssathed in a final budg@t document): community leaders, principals ano ,
their staffs, and department heads.' \Next, the Superintendent develops a proposed
budget. Third, thére are publicb hearings and the Board of Education revises and
approves the school budget. Fourth, the C.om missioners (or, today, the Mayor) include
the school budget in the' city t?u/dget. Fifth, there are public hearings again and the city
Council re\"ises and approves the total city budget. 14/ Sixth, the federal Office of
Management and Budget (formerly, Bureau of the Bug]get) incorporates the D.C. budget
into the President's byget. Seventh, there are pubhc hearings again and the D.C.
subcommittee%of the Hous_e‘o'f Representatives and ‘t.he, parallel subcommittee of the
Senate, hoth within “ their respective apor,opriations committees, orepare
. récommendations. Finally, after each c;hamber considers the bi11 there is the inevitable

conference committee and the ironing out’ of differences arising between the versxons

adopted by the two houses, and approval by the House and Senate. The process lS’

.13/ An excellent picture-of the map thus generated by these stages Was prepared in
1971 and included in a most informative pamphlet issued by the D.L. Citizens for
Better Public Educatlon in August of 1971.. The booklet was. entitled Financin
the D.C. Public Schools: A Budgeting and Planhing Guide for the| Citizens, and
was prepared by Mary L. Broad, Lou Ellicott, and M. Louise Malone,;\with editorial
assistance from Barbara Newman. Noted on the cover as chairman of the School

Budget Committee is Mary Ellen Clark. The booklet is now almost unavailable.
_Reportedly;a-follow-}ip study is being prepared. L i

14/ This step, of course, did not exist for much of the present century, since there’
was no Couneil until ldte in President Johnson's administration.
L] g "
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capped when the President affixes his signature, creating a law'authorizing the -

éxpenditure of funds as allocated by ,Congrgpss. 15/ ’

- “: " s . v ‘ *
With'a path like this to tread, it is no gionder that even the best defended of

/

budgets cannot be expected to emerge unscathed from -the process..-- «Throughout

4

Washlngton's hlstory, newspaper headlines have announded that the clty could not
purchase gchool snt& on time. Money has been lost repeatedly as plans have been

drawn, sites acquu'ed and then insuf‘ficient funding granted by some recalcm'ant ,

" committee of the Congress. When such unpredictable funding patterns and the ihabiljty..»

[ /'
to mount long-range planning are combined with t#e unhappy legacy of bigotry and
segregation, it is hardly a wonder that the schools of the District sprouted helter-
~ ’ g

skelter.
)

-
» :
f

The haphazard nature of the process was long%,e\}iden'i to observers. We have "as

much control [over school finance] ... as we have over the cost of igloos in Iceland,"

complained one D'.C. newspaper in 1935. D.C. was getting "or"il-.y‘_lthew‘sort‘ of schools' and

apprepriations that Congress allows us, If we_':don't like it,~ we can lump jt." ﬁ/

n . A .
=1 . ; i . '
“ M e
-y “
1 . . v %

15/ Additionally, however, funds may be frozen through executive action. NToreoVer,
frequently in D.C. hlstory the money allocated for school constructlon fell short
of the needed amount and thus could not be spent. . ‘

A further cqmpllcatlon enters. There is always -the necessity of gaining through
Congress the authorization and then the appropriation. Examples abound in D.C.
history of pr01ects authorized but not fully funded;stypically, money is authorized
to be expended on a constructlon program of several years running, but Congress
: fails to appropnate enough money on an annual basis to fulfill the goals of the
program. As noted, there is an addltlonal problem. Throughout the years, money
has_actually lain fallow, unused,. durmg periods of true financial hardship. The
reason has been that the appro iated amounts have not been sufficiently large to .,
Tk undertake construction. Often,prices have risen dramatically from the date of . .
request to the date of award (two years later or more). The money allocated by ,
Congress, always below what is-asked for, is insufficient to commit for, construe-
tion. This was:the case partlcularly during the late forties and early flftl%, when '
construction costs were skyrocketing. . ] . R

; 16/ Washington Herald, Februaty. 6, 1933.° The paper.went on to say that the New
| Deal had opengd many new departments and brought in several thousands of new
jobs and residents, for which Washingtonians were pleased. But school econditions , *

would simply have to be provided; they were now "totally madequate, unsafé and
unsanitary.” ‘ “« 4 e

[ - . \
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A 193§¢report, issued\py the staff of the Presndent's Advisory Committee on
Education, complained correctly but futilely that too many individuals took it as their
task to Serutinize the budget. Many were "Vigilant erities, not often hostile to the
public schools but always preoccupied wnth other interests " lThe curnbersome
procedures were resultmg in "matehally reducing)ie oniglnal estimates, perhaps too
drastically to provide an adequate system of public schools," To mimmi7e the factor of
‘unpredictability, the Board of Educatjon should control the process. "It would appear

. o

quite u'nnecessarif for the subcommittees of the House and- Senate cornmittees on

'appropriations to deal with anything in the school estimates other than the pringipal

M .

categories gnd the large items,"- the report asserted. Further, the process Qid not

\ -
enable the school system to adjust to ehdnging circumstances It was "likely to result in

PN
a waste of money, since it.may -not also be economical to"make the exr)enditures

-

exactly according to the items appropriated." Since seven-eighths of the financial
suppogt of the schools was coming from local taxation, the p'rocedures just could not "be ..

regarded as in keeping with the democratic American way of providing school

' . ¢ .
facilit’ies" 1/ i ’ \

4

Each year there wa'sp-gr’eat likelihood that the story”woul;be othe same. At one of \
the major steps in the budgert process, irrati.onal and de.va’sta‘t‘ing cuts would be made.
in 1946, for example, huge cuts were imposed by the House Appropriations Com mittee;
although the approved Rudget was greatly in excess of the approprmtion for the
prevnous year, the increases /,were needed. to handl_e opsrating costs and vital
construcﬁon. Superintendent 'Corr'iing told the press that the request "had been set upon
the basic needs for efficient service," and that there,was nQ. doubt that-service was

going to be impaired. At the same time, spokesmen for the_Congressional cominittees

17/ Lloyd E. Blauch and dJ. Qrin Powers, Ifublic Education in the District of Columbia.
Staff Study Nurmber 15, The AdVisory Committee on ;lducatLon (Washlngton uU. S
‘Government Printing Offlce, 1938), pp. 76-92.. & ~ o, o

,&r ,‘? Lt . Q
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1nvolved told reporters tbaat "servrcEv of teachers has not been sufflclently utlllzed "

Teachers should be told nlg,longer hours Budget committees (not the Board of
o ?‘ ‘ )

“ Educatlon) were settlng sehool pollcy @' ‘

-

-

él
NeWSpapers opposed cuts*by 'theﬁﬁutteau of the Budget or the Congressiqnal

Appropriations Committee.. Slashes merg Bﬁten descrlbed as irrational or unjust. In the
‘5,& [ R
late forties, a Congresswnally—commLSSI§gd§;epor’t by Professbr George Strayer ,of

Teachers _College of Columbia Un‘wé(smty, Velled an attack on the irrationality

[

- 1nduced by the comphcated budget“é,proeess- "The factors Whlch haye had the most
marked effect on school expendlturesﬁurlng the past twenty yea—r‘s\ have had little or no

re1atlonshlp to the educational needs.of the school populatlon, Under such conditions it
' q .
may well be expected that progress “in educatron should lag and that deficiencies in

,many a;pects of a publlc school system should develop "

-

« M .
; i

Strayer further noted that "the need for new bulldlngs and equlpment does” not as

.

a rule, develop suddenly " There was "ample evidence that financing of capltal outlay

-

has been neither adequate nor properly d‘ljt[‘lbuted in the Dlstrlct of Columbia. " 18/

w&i

The lrratlonallty of fundlng was ofte‘ based on the rac‘ﬁl prejudices of key
”~ ° Congressmen. Antl-black Southerners long prevailed in the House commlttees, wreaklng)

havoc with their bizarre biases. Thu? in 1952 headines told the story: "Only One New

School Requested, as Building Program is Slashed.” More than $10 million Qlad been

taken from the proposed budget of the Boalrd of Educatlon, especlally big cuts came in
-

the ambitious bulldlng program Vtrtually ali of the money deleted had’been designated
LY
for black sc}n’ool construction, while t.he support 1ntended for whlte sohools remained in

the budget Editorials c1ted the 1rratlon§llty of it all "The economy in the DlSt[‘lCt"
budget,~so far as school constructlon is concerned, is at the expense of [the children].

< N .
... “What kind of 'economy is this, anyhow?" -1—9:/ .

18/* George D. Strayer, The Report of the Survey of the Publlc Schools of the District
~ , of Columbia (Washingfon: U,S. Government Printing Oflice, 1949), p. 899. The
reporf was commissioned by the FY-1949 appropriations enactment, P.L. 724, [t

was released on February 28, 1949, and was a full 980 pages long. .

“ " “19/° Washington Post, January 28, 1952.-




The problem was _sumr;led up once again by a Whjte House Cenference on
Education report on D.C., p‘uinébed. in November of 1955. School‘s had to operate from '
a general fund. The absénce of special)‘ taxing [;o;vers residing witp the. l;oard of ™
Education, coupled with no sure income from the federal payment, "[:estricts the ebility

of the school administration to estimate in advance the gmount of money which will be
20/ '

available for its operations." - . :

The situation continued on, however, like a broken record. Thus, Dr. Hansen, in

1962, saw the House Dlstrlct Committee cut 102 proposed teacher positions from a

request of 295 “thus creatmg "an intolerable situation."* The cuts "approach the

ridiculous" and would have to be restored. 2/ ) /

-

The mood of Congress began to chahge. In Juhe of 19563 the District Committee

received a Republican—originated'plan to.set up separate budget°procedures for the

.

public schools.  The’ irrationality and unpredictabjlity of funds was riuch discussed.

LY

N Reb. Fred Schwengel, a Republican from Iowa and sponser of the bill, was a former
teacher who had been making unannounced visits to the schools. Neglect was "caused
by responsible people who ha;le failed to provide enough money for adequate buildings,

for adequate space and for adequate staff and equipment." The system had "for’some _
’ .

°

unexplained reason some of ‘the finest teachers'l have ever ;net.,..[but] if our school,

v

., 8ystem in Davenport approached the neglect here, the péopie of lowa would hang their

i 22/

. - heads in shame." .When others argued that it was the Commissioners, not the

’

Congress, who.cgused the problem, the irratioﬁality of the systém was only further -~

. A

highlighted.

) 20/ The District of Columbia Study (Washington: White House Conference on'
: ~ Education, November 7, 1955), p. 97. The Cemmittee on Finances was headed by ..
Thomas J. Groom, Premdent ‘of the Bank of Commerce and Savings. This réport
also told of the. extraordmarlly low D.C. teachers' salaries. Many excellent fiscal
suggestions were made in this document.

21/ Washmgton Daily News, June 23, 1962

+ 99/ Washmgton Post, June 13, 1962. These sessions .in 1963 were most informative,
Nonetheless, Chalrman John L. McMillan decided to hold the bill in abéyance and

ve it further study, in other words, kill it. The real goal ‘behind-the
gll Was to bypass the District Commissioners, € _ Sehwengel

0 : " R
- _ C - : a0
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If the school budget were submrtted separately from other parts of the city's

budget, money could be m4de ‘available before the beginning of the school year. The

»”

. Commissioners were messing everything up with. an "A" budget an'd,g‘v"B" (suppemental)

budget. Budgets were coming in so ldte that the school year was ”already underway;

defi’i:its, were thus predictable. -z-i/ Separate budgé'té for the schools would prevent this

from recurring, said Dr. Hansen in a-radio interview.

4

The process did not improve. In 196'6, the Superintendent complained that cuts
Al ) .

made by the Cé)_ngress "have beaten down sehool officials until they have developed a
'what's the use?' attitude." Congress was making a mockery of planning. "In the

District- of Columbia, the trail of school house planning, like the pioneer trails of

*

westward expansion, is littered with the bleached bones of overcautious estimates as to
. .
24/

needs," commented Dr. Hansen. —' Dr. Hansen noted that from 1953 to 1966 chool

-
4

officials had asked for an avérage annual total of $82 million in exi)enses only to have

the figure cut back to $64 million by the Commissioners and to wind up with less than

3

$55 million from Congress. Construction costs had fared terribly. He appealed for 'an

increase in borrowing authority. In other words, with so many decision makers and so .

many possible points of vulnerabiibty, honest and g_dal—reldted budgeting simply was not

-

possi'ble. . -~

R, -

23/ Washington Star, September 29, 1963. The radio show, aired over WWDC on
.September 29, T;'963, was entitled "Shhdes of Opinion" and moderated by Urban,
League Executive. Director Sterling Tutker. |

24/ Star, March 3, 1966. :

4



S

In September of 1966 the city's Budget Officer complained that the schools "do;l't'

list priorities, don't develop clear-cut programs, so we have nothing definite to shoot

i )
at." 25/ Then, the House A’%gropriations Committee cut $8 million from a construction-

budget and asked for school'.improveme;lts, simultaneously. "How that is to be
accomplished amidst the fiscal ,chaos of late budgets, arbitrary cuts and inadequate

facilities, the éom mittee does not tell.us," editorialized the Washington Post. Ql

>

A related problem was beginning to creep in. Congress was dela{zing its |
appropriations cyele. "Since.Congress usu,glly does not make its appropriations until

well into the school year, as a practical matter the requests have been postponed not

*

for one year but for three." The system, noted the Post, was foreing the schools into

"an exXtravagantly long lead time", with year overlapping yéar,. and no time for real

’

planning. "The city is chained to the conservatism of its acceuntants.”

EN
i

The Passow Report of 1967 was anothgr major s.tud(of tll1e D.C, seh991§.' 1t called
for an egd to the h¥phazard funding pr’ocess.( Provisions ought to be maée for long-
range budget planning and the institution of a program planning and budgeting system;
the District schoolg needed ‘gwtef- flexibility in the use of funds fop program
" development. Either the Bogx(d of Education or the Commissioners oyght to be given ‘
the rigﬁt to fulhly‘ brepare the budget and to act as the fir;él authority on the s,cl;éol-

budget, said the report. Educational resources should be allocated on the basis of rieed.
. ¢ . . ' 4. »

25/ Daily News, November 7, 1966. And, during the same month, teachers began to
Efé'k'%'fh?'l-louse in protest against the cuts, citing construction, new teacher, and -
pay raise slashes as the big negatives, The. children of Washington could only be
"removed from Second class citizenship" if the cuts were restored,«said Mr.
William H. Simons, head of thé union. Star, September 14, 1966. As that

" pacticular crisis“worsened, school officials began looking for alternative ways to
‘fund programs and came upon the idea of .substituting one desired program for
another in a Title IIl (Innovative and Exemplary) ESEA application to the federal
government. . . ’ :

Post, September 12, 1966.
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.'a‘ lag in ekpenditures. for school needs/and” to a mushrooming of problems.

aprocess‘for school budgets. .The irrationality of such a large number of .actors

. . '

The report attacked the peculiar requirement that schools compete with other c'ity' .

agencies for filnding. It claimed that the school system "did not push either the Distriet

»

“or Congress)too hard for funds" and argued that this “con'ser'vative approach™ had ledto

21/

.,‘e . s

~ 3

~ In 1967 President Lyndg B. Johnson replaced the old Commlssmner system with N

a Pre51dent1any-appo1nted Méyor' and city Qouncll Thxs new system d1d.not change the

‘. e . -
continued. v - ) n !

3,0 - « - -
‘\*'.\ ‘ o L} g ‘ N . ‘ -
N . . , . .

[y -
.

. » .. - . -
The@:;Tt of partial home rule jn 1975 helped enormously to reduce th:e

&

hapha7ard is of school ftmdlng Now the Mayor and clty Councll were given the
rlght to set a "budget mark" for the Board of Educatlon In other words, these bodies
could haggfle only about the ma)umum amount school plannlng would, henceforth be |
more rational. Flzally - after years of st’ruggle - the Oard of Educatlon wbuld now : "
determ1ne how the budget was actually to.ug.s'pent No longer could c1ty fathiers decide v
what to pay for,and what to elrmmate .The system, so many had sought had flnally |

ived. Washington was more like other cities in terms of educational finance than it

’

27/ A. Harry Passow, Toward CreatmgA Model “Urban Sehdol System A Study of the
Washington, D. C Public Schools (New York: Teachers College of Columbia
University, 1967); pp.-242-264. The full title of the chapter on finance is
"Congress, the D.C. Government, and School Finance.!! Following publication of *
the Passow Report, an Executive Study Group was created. See, Reports of the .
Executive Study Group (Washingtori: D:C. Public Schools, 1969) It supported the 2
ma1n ideas of the Passow Report on fiscal matters. ’

v
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This innovation has not totally eliminated the irrationality of school financiné;
Coﬁgres retains the power to review sc!hopl budgets. Schools must still vie with other
ciiy agencies for their funding. In actual fact, however, the city Couneil and Mayor,
while almost algvays finding somet‘hing with. which ‘to take exception, have not gone

beyond their statutory roles of setting tothl dollar figures: and’ Congress has not

interfered in the financing role of the Board of Education. Today, Washingtor's schools

have to face fewer "significant others" in their financing and can plan with greater

» )

’ ‘certainty than in the past; the main fiseal task today is to eliminate the legacy of the

haphazard nature of the schools' finances.

For palicy-makers, however, it should be noted that the schools remain. without
o °

fiscal autonomy And thus are hampered in their ability to draw.ldng—range plans. Séme

final arrangeme ts concermng the federal payment-or independent taxing authority are .

< needed Until he séhool system has the ability to predlct ahead .of time how much

¢ 4 :

. mhoney will He avallable for expenditures in a budget year and for several years ahead,

v

long-range planning will remain a highly sf)eculative art.

»
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IV. ‘Third Issue: Adequacy of School Funding

f .
| The schools of Washington began as pauper schools. Adequate funding was not

provided. In fact, an_early politician objected to setting reasonable salaries for

teachers; that, he argued, would merely encouré&é “professoﬁs" to "sloth." 28/ Poor

P

budgets meant that teachers could not be retained for long periodg. Indeed, the first
teacher was paid $500 per year, but Mr. R‘ichard White, in what was perhaps the first

voluntarj} RIF in Washinéton school history, resigned after 18 months on the job,

Bl

= . . . : . .
appealing to the Board "for pecuniary assistance to enable him to remove himself and

>

family from Washington."
Conditions were dreadful. Superintendent after Superintendent, Annual Report

4 -
kY

after Annual .Réport, newspaper record after newspaper record — all chronicle the

inadequacy of funding. H/éo\me occasions merit special mention. In 1866, black students

"

had to make do with army barracks. The first teacher's college in the city~ was
considered to be controversial, so the Superintendent, who instituted it had'*tvo tolerate
founding legislation which stipulatid that "no further expense sho:l'd be incurred by this
act than is now required for teachers in the public schools (i.e., without fhe cost of the
college) for’ the year endi}lg June 30, 1874." For most of the twentieth ceritury, double

shifts were in operation at least somewhere in the system.
’ 3
Salaries were almost always far below the national levels. Funds, until the 1970s,

.

were rarely enough to provide adequate repair and maintenance. Construction was

always Dehind needs. Cries for more administrative staff echoed throughout the

héarings for most of the schools' history. Free milk, school lunches, foreign languages,
S . - ’ . . .

driver education, special education, service to the handicapped — all were the victims

ofainade uate budgets.
qu g i -

. The Strayer Report of 1949 divided the schools' rrfogern economic history into five

distinet periods. The years from -1925 to 1930 saw an upward trend in school
. ? : ) _ .
s .

28/ Green, Washington, p. 43, ’ ' J
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expenditures; the period had continued tﬁrough to 1932. From 1933 to 1935 the

Depression had dominated everything; a serious curtailment of educational services and

reductions in financial support marked that span of time. From 1936 through 1941, the“

schools experienced. an economic recovery, "during which time the losses of the

N %

Depression were, in large part,-regained." The war years, from 1942 to 1945, "required

]

man, adJuotments due to6 shortages in personnel and materials, rising prices, and the

nece slty of adaptmg the educational program to war needs " Frém 1946 to 1949 ‘the

" sechools had seen contmued shortages m personnel and materxals, been buffeted by

econoinic mflatlon, and witnessed a growing demand for educatlonal services. 29/

»

During the Depression funding had been cut disastrously low. In order to save jobs

(albeit at reduced salaries), construction was halved. Othér cities were irf a similar

H oind Newspapers of that era constantfy assailed "rigid and almost blind economies

- v
]

%‘2) Timés, Decen'mbe'l"ZS 1934. .

1mposed by the current approprlatxon blll n 30/ Cuts meant "that our school system is
going to lose ground within the next few years as 1t has lost ground during the current

year." Putting off construction Mis simply piling up difficulties for the school system,

difficultiés which will have to be faced sooner or later." 3y

&

v

Newspapers complained that if budget cuts prevailed, "thé schools will be dealt a

32/

staggering blow." And, the ['trivial sums" voted by Congress "will not fingnce

much-nceded construction t&relieve the shocking congestion in many of our schools.

Our schools must not suffer at this period of depression." 33/
¢ o °
. g s
29/ Strayer, The Report, p. 894. . ) } ..

30/ Washington Times, Septefhber 12, 1933 C
31/ Times, November 3, 1934.

33/ Unidentified chppm January 12, 1935 Files, Washingtoni Division of D.C.
Publlc lerary g y S e
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At a public meeting in i941, Dr. Ballou, the Superintendent of Schools sjlnce 1920,

bemoaned the inadeE;uate budgets which were "looking-slim." He explained that the cuts

’

were very hapmfm He sé ecteB as an example that year the cuts for 1mproved school
lighting. He had sought $30q00 but the Commnssnoners and the Budget Bureau had

dimnied that figure to $10,000. It would thus take not one but eight full years for the
0 ‘ - *

school system to realize adequate lighting. 3¢/

g I e .

Even in good years, enough money belaS‘ not provided by the’(process. The budget

for FY 1949, for example, was sent by the District to Conéress at over $25 million, the

? - ey : .
largest in history. Eurprisingly, it contained not a cent for new buildings, construction

a

being at that time an industry hit by aBruptly rising costs.

s

———

A

‘Bud:get cutting cdntinued to be the Congressional sport of preference in mid-

f - . century. For the years after the 1949 Strayer Report, even as requests rose steadlly
é
the percentage of requests by the Board of Education actually appropriated by Congress‘

declined from a hlgh of 93.4 percent in 1954 to 43.3 in _1964.§/

‘In general,” the fifties were a perlod of gradual growth in fmance, with strong
eonstruCUOn budgets approved ‘occasionally during the Eisenhower years. A great leap

forward followed immediately; upon President Johnson's rise to power, as the District
A : %
received money from the federal government through the "War on Povét\y" and Title I

.of the Elementary'. and Secondary Education: Act 03‘ 1965, among other programs.
During the ~1§)70s the nschool »budéets ;vere .adequate to nthe needs as th.ey had

* traditionglly been defined, and, beginning about 1978 a period c;f retrenchment (marked
by the agvent of personnel RIFs and school closir{gs) began to dominate school finance.

a." 1 ‘

. -

34/ Star, Februrary 8, 1944. |

35/ See Passow, Toward Creatmg a ModelUrban School System, p. 253. But see, also,
"Strayer Report Influenced D.C. School Budget Demand," Daily*News, September '
28, 1949,
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current rate is unreasonably low."

Sl
L]

Mhat would have been an adequate budget for the schools during all the years of

* their deprivation? There is no answer available. The Strayer Report argued that there

) .

were three possible fundmg levels. The schools ¢ould be:*run at a minimum level of

efficiency; that would ‘mean, in 1949 terms, an annual budget of $28.325 million. An
acceptable‘ school system, on the other hand, would cost the District $28.970 million.
And a defensible level of efficiencg would require a minlmum of $29.655 milllon. With
construction costs added, a total of $38 million would have to be spent on the schools
right away. 368/ For 1949, however, the Commlssmners had sought only $23,323,450, a

total $1.7 mllhon below the budget of the prewous year!

r
In 1965 Congressman Roman C. Pucinski, a Deémocrat from Chicago and an

1 ’ L]

education activist in Congress, conducted a study of the anti—poverty program and the

D.C. schools. He asked Dr. Hansén, then the Superintendent of Schools, to conJure up ‘a

%

model budget Dr. Hansen reported back in early 1966 with hlS “blue—sky" f1nd1ngs

" Givena budget of half a bllhon dollars, the system could convert 1ts schools into dawn

to bedtime community centers. Free lunches would ,be available for all cluldren,

‘breakfast could be provided when needed, a new Jumor college could be “treated; an

educationally sound student-teacher ratio of 25 to 1 could be achieved; and many other
innovations would be brought to pass. Representative Pueinski praised the plan; it was
noted that "investment in education is self-liquidating.” 37/ And, surprisingly — given

the size of the "model budget" — the Washington Post came out in 'favorl of the plan, "an .

investment" which "looms large not because it is unreasonably high but because the

’

Further, "What Dr. Hansen is offerlng the

community is not extravagance but savmg in the truest sense of the term He has urged

the soundest of investment‘s." The plan would help eliminate crim‘fe,, deliquency, and
\ " . S ! ’. ), -

36/ Strayer, The Report, p. 949. ' o -,

37/ Mr. Pucinski ‘was one of the most gducatien—minded leaders ever to serve in
Congress The author worked as an stant to him in 1967-1968.
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38/ And the Star called the idea a "model" containing "a series of long-range

39/ e

welf are.

goals toward which to str1ve "

L3

The first truly adequate school appropriation came as,a startling development to
. Washlngtomans Asserting that "the needs of children from deprived and lnadequate
famlly backgrounds must be given ore attentlon," Presldent Lyndon B. Johns?m in

January of 1967 re1nstated in the FY 1968 budget all the money the Board of Educatlon

‘n...

.had actually requested . o

.

" "This is the first year in our history that the school budget has been tt'ansmitted N

v1rtua11y uncut to Congress," a Jubllant Dr. Hansen cheered ’ "To understate, I would be

% - 4

veny happy if Congress approved this budget." 40/
. In November the good news came. i/ The FY 1968 budget lost only $20 million

(’\ inits travel through Congress. 2/ . : ‘

e
The realization that’ a nearly complete budget had actually made it through from

the Board to Congress successfully sent nm defeat-weary officials reehng. Less !

than a year later the Board of ‘Education was caught with its fiscal pants down.
43/

"Congressmen Score Bid for School Funds Not Needed," =" screamed the headlines;

.

"D.C. Schools Rapp"'ed for Budget Overkill," 44/ Nonetheless, the Board succeeded in

pushlng into — and through — Congress a "super fat" budget> that year. — 45/

' Model budgets such as those proposed by Strayer in 1949 or Hansen in 1966 tested

’

= yj:he adequacy of school fundir}g‘against a "subjective" assessment of school needs. But

f
'\t{'\

~there are other measures of adequacy.

38/ Post, January 15, 1966. -

39/ Star, January 18, 1966, ,

40/ . Post, January 26, 1967. ) e
41/ Post, November 26, 1967.%

42/ Star, December 6, 1967. As usual, newspapers reported the cuts principally, and
- .+ Thepublic was soon up in arms over a low budget request' for' the schools which the
Mayor had submitted for the next year. But & major wctory had been achleved

for the schools. ; . °

43/ "Post, July 6, 1968. :

44/ Daily News, July, 6, 1968. A total of $19 million had been requested to build new
scﬁooIs,'«@ongress discovered during its hearings that the sites on which the

schools Were to be built had not yet been purchased! -,

Kl
-
.

‘o,

. - )«
45/ L z News, September 8, 1968. 93 B '




A. Percentage of City Budget

Washingtonians have traditionally c/ited"the percentage held by the schools. ‘within

the overall eity budget as one such measure. What does the record show on this

*

i

' o
, . /
) . . : . c.

relat'iveiy "objective" scale? . k e

From 1917 to 1922, school expenditures increased by 92 percent and outlafrs for

permanent lmprovements 1ncreased by 223 percent. The school system at that time

actually consumed fully 31 percent of the money expended by the District. (A report in
the Evening Star during 1923 noted that educatronal systems in other great cities
- showed even ia'rger increases than those for D.C:, and higher percentages, too.) ﬁ-/ And
a poll by the Board of Educatlon is the 1ate 1920s apparently revealed a cltlzenry
unanimously in favor of allocatrng as much as one-third of crty resources to the school

system. . .

- A . ¢ a

. By the time of the Great Depression, the schools were worse off. It was noted. in

an article printed vae Washington Herald on January 8, 1935 that fkm about 33

percent the schools' fercentage of the city budget had fallen to 27. Just before the

Dlepression began, the head of the school board complained publicly that ‘the city was

allocatrng a smaller. percentage of all city experditures to publie schools than were

other maJor cities. The Advrsory 4(’:ommrttee on Education's 1938 report -to President

Roosevelt- commented that "durmg the past few years, the amounts expended for

(] .

schools have constrtuted somey:lhat less than a third of the net expendrtures of the
government of the District." ﬂ/ In 1955 the schools' share still stood at the 30 percent

mark.

)

46/ Star,of Degember 15, 1923.
47/ .Staff StulNumber 15, p. 71.,

-
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Speaking during a "Report to the People" radio show over WWDC, Commissiopor‘ Robert

E. McLaugitlin stated that publie schools wore f'eceiving their fair share. The schools,

'

be mainuiined' were given appropriations at the 2.096,.1eve1 but to’cite this fi&re would

be "unfalr" because other monies help the schools to pay for servmes that elsewhere )

48/ : : ”

- would be state — not local —functlons o s .

. .
) .
= N
(

This measure of adequiacy continued to be.cited by school advocates. Dr. Carl

Hansen in 1964 argued that the District was”allocating\a smaller percentage of the

A

budéet to education than all but’ three of 75 large cities ;'esponsiblé for financing

education. He complained that orly about 24 percent of total available funds wero

* going to the schools, regardless of the neéd By this measure, the District was only

shghtly above average in terms of educafion finance, even though it was at the top of

49/ a

total city per capita expendltures. —

v

_ 48/
49/

Post, November 13, 1955. N

Star, September 17, 1964.. Dr. Hansen said that the Board needed additional
teachers "because of a successful driye to keep students from quitting schools."
Dr. Hansen criticized the "assitude of District government budget officials in the
face of critical school deficiencies." The Department of General Admmlstrhtlor;

“should use its borrowing authority, he said. He distributed analyses indjcating

that the budget ‘increases had been reduced by 36 percent during the past five
years; the. Commlssmners had caused about 29 percent of the reduction -and--
Congress about seven percent. »

There is & dlfflculty in using the percentage figures for purposes of comparison
with other cities in the United States, however. 'Most importantly, the District of
Columbta may be’ compared sometimes to other cjties and occasiohally- to other
states and territories. It provides services to its citizens which are often provided
by states‘in addition to. those normally within the purview: of cities. Some
services are excluswely provided by state governments —teacher certlflcatlon,
for example — and the expense involved does hot appear on city books, except for
Washington. Other functions are provided by ,cities-but reimbursed by state

.governments; special education is an example. In addition, the District of

Columbia,’ unlike state governments, must siipport an entifely urban school
system. " Urban systems are far more costly than rural or suburban schools.

. Citing the percentage of city budget spent on schools is thus most valuable when
" comparing figures over the years. in the District (although even hére, one must

note that an. ever-changing array of services has'been offered-in the District
schools); comparison with percentages in other large cities or m states is less
valuablg . v
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The presentatlon of flgures always seemed to 1mpress the neWSpapers In an
edltorlal later 1n the week _the Star complamed that “School needs more today than

ever, deser.ve and reqmre more consxderatlon than almost any other expendlture of local

-

government " The system deserved better than 24 percent charged the newspaper; the

50/

. vonce of the peOple should “be hstened to by the Commlsmoner§ . And the Post

commented at the same -tlme thalt “th:s clty will be everlastmgly 1ndebted to [Dr.
Hansen] if he.will make this & flght to the finish. For thxrty years the schools had been
gwen insuffieient funds "to do the v1tal Work entrusted to Ch?m " The s1tuatlon had

simply been accepted, "more or less re51gned1y," by the city fathers, — 51/

Three years later, durlng the discussion of the PassoM Report in 1967 the schools“

« chie? budget offlcer observed that from 24 to 25 percent of the city budget was going
" to the schools. The new budget set exactly 24.1 peréént as,the schools' level. 52/ {
. Toee

hd

N About 24\Eercent of the city budget was still being allocated to the publie schools

in 1971 But the landmark study, Financing the D.C. Public Schools- A Budgetlng and

Planning Guide for the Cltlzen, com plalned that, the proposedfbudget for the next fiscal

year awarded only 21 percent of the total .city oper‘tmg“budget to public schools It

ran a comparlson w1th dities of comparable size and w1th nelghborlng c1t1es. It found'
that Washington ranked lower than Atlanta, Baltlmore, Boston, and Clevel d in
educatlon's share of the total city budget and that the clty, was far ch

nelghborlng commumtles as Alexandrla, Arlington, Falls Church Fairfax County,

Montgomery County and Prlnce George's County. 53/ 5, ,
. e / \ "
: .

50/ Star, September 19, 1964. / o -
51/ .Post, September 20, 1964. _ -

52/ Star, December 6, 1967. . . :

53/ Financing the D.C. Public Schools, p. 10, Sée Table . ; oo
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‘» accompanied by,a drop i in total city population.” 54/

. . RS _
By FY 1975, the schools garnered only 20.8 percent ¢f the budget. A publication
; 4

of the D.C. Citizens for Better 'Public ‘Education noted that "with total enrollment
dropping, however, the burden 1s'on the school system to justify even ma1nta1n1ng its 20
)

percent share, although it might also be polnted out that the school enro]lment is

i

I3
-

In 1978, the new bydget pMpared by the city*bouncil granted the schools only 17.6 -
percent of the city money. Ard in 1979, Victoria Street, a member 6f the school bdard,

said that while a decade earlier the schools had received 27 péreent of the city budget, =

5

they were now receiving only 17.5 percent.'ﬂé .

A report issued by city. Councllman John Ray in 1980 asserted that "public

educatlon is belng de~emphasized in. thls city." Ray noted that the Dlstrlct was

-alloc'atlng "a sxgmflcantly smaller percentage of 1th overall budget to educatlon than -
[six] neighboring commurities." 38/ o ‘e

RN /
- The public” schools now, recelve about 20 percent of the total city budget. .
Comblned ‘with the Umver81ty of the District of Columbla and the public libraries,

about 22 percent of the approprlated budget of FY 1981 went for public education. 58/

-

, Wasrungtomans coptinue to use the percentage ‘of c1ty expendltures devoted to

education as a mgjor yardstlck of "adequacy "

N

-

E]

- 9 4
> 1

8

>

See, Bulletin Board, a monthly, publlcatlon of the D C. Cxtlzens for Better Public

2y

4 Educatlon, Ine., Vol. 5., No 3, for Apl‘ll 1974, p. 1.
55/ Star, September 13, 1979.’
» 56/ Star, May 28, 1980.
57/ Know the Distriet of Columbla (Washmgton, D. C
Educational Fund, 1980), p. 72.
58/ Ibid., p. 59.
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’;B. Per Pupil Expendxture Rate

ﬂ\

Another measure of adequacy of fundxng has been d1scussed over the years. This

is the per pupil expenditure rate.' Recently, the per pupil expendxture rate has rested . )
" near $2, 500. For FY 1979, per pupil expenditure was $2,135, regular, plus $296 of
federal money, or $2,431 overall. For FY 1980, the fxgures were $2 106 plus $313,. or‘ >

$2,419 overall, = 59/

- N . -

The Daily News reported in 1948 that the Distri:égs éfl‘orts on behalf of schools
were poor when compared with those of other’ cities. "Prosperous Washington could
hang its-head over the 'financial effort' it spent on publie schools in 1943-46, according
to figures released...." The paper reported that per pupil expenditures were lower in
Washmgton than in any state. This.was in spite of the high income level of the
resxdents of the sttrxct Inf act, the paper reported that the 1ncome of Washlngtomans
per school child was “the _highest m the U.S. but the financial effort in support of the .

¥ public schools was lower in D.C. than m the very.poorest state in the union. 69/

» ,
In 1951 a report was,publxshed in the. Washlngton Post which compared 300 large

cities 1nfper pupil expendxturw, and it found that, as of the 1949-1950 acaden%e year,
Washington rated about ,average. The sur\I'ey indi¢ated that over the previous decade
the cost per child soared in Washington. While in 1940-41, 76 cents per day had been
spent, by 1949-50, an increase of 85.5 percent had skyrocketed the city's co”sts.:s—l-/ The
White House Conference on Educatlon of 1955 found that Washlngton ranked very low

-

~  both in per pupﬂ expenditure .among cities of comparable size and in percentage of city

Il -

budget allocat_ed to the schools; it was found to wind up 14th on a list of 18 _school (

" systems cited. 82/ 4 . '

— s

. . - ) P ~
59/ D.C. Public Schools Data R@ource Book 1980-1981 (Washlngton- D.C. Publi¢~
’ p - ’
60/ Dail News, December 22 1948. A?no Post, December 2, 1948. One reason cited
Tor f‘%e Tow expenditure of funds was the hi hpercentage of adults in-Washington.

“">61/ Post, August 26, 1951, See also Star, May 17, 1951. .

" 62/ The District of Columbia Studyy third topic, Comm‘ittee on Fmance )
')H -7 A
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In’ April of 1959 thwe National Ed,uéation Association reported that the Distriet was
spending more per pupil than all but four of the states. "With an average ‘public school
expenditure of $434.43 per pu;;il in average-daily attendence, the Distriet is topped only
by New York with $535, Alaska with $520, New Jersey wtth $463 and W'yoming, with’

$435 " The report pomted out that Washmgton could not truly be c‘ompared with states,
83/ _ ,

Pas

&

~

By 1963, the NEA found that D.C. costs per pupil were runnmg but $25 over the
U. S. average, — 84/ and during Senate hearings in 19& Dr. Hanson test1f1ed that D.C.
ne;eded more for school administration. To bolster his claim, he cited a study which

showed that the Dlstrlct ranked 15th out of 17 large cities in expendltures for
65/ *» -

9

»
LS

- - 2 ‘
The Passow Report of 1967 also mentioned per pupil expenditure. A table

compar'ed‘ total operating expenditures per pupil in average daily attendance in the
schools of Washington with those for the entire nation, in 1955-56 and in 1965-66.
comparison showed that Washington ranked above the national norm in 1955-56,

$294. In’ 1965-66 Washmgton still was above the natlonal norm, but only slightly.

12’,4».,;5’4

~
Here, the compansorr was $554 for D.C., $533 for the rest of the nation. Whereas
Washington had observed an increase of 63 percent oyer the decade, the country had

witnessed an 81’‘percent increase. From an excess of 15 pe}'cent over the national

66/

average, the ledd had shrunk to only four percent. — .
’ “w’

— ? SN
L4 ,

Post, April 24, 1959.

Star, February 3, 1963.

Post, May 6, 1965. ' 6 e

Pdssow, Toward Creating a Model Urbar School System, p. 258.
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In the mid-seventies, "the l?istrict [was] nearer the top'of the list in térms of per -~
pupil expenditures than the bottom," according to:Dr. Baratz. 87/ And as of January

o @
1971, D.C. cost per pupil was reported as nax:tjova% edging out the figure for other area

dlstrlcts 68/

H

, N~ o

In April of‘1979 Washingtonians were discussing a chart which listed the District
_———’//

as second only to Alaska in per pupll costs’ durmg the 1976-77 school year. City~
officials responded t'o ‘the outery by arguing that the clty Was not a state which had

rural areas. It should be compared to New York or to an Franclsco not to an entire

state. 89/ "That's like comparing us to Afghanlstan," said Deputy Superintendent
) N . ©
EdwardG Wlnner. ) "
o . / ' <. *
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’ ' A4 . N
% .
[ ’ . ‘ :
. ]
- s -» .
. - . . T
. n ’ A ;
* 7
- ’ - ' :\
N3 A -
- i A )
. ? Aal

.{’

~ .
- * -

67/ Baratz, A Quest For Equal Opportunity, p. 8. See, also, The Condition of
. Education (Washington: ,U.S. Department of Health and Human Services, 1975),
’ P ~ table 33. Also, K. NeISOn, A Study: of Comparative Data in Eight Large City

School Districts FY 1974 and FY 1875 (Washington: D.C. Pubhc Schools, 1975).

. 68/
69/

DailysNews, January 23, 1971.
Star, April 16, 1979.
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C. Student-Teacher Ratio A .

Whlle Washington's public schools began theu' hxstory with as many as 70 puplls

®

per teacher, and with glgantlc‘“Lancasterlan“-s_chools in which students served as

teacher, aides for younger students, attempts have repeatedly been made to peaeh

satxsfactory ratlos Of great 1mportance to the schools was the all-out drive followmg

‘ World War I to achieve smaller classes. This drive was expressed graphlcally in terms i

.

of the student-teacher ratio. ThlS has become yet a 'thlrd measure bf adequacy of *

school funding. ‘ : ' _ S P

: S '
For years the elementary school goal wasa 30:1 student-teacher ratio. Virtually
every month a report would appear in the press, indica'ting Ho;v fer -elong the schools

had progressed toward their 'goa;. On Eepea_ted oécasions,the Commissioners declined to
seek 30 to 1; they thought a higher ratio perfectly suf ficient. ‘

*

O'n January 13, 1958, h_owever, the_ President and the Commissiotlers finally gave
N~ T e i
official sanction to the goal of 30 to 1. By "allowing vast construction and educa’tional

-

needs," the President called fo,r a $10 mllhon construction budget and a s1gn1f1cant jump
in other budget allocatlons to t{ne schools It -was estimafed that the 30 tor1 ratlo would

be reached by FY 1963. At that pomt the elementary school ratlo had droppﬁ to 33 to
WU ' ‘ LR C |
. e A ‘°-. \:'..\"-’ - .
. The ratio hit 30 to,1 near the time of the gEssow Repoft and by 1970, the ratio
was no longer a mai'or [;roblem for the,scho_dl system. The issue apdpea:,-ed to di¢ when
’ 1

the schools announced that year that the ratio had goné to 25 to 1, 2" Declining -

enrollment plus increased construction spelled lower ratios. °
+ © ~ N

-
-

70/ Stér, January 13, 1958, e

71/ See Passow, Toward Creating & Model Urban School . System " 90, for a
fascinating chart “entitled "Average Class size by School Levels on‘ October 20,
1966." Class, sizes ranged then from 14.2 (special ‘academic classes at the
elementary level) to 30.6 for gradées one to six and for academic senior high

schools. On p g%e 91, however, the report indicates that these flgaures argl me‘reLy
"optimistic"; thaf the schodl system's average class size "now approaches 30.

-31-. 7 )
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B _— 'i‘oday, however, the ratio is s'till an issue*which is alive, since proponenis of the

d full Board of Educatlon budget request argue that it wﬂl allow them to make reductions

m the student—teacher ratio which will result m 1mproved student achlevement.

o %
-
i

. The deﬂﬁte over the adequacy of the“'public scﬁool'budget will certainly continue,
*‘given the city's ﬁf\anclal groblems, mflatlon, cutbacks in federal programs, and the
underlying nature of education fmance processes in the DlStl‘lct. The three "objective"

measures’ —percentage of city budgets, per pupil expendlture, and student-teacher

ratios — should all be of assistance to policy makers as they select the preferred future

’» R LS u—
M"mfor Washington's students. . ‘ ' ‘
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V.  Pourth Issue: The Matter of Construction Funds

Until the last decade, no issue more aroused Washmgtomans from their torpor
than-school construction. Because of segregation and the legacy of four co-existing
boards, Washington's schools were ill-planned and ill-located. 'I‘he haphazard, pohtl-”"
cally-sen51t1ve nature of the allocation of funds compounded constructlon mratlonari-‘\‘

ities.

The earliest attempts at construction were the most reasonable. Two schools
were authorized in 1806 to be built to house wolgs,bington's poor students: the Western
School and the Eastern School. With, the addiiion later in the century of black
Washmgtomans to the populace to be served school housmg was totally inadequate;

’

many children were tumed away because of a lack of fanlltleS.
) . >

The first Governor under the territorial structure, Henry D. Cooke, was u great
suppo‘r‘t’er of public education; he ‘éomménced the building of schools without any money
in time treasury for so deing. Thus,"in one area of Georgetown, a }ﬁnd existed to e;ect a
public'library. The Governor put the library‘ inside of the school building whose
coustruction he was superintending and for which he had no funds, and Georgetown in

the 1870s got both a new schoel and a new library. Z_ZJ . ) -

A study commissioned l?y Congress in 1882 uncovered a serious shortage in school-
heusing. About one-tl;ird of all schoolroom_s were reuted, and most of these were shown
te be unsuitable. An expendi}ure of at least $100,000 a year for three years was
needed. As a later school official commented, howeyer, "thus, the diagnos}s wasfniade,

the tonic preseribed, but inadequately filled." %/ For the period of 1898 through

cation in the District, 1805-1928," in John Clagett
d Present: A History (New York: Lewis
apo AAAlLA. N N

72/ Harry Oram Hine, "Public
Procter, ed., Washington Pa
Historical Publis

73/ Ibid, p. 38.
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1908 alone, appropriations fell $2 million below.the level recommended by the

a

investigators seeking construction improvements.

~

Considerable school construction occurred around the time ot‘ World War I. But «

speakmg, to the D.C., Chamber of Commerce at an "educatlon night" meeting gn
Dec(ember 17, 1924 Dr. Frank Ballou, the Superintendent of Schools, said that new
school bulldmgs were desperately needed. One school building still in use had ’been

constructed in 1868. ‘Portables had to be abandoned and destroyed; it was no-longer

o

possible to occupy them safely and great congestion would result. Thus, a five—yearl-

bu11dmg program was needed. The Chamber voted its support, — 74/ -

~r v .
s A

The President of the Board of Education during the late twWenties, Dr. Charles F.

il
Y '
-

Carusi, a tireless campaigner, c‘all-'ed for $15 million to finance a second fi\{e—year
school building program, the first h°avtng been partially successful. It would take $15
milion "to provide your public school sy'steml with adequate buildings and equipment."
Dr. Carusi told representatives of civie and trade associations. An annual expenditure
“of $3 ‘million over a five-year period would*bring the buildi:ngs and grounds of
Washington's public schools up—to;date. Such a sum, Dr Carusi noted — and the
argument was often put in’ suhsequent years —' woutd ha;re to be set "as.ide, over and

above the regular operatmg budget. 5/

¥
A 1928 report prepared for the U. S. Senate ApprOprlatlons Committee by the
city's Bureau of Efficiency recommended that 4and for school sites and playgrounds be

purchased upon recommendatlon of the Board of Education. It urged that the Board

<

74/ Star, December 17, 1924, Much of the earlier construction was based upon
suggestions of the Schoolhouse ‘Commission. This body was created as a result of
the 1906 reorganization law. It studied school architecture in America's other
great cities and provided the U.S. Senate, in 1908, with many recommendations
for modernization of the schools: Its suggestions had a considerable impact upon
local school construction. See, Report of the Schoolhouse Commission: Upon a
General Plan for the Consolidation of Public Schools in the District of Columbia
(Washington: U.S. Senate Report, | 1908)

75/ Star, December 14, 1928.
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of Education be gix'(’en the power to .approve all plans and specifications before the
Commissioners éon-etructed school bliildipgs. Also, school authorities in the District

_ “"have always had difficulty in procuring sufficier;t funds to meet’ the needs/ fdr buildings

! and sites. occasioned bi{ an incr.easing‘ school enrollmen;c g.rid by obselescence.""The
cause of this unfor;:unate situation was the inability of the city to escape from the

"pay-aé—you-go" fiﬁancing méthod, for decades the bane of school construction

hopes. -'-@/ .

- ' . .

While the five"—year plan had been relatively successful, generous authorizations’

LY s ¥
J \

. were not being ‘followed_by fqll appropriations; adequate eonstruction would n?t be
. possible unless hefti:ar appropriations were awarded by Congress. During the diseussion
of D.C. appropriatiohs in 1929 one Democratic Congressman argued that the facts "will
show that we are, $3 5 million behmd in appropriations fer provndmg for school fac111t1es

for the proper accommodatlon of' the chlldren of the Dlstl‘lct of Columbla w17/ 'I‘he
Chairman of the subcommlttee on D.C. appropnatlons retorted that a big drive for

construction would forge the tax rate to jump an astronomical 25 cents per- $100; how,

L d
could the Chamber of Commerce even think of such an appropriation?_ﬁ/
. 8 \

~
o
.

The car'ousiné Carusi struck_ back, with arguments in favor of vigorous school

.
€. s

house construction, but the whble higﬁly publicized debate soon came to a shriekirig \

halt. The chief v1ct1m of the Depressxon in sechool budgets for D.C. was the construe-
tion program Though mOre was requested, the Bureau of the Budget allowed only &

smgle land ltem to remain in the 1933 school estimates. ..

(3 EY ' )
In December of 1932, at the depth of the Depression, the budgét was again

pruned. This time Congress eliminated the initial appropriations for a new senior high

school. "Dr. Ballou Regrets Budget Cut Which Killed New School" — ran the headlines.

‘o

76/ Report on Survey of the Public School System of the District of Columbia by the
Bureau of Efficiency (Washingfon: D.C. Government, 1928), p. 1

77/ Star, January 24, 1929. ) ‘ <
o 7%@; Star, A“pl‘ll 28, 1929. ’~ 3o .
| 4 : ,
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Thete was a terrific problem with congestion in senior high schools; as virtually

everywhere else in the nation, it had become more acute than ever before "because a

great many' high school graduates are remaining in school for post-graduate courses as a

result of unemployment and lack of funds to enter college," accordmg to Dr. Ballou. At

least two of the senior high schools were going to have to move to a double shlft 79/

Matters turned worse. Then, in & humariitarian move -that was hailed by all

‘ segments of the.D.C. community, the Board decided to keep. the jobs of teachers'and,
other personnel, Appropriations. were slashed for 1934 but the Board's pollcy ;vas to
find "rigid economies in other directions," not to fire worker.s, and the Board reSponded

favorably to a suggestion that unemployed citizens be given work repairing school

buildings and grounds.

As the "noble experiment'; of Dr. Balloix — Kkeeping teachers' jobs, n'e fnatter what
the cost — appeared to succeed and win bublic acclaim, jpurnalists noted t.hat the
purchase of 81te§ .and the erectlon of school bulldlngs was slowing up 0/ "The;|
National Capltal is st111 "H’smg school buﬂdmgs that were recommended for, abandonm ent
more than twenty years ago," noted one editorial. Putting off constructlon "is simply

piling up difficulties for the school system, difficulties which will have to be faced

sooner ‘or later." Congress lopped off more millions for the 19{6 budget; the schools

were dealt "a staggering blowf." 81/ Newspapers pretested might y: the reguest of the
Board "was not an exorbitant request, considering the manner in which estimaltes have
,\ been cut in recent years and considering the dilapidated condition of many of the
schools.” Along with other districts, Washington's s_chools stxffered ni\ightily during the

Depression. o ' . S .

L4

" Staff Study Number 15, issued by the Pres1dent's’ Adv1sory fommlttee on

Educatxon 1n 1938 depiored the school housing situation. It found that an extraordmary

Post, December 17, 1932. :
Post, September 10, 1933. See "Schools to Try New Year with $44122,000 Cut."
Timés, November 3, 1934,

.
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number of buildings were decaying. "Of those now in use, 34 were constructed between ‘
1864 and 1886 ... a number of these old buildings have fewer than 16 rooms; their small

size contrlbutes materlally to the relatively high costs of both operathn and

mamtenance of plant.” The report cited with approval the flve—year building program '

which had, been proposed in 1936, [calling] for a total allocation for buildjngs and site

* purchase of $30 million. <= 82/

& hd -

The Board wanted to resume normal-.schoo‘l construction as early as 1937; the
House of }leprese'ntatives killed the idea early in 1939. The Senate had approved } plan,
but the Hous€ and the District COmmissionerS'.were against 'i‘t; a blitz of newspaper
editorials came out, blasting the Commissioners for crippling ‘the program. The Daily
News summed it up: "School Superintendent Frank W. Ballou'is [calling upon] Congress
again-this year with a budget th'at amounts ’to a denfand that public school development '

. . . , . _
‘be picked up where it was virtually dropped in 1930 as a resu1t of the depression." §.§./

Constructmn might have caught up, ‘but then came World War II. *A lowered
school budget. was sent to Congress in May of 1942 The Congress reduced 1t by
hatchetmg the construction proposals. School officials had to take cogmzance of the1r
own 1nab111ty to obtain materials for permanent school bu11d1ngs In the 1943 budget, no
)\money was requested for new buildings; some temporary schools mlght be necessary,
though. Thousands of newcomers were swelling the populatlon The Post observed that
‘the school board's pubhc-Splrlted cooperation “should give Congress added mcent1ve tp
1mprove the board's land purch‘gmg program " Actual constructlon of schools, wroteT
the Post, "can\be postponed w1thout serious loss to the commumty, but it is well to
remember that sites suitable for schools are rapidly disappearing 'ung.e,r.-&he"‘;”mpact of
Wpshmgton‘s wartxme growth. ‘" Sites ought to be purchased before they were lost for

etermty 84/ ) “ .

82/ Staff Study Numbér 15, pp. 82-83.
83/ Daily News, August 23, 1939.
84/ Post, September 1, 1942.
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As the war moved on, the schools requestéd more money for sites and for the

drafting of construction. plans — but not for cohstruction itself. In Jamuaryx_)_,fs 1945,

/ﬁlth the end of the ‘war fmally in sight, the 1946 budget estimates were submltted The .

schools sought & massive postwar bmldmg program. A total of $1.8 mllhon Was

3

. < |
requested for construetion; if awarded, this would help to meet school bmldljg needs

through 1955. In August, with the war's end, the schools announced plans to try to win

federal support fér a mammoth $10 million eonstruetion program. When in July of 1947
the Sénate indicated it would go along w1th a construction budget of §3 2 million, thls
was qmte a vietory, since the Commlssmners themselves had’ gone to Congress 'to, ask
that the school bmldlng program not be approved clalming that 1t would lead to new
. tax burdens and heavy future obligations. Further, stated Commf’ssmner John Russell -
Young, it would "praeticany exhaust" the capital investment .fund wl;ich the  city had

. been building up. — 85/ . .-”. S

Several months later the Board of Education was back with a.request for a budget
of over $32 million, with one-third to go for large bmldmg programs. Noted the gcﬁ_t.,
"so acute is the need that officials are asking site money for a junior high school to
reliev‘e ekpected crowding in thé Miller Junior High School that's pot yet built n 86/
When the Commissioners addressed the request with an-ax, the pre31dent of the Board
wrote that "growmg child¥en do not stand still to wait for inadequate: budgets. to catch

up with them. Their school life may be over before them needed school fac1ht1es are

ready. We must not only complete the constrllgtion program, which was delayed by the

war, but we should be farsighted enough to buy land while it is still unimp’row;ed‘afor(

future school construction.” 27/

.

85/ Star, July 15, 1947
86/ Post, September 21, 1947. .

817/ Post September 21, 1947, This was a blunt quote for Mrs. Henry Grattan Doyle,
smce 1935 pre81dent of the Board of Education.

3
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" School leaders discussed the desirability of floating a loan, a mechanism not

.

allowed to the Distriet schools. "If the program-is restricted to what can be spent from

current revenues each year, children now in_school will be receiving their old age

<  pensions before the program is completed," groused the Star'. The construction work —

held up by insufficient appropriations from Congres — sim ply had to be sped up, — 88/

L4

*’l‘he Strayer Report‘ of 1949 calIed for a m'assive’sehoolo building program; the . -
price tag would be well over $37 9 million. The reality was that theiport had not

much effect on c1ty budgets. A darlng FY 1951 budget was proposed the school .

board in the autumn_of 1949' the budget was cut to ribbons, but $4. 5 million eame out

for constructlon in the end. 89/ . . !

.

) e
L3 ; 3
o - '

. The ne;ct year a new budget was prepared by the Board of Education. Announced
September 18, 1950 it called for 22 percent of city funds toQbe spent on schobls; the . ’
- * “ proposed increase in expenditures would be devoted almost wholly to construcatlon. A

. total of $9.5 million would be needed for constructlon. The budget rhoved to the

President. With a pomter 1n hand and charts behxnd him, Pres1dent Truman told

'

Amerlca that the District's schools needed more funds He wanted twelve new school *

* o

S buildings. Seven of the new schools would be for blacks. 9y/ Supermtendent Cornmg
warned, however, that temporary schools mlght agaln be needed, for construction costs L4
were rising "preclpltously" anﬁ were "leaving us very uncertain what the future w1ll be."

91/ In the end, the $34,410,500 request was pared down by Corgress to $29,604,750, a

~drop of $4,805,750. . .

- 88/ Star, September 22, 1947.
' _ 89/ Daily News, September 28, 1043 R S
.o 90/_ Star, January 15, 1951. ) e K ,

91/ “Star, March 22, 1951
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Early in 1952 the- Commissioners cut a proposed $13 mllhon budget for construe-

e A
tlon to $1. 5 million. The public’ and the newspapers- were uprln/arms "The reductlon,"

-

wrote the Post in January, "has been hailed by members of Congress as a praiseworthy

: o .
. ‘economy' imposed in part by the fact that Congress' forbids the District to borrow funds

far capltal outlays." Let's have a look at what this kind of economizing does ... the
. 'economy' in the Distriet budget, so far as school constructlon is eoncerned, is at [the
children's] expense. They will pay for it in terms o.f thwarted educatlonal opportunities

A as a result of cramped quarters and unsatlsfactory physwal eqmpment. Thd{ will pay

¢

‘ fcr itin terms of their health as a result of inadequate hghtmg and unsound sanitary

conditions. They might pay for it, m» case of f1re, with their lives. What kind of

'economy’ is this, anyhow?" 2/ . 8 . - '
[ ) N " .
s The Board jumped in with a mighty new six-year, $52.7 million school donstruetion

program. / ~Then a surprise occurred. The Commissioners had named a Cltlzens

$71 mﬂhon, _six-year building program was necessary for the schools. Hoisted on the1r

own petard, the Commissioners would have to act. A total of 60 pro;ects 'Was endorsed
by the adwsor% commlttee, two-thirds for the black schools. 94/ The main arguments
' ! of the Board had been sustained by an independent body. The results were soon evident.
wf‘

t4

92/ Post, January 28, 1952. ' L.
93/ Post, March 14; 1982. : . S

94/ Times-Herald, October 1, 1952, Only.a'much publicized "gap" of $10 million or so
- — after adjustments were made — was left between the Commlssmners' plan and
the most recent plan of the school board. ’

&, .
A
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Advxsory Committee on Pubhc Works; this g'roup reported to the Commlssmners that'a .

A




Integration should have. relieved overcrowding and’ hence reduced construction”
budgets. Yet when it came, the District schools revealed' that they would requ{re

nearly $25 million' in  "new" :rnoney to construct addttional‘public\elementary and

. 1Y . R
secondary classrooms to meet basic requirements in the District, "exclusive of amounts

95/

appropriated“through Fiscal Yéar 1955." A huge new construction program had

been approved by Congress; as the public works program -entered its second year,
?

approx1mately eight million dollars was requested for capr?outlay (constructlon) in '
97/

v

- the FY 1956 request. ——/. In January, $3 million was cut from this request. In

\ June, with children- crowding into the 1868 vintage schoois, the Senate heard that

portables were being used tou meet the huge crush of students‘in the burgeoning eastern

98 n .
@half of the city, ~ / ) o,

-

. \% . » . , v , - ¥ W b
. . A $70 gfillion school construction program was proposed late in 1956, but the

Comqussloners bynked it. *99? 1&1957 a capital outlay budget of $15, million was’

’ ©
proposed ¢ 100/ a‘ﬁd Presndent Elsenhower“approved the request at over $11 mxlhon 101/

*‘ ‘u -'J

In 1958 another huge consti'uctlon 1tem was proposed. Since the merits of the program

. were not immediately eV1dent to yeral legislators, a study was requested; again the

CX)

PTA supported the idea. In July, the ‘new Board of Educatron budget proposed, along
’ 02/ o

a

with $42 million for ogeratmg expenses, ully $15 7 million for capital outlay.

J“anuary of 1959, the Commxssnoners approved a constructlon flgure of $9.5 million.
E

4

95/ Star, July 27, 1954.

96/ Star, September 24, 1954. . -
‘97/ Star, January'17, 1955.

98/ Star, June 9, 1955. " .
99/ Post, December 11, 1956, S
100/ Star, July 12, 1957. ' .

101/ Star, January 13, 1958.

102/ Star, July 22, 1958.
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Thus, eve;'y year the story seemed the same. ’!‘he Board would propose a."bare .
bones" figure for construction which, it would argue, might barely meet minimum
needs. The —Commissioners and i:heir fiscal e;cperts dismissed the consiruction requests
as poorly argued, unconvineing, or mflated. The Board of Educatlon returned with new,
lower figures and was partially satisfied. -Over the long haul, the ﬁgures were rlsmg
The floor moved wp each year, even if the ceilir‘lg was hever quite reached. Low levels
of fundi\rlx\g had the inevitable result: the process s‘i(mply was.extended far beyond what
was necessary. in addltlon, the deficiencies of D.C.'s fmgncmg vehicles were obkus to
,all who observed the process ~

Mi@y, the schools objected strenuously — and publicly — to-euts. Thus,
' Congress was told by the vice president of the Board in 1963 that th' schools were
"rapldly approaching a point of’ desperatlon. Lgr:;ess additional funds were secured,
educatlon would "slip into uninspiring, nonproductive, mere containment." 103/ The
shghtest delay in the building program "will result in hundreds of classes in over—
crowded madqquate bu1ldmgs at the elementary and junior high school Ievels. “I‘he
Supenntepdent then joined the fray, commenting that "we ought to ‘do this in bold
stsps." The~president thflt time asked Congress for an immediate $§00,000 for

constructlon' 104/

When President Johnson took ofﬁce, school flgures shot up. Cons1derable
1mprovement was needed in the construction program; many bulldmgs were at least 60

years old. "We have to keep reminding ourselves that in the Capital of the greatest .

103/ Post, July 7, 1963. .
104/ Star, July 18,1963,
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industrial nation in the world, when people ,éqme to our school doors we say 'you can't

come in, there isn't room for you,' " .observed Dr. Hansen, as he called for full funding

of a $24 7 m11110n construction estimate, =—: 105/

i

, As Conéi'essional hearings got uriderway, perents and teachers appeared at well-

,pdblicized Board sessions and told of rats invading school buildings which were

\

"inadequate, dangeroﬁs, antiquated and obsolete.” Others 'rold of teachers without

classrooms, found roaming about, looking for space. 108/ Newspapers supported the

>

concept of long term construction prpgrarrls, arguingvtiaﬁ"t "if the amount should seem to
. J
[the Commissioners or others] uncomfortably high, then the solution is to cut some

other municipél activity. The schools are the most important responsibilify of this city,

ané they are owed an absolute priority in the budget.” 107/ | .

§ . .
- o < y
v . i

The Congress was not the biggest- problem, said the Sup8rintendent; it was the

Commissioners who were cutting costs drastically. "If lack of funds is to blame, they

. S/ . .
should explain why the money needed to run the schobl system can't be fqund." He was

. "ur'1wi11i_ng to believe that the community or Congres's supports tfge view that school

1;:

{ tion? —=

Ty . - -

services should be drastically curtailed because of lack of funds." Why did not the DIC. -

.e

Department of General Admlmstratlon use its borrowing authorlty for school construc—
108/

§ e

l4

—

L

105/, Star, February 4, 1964. This was said at the annual meetlng on the school budget
request, The meeting was held on. February 3, 1964. Although there had been
great improvement in many areas in recent budgets, school officials told those
assembled, a lot remained to be done. And, of course, Superintendent Hansen .
called for borrowing to be allowed. .

106/ Star, April 7, 1964.
107/ Post, July 25, 1964. . ' *

108/ Star, September 17, 1964. »




Between 1953 and 1966, Congress had appropriated about half of what the Board
of Education requested in construction money; a total of nearly $10 million was spent to’
buifd Zi elementary, ten junior anti two senior high schools. New structures were added
to 46 butldings and two schools were replaced, with most ot‘ the new construction going
into predominantly black districts of the city. The Johnson era brought adequate
construction funds for the schools — finally. Since the ecity then moved to construct
' bunldmgs through borrowing, a method used almost umversally throughout the United
States, much of the wind cease& to blow on the pubhc sails of constroctlon polities.
There was a slackemng in qonstnuctlon publicity campaigns, and public concern turped

" Ed
elsewhere.

The largest school building proéram in history occurred in the decade from 1972

to' 1982; a total of 43 construction projects were comoIeted at a cost of,$252 million. It
was all catch-up however. With the federal funding levels at historie peaks and activity
and attention focused on other matters, many failed to notice that just as Washmgton's
schools were able to surmount the Byzantine political hurdles to a reasonable building
‘ ,.prograr::, the facilities were no longer needed! Em’;ollment figures had begun to dip.
seriously in' the early seventies; the séhools achieved a good student-faculty ratio, and
- overcrowding was no longer the danger it had once b®n. As | & FY‘1381 capital outlay

’ t)udget was set at zero, public debate addressed the inverse problem: with dwihdling
ehrt/)lirnehts, which schools were to be closed down? What neighborhood- would lose its
no longer needed school? ‘By 1982, the capital outlay budget was [‘)racticallyda fo“pgotten
relic of the.past. The District of Columbia school system planned no new building.

. History had come full circle.
5

+
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Through the years, District of Columbia governance battles have’ often been-
fought out as education finance ones. 199/ with the 1906 reorganization act, the Board

of Edueation was given the right to appoint all employees of the school system and was

required to transmit annually to the Commisioners an estimate, *in detail, of the.

amount of money reqmred for the pubhc schools u) the year ahead 110/ The

PN

Commissioners included with thelr annual clty-mde budget estlmates the recommenda-

tions comlng from the Board of Education. In 1922 the Commissioners” were gwen the

¢

right to forward only their own recommendations. For Qrs after, report upon report
recommended that the Commxssmners be required, once again, to forward the Boarﬁ’s

estimates as well as their own. . ' .

- e - -\\ I t)/ .
The year 1923 saw an early edition of what wQuld become a running chapter over
@ A . .. F
the decades. Did the Commissioners have the right 8\ examine all Board of Education

expend1tures" At issue was the ret‘usal by the Commissioners. to purchase several

', -

hundred dollars worth of equipment for a beauty parlor at the O Street Vocatlonal

* . School in the black di“vision. No, said the Board. Yes, ruled the city's corporation

counsel and his 1nterpretat10n prevailed. =—— 111/ . * g

4

-

109/ Since the excellent paper of Profwsor Diner has thoroughly examlned the general
:_ issue of gévernance, an attempt will be made ‘here tgsnote merely some finance-
related hlghhghts of the issue. See Steven J. Diner, "The Governance of
Education in the Distriet of Columbia: An Hlstorlcal Analysis of Current Issues."

Study No 2 in this series.

110/ Newspaper coverage for years referred to "estimates," -This must have been Eost
confusing to the uninitiated. The expressxon is used in England, too

111/ Star, March 9, 1923.

eg , . ' 3
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In 1926 the Board of Education drew the first of many post-1906 fiscal lines ir the

dust: it announced that it would simply not cut any more from its‘construction budget.
Each year-untii then the Board had prepared its eztimates and forwarded them to the
Commissioners. Then the Commissioners would ask for cuts and the Board would duly
sharpen its knives. l:lo rnore, said a much suffering Board. The city;s auditor, Budget
Officer Daniel J. Donovan, respondel with a report that argued that "the school system
is an mtegral branch of the mumclpal government subordinate to and under the

jurisdiction of the Commissioners." — 12/ But this issue would not die. During the years

”1928-29, under the leadership of Dr. Charles Carusi, the Board of .Educqtion again

flexed its fiscal museles. It refuseg a request from the auditor to deéignate items as -

13/

"proper to be included in a supplemental estimate." The Commissioners then teld

. e e

112/ Star, September 27, 1928.
113/ Star, September 17, 1928. ) .

The request for "priority ranking" expemenced an undulant hlstory the request
has reappeared through>out the century, as Commissioner after Commissioner and
Mayor upon Mayor (all two, so far) have called for a priority list and as the Board
has hesitated to prepare one. The Board has always taken the attitude of a
mother who has been asked to sacrifice just one child declarmg that all her
children are equally valuable to her. —

Thus, in 1953; Dr. Corning told the Board's finance committee that the District
Budget Offlee had asked for a priority list of items which could be chopped so as

\to bring the schools' 1955 budget figure ten percent below then-current levels.

s All District departments were being asked for the stripped down estimates, he
said, but he noted that "obviously such reductions would completely cripple the

e

school system. ..There is no way to reditce the workload or program of the public -

schools in the same manner as the programs of.other agenciegAfiay be cut baek."
Star, September 5, 1953.

The lssue arose agam in November of 1966, in acrlmbny, when Superintendent
. Hansen was told to_budget by priorities. "Our proposals for the use of those 400
teachers weren't terribly speclflg,“ he said, "but we need everyone of them to
provide more individualized instruction, regardless 6f whether we use team

teaching..or any other new method." The fight was between Dr. Hansen and

Dlsﬁg,sBudget Officer D.P. Herman. Post, November 8, 1966.

And in November of 1967, the Post's, headline read, "Schools Told To Budget By
Priority." This time, Mayor Washington was making the request and he wanted
priorities listed for both*construction and operating costs. The topic became
- embroiled in the first school board election, in 1968, and was even the topic of an

opinion column in the Post. Post, November 23, 1967; September 14, 1968.

*~
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the auditor to make priority li§ts, himself and to cut $2 million from the total $12

million budget of the Board. 114/ g .
. / -

o
Vs

The Board ripostpd that it was ,an independent body, and its mission was "to

. ®

-
defend our estimates and all our estimates as’submitted."

v

»

»

Lisfing ;1 project on the "supplemental” list was simply consigning it to the
garbage 'heap. The Commissioners héd their own duty, "the ministerial one of
forwarding the estimates of the Board of Education with such recommendations as, in

. thelight of the needs of the Distriet and the limited revenues thereof applieable to the

' same, they may desire to present to the Bureau of the Budget and to the committees of

Congress." -I-E/

Dr. Carusi was tireless, and his campaign gathered steam. The Board of
Efficiency'report to the Senate in 1928 came out on his side, proposing that the Board

. of Education have all power over expenditures within the schools and calling upon the

~

Commissioners to forwardethe Board's estimates with its own recommendations, l-l-g/

. ° . <
o~ .
*

s,.individual eutters in"the pathway of the school budget argued that
the budget w going ta be cut on the next step up the ladder anyway. "Let me
cut it, and beut it judiciously, and you will avoid having that insensitive -
[ Commissionet,  Bureau of the Budget, President's Office, House Committee,
ete.] do it crudely.” The refrain ‘was heard for years. ‘

115/ The Board ;‘o d simply refuse .to reconsider its gstimates until it was called
before the Burea of the Budget. The school board's powers, "already specified by
law, would be m4de knewn rather than [by] a fight with District heads" via the
"campaign of edudation”, said Dr, Carusi. . .

See, "Scores*D.C.\He ds on School Budget; Carusi Declares Law Does Not Require
Commissionfgm to it. Estimates," Star, no date indicated, files of Washington-
iana Division, D.C} Publia ‘Library. ~See, also, Dr. Carusi's remarks in Star,
December 14, 1928. ) -

116/ 'Report on Survey of Public School System, p. 1. ‘ '

114/ * Almost alw

- . »
o . Vs
,
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The battle waxed. The Board ran into "an impenetrable wall of opposition" from
c1ty officials. The Commissioners, fortified with legalfassistance, announced that "if
the school board refuses, like it did last year, to rnake reductions ordered because of
budget limitations, the Commissioners ... will ﬁgain do the trtmming thépselves." They
declared that they would give the estimated needs of the Board morée consideration than
ever before, but when the battle was actually joined, the Commissioners wreaked their

vengeance°down upon the Board and chopped their budget to ribbons. == 117/

[}

* , The battle of governance via finance was suspended for the duration of the Great

N Depression. A report in 1938, however condemned the continuing participation of so

< many indmduals in the process of budgetlng for the schools. A simplified procedure

was needed. Power to allocate funds should go exclusively to the Board 8/

Qvercrowding brought on by the presence of 7,000 part-time students in 1947 led

to. an amazing fiscal governance stght. The House voted “a mlghty attack on
overcrowded and mislocated schools" for the 1948 budget. When ’the bill got to the
Senate, Washingtonians were startled- there were the Commlssmners‘ asking Congress
to+cut more than '$900,000 from the school appropriations. They wanted to gwe the
money' to hospitals, a welfare center, city attorneys, physicians — everyone{ seemlngly,
but the schools. In spite of .the Commfssioners‘ opposition, however, the séhools won

19/

most of the money. 119,

A

-,

A year later, in 1948, a "new" method of handling estimates was announced with
much hoopla. - The original sehool board estimates would be forwarded intact, along

with Commxssmner recommendations, to the Bui’eau of the Budget. There had been a

spec1a1 study and this procedure had been suggested The Board of Trade supported the

117/ Star, June 16, 1929. ° : .

e
118/ Staff Study Number 15, 2 o1.
119/ Star, July 15,1947. .
. Slar, . -
o)

.
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change and noted that a number of items originally' requested by the schools had failed
Jto be approved by Congress simply because they had not been presented; had they been
in front of the Congress, however, they surely would have been givén appropriations.

No one hailing this "innovatjon" apparently realized that the system had been in use
120/

3 o

prior to the 1922 law. =— : | n

A fa:ctnating brouhaha in.the continuing Board of Education—Comimissioners
struggle over education finance erupted in May of 1952. The Commissioners had
refused to act on an urgent appeal callmg for major construction of sch buildings,‘so

; the presndent of the Board of Educatlon and the Superintendent decided t¢ pay a v1s1t to
Capitol Hill. Mr. C. Melvin Sharpe and Dr. Corning went seeking an emergency award
of $5 million for immediate construction of black schools in the District. They spoke
with the mch—segméationist chairman _of the House District Committee,
Representative John L. McMilian. Their mission was to e;cplain "the great necessity for
colored schools in the present emergency." Perhaps with an eye to averting the school
desegregatlon wmds beginning to blow through the' land, Representative McMillan
agreed to study the problem g.nd requested that more information be sent to him.

hnmediately in possession of the data, he declared himself in favor of the idea. He

would sponsor emergency legislation within a few days. ' :

In view of the District's tight budget; informec;,ot;Servers held out little hope that
funding would actually be forthcoming. The publie discussion, however, focused upon
the protocol of thé visit. According to antique city custom, "agency heads" could not
lobby Congre& directly. One of the Commissioners fumed that Board President Sharpe
had made a "regrettable mistake" in circumventing normal c}mels. It was the task of

the Commnssnoners. to survey needs and to decide where money should be spent. ——' 121/ .

I

120/ See, "School Budget Plan Approved " unidentified chpplng, flles, Washlngtonlana
Division .C. Publt® Library.

' + 121/ Post, May 26, 1952.
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A spate of editorials appeared. Most tended to treat the incident as a tempest in
1'a bureaucratic teapot. Some observed that the delegation had approached the wrong
man, since appropriations were not handled by the District Committee. ""I‘hus," wrot.e
the Daily News, which tagged the brouhaha as nsilly," it "appears that Mr. Sharpe's real
'offense! has been in conversing with another man. We have not lost that particular
right. Not yet." 122/ |

For the 1957 budget the Commissioners turned to the recommendations of their
own Advisory Committee regarding cuts in construction requests; this was "tan.tamount
to accepting the Advisory Committee's recommendntlons in advence of 2 pubhc
hearing," said the Board of Education. Since the committee thought that 32 pupils per
class was a satisfactory level, the Commissioners had fiddled around_with the Board's
construction budget. "We cannot accept, the dictum of & lay commjtteez wh;ch is
contrary to school policy established by educators all over the country," snapped the

123/ In the end, the Board was forged to come up with a most innovative

“strqtegem to reach their 30 to 1 goal. New land appraisals had resulted in a downward

revision of needs for the site find; fhe money thus saved would be applied to the

purchase of sites required to achieve the goal! The newspapers had a field day with the
124/

i
4

story. ==

122/ Daily News, May 27, 1952. See also, "School Board Warned on Appeal to
Congress,”  Post, January 20, 1956 and "Interference with School Funetions,
Charged to District Budget Offlcers," Post, August 10, 1956.

123/ Dailz News, August 29, 1957~
124/ Post, October 10, 1957 and Star, October 10, 1957,

f City leaders had gone around on the issues for quite some ime. The Board had
been granted $2.5 million above previous levels but $1.3 million below the request.
Three new elementary schools were denied, and additions to others were denied as
well. School Board President Tobriner srjd that the reductions would "indefinitely
defer" the plans to get down to 30 to When the Commissioners would not
budge, the Board presented "sweeping revisions" of the school Site costs in a last.
ditch effort to get down to 30 to 1 for FY 1959. They asked for $4 million for
construction.

- 50 -




In the summer ot: 1966 school officials told the city that they were going to challenge
. P
the legality of budget cuts made by the Commissioners. The Commissioners were

stxpposed to transmit the school budgets along with their ideas to the Bureau of the
Budget, argued the Board.

It is inappropriate for the Board of Education's request to be reduced by
. the Commissioners or their staff prior to the ttansmission to the Bureau_
o of the Budget.... Congress does not even see all of the Board of
Education requests....There is in this fact no implication that
Commissioners cannot be or are not interested in schools, but they are
not responsible for the schools. This Board of Education, which is
responsible for the schools, does not even have an autonomous right to
request or to defend all of its requests at the point of final decision and
power, the Congress. Seldom has so large a responsibility been supported
by so little authority. 125/ .

The Passow Report of 1967 noted the governance problerps involving school
finance and ‘accused the schools of falhng to adequately justify its constructlon
requests. It noted the "peculiar slippage” between authorization and appropriations in
the U.S.' Congress and it concluded that either the Board or the Commissioners ought
to be given the right to fully prepare the budget, levy local taxes, and act as the final

authority on the school budget. == 126/

To the ‘chagrin of ,many, the abolition of the Commissioners and their replacement
by a Mayor-Commissioner in no way altered the fiscal battle scepe. The confliet
continued on as before. Mayor Washington made drastic cuts; s‘chool officials needed to
be' more specific on priorit'ies, he said. The oid budgetcwas too eomplex and the format

was incomprehensible, he asserted.
ﬂ:‘r

A . [
-

125/ star, August 8, 1966. See, also, Star, August 21, 1966.
126/ See Passow, Toward Creating a Model Urban School pp. 19-21 and 242—264.

)




2

By 1969, an elected school board was in place. Conflict with the appointed city

Council immediately erupted. New board members were no more happy with Ehe

Mayor's o Council's cuts than members of the old appointed Board had been. And
attempts to bring the community into the fiscal process were derided by those elected
to represent the community; sufely, their voices would be ignored, Julius Hobson, a

school board "activist," said. -1-21/

e
r )

Anita Allen, a long-time leader of both the appointed ‘and the elected school
board, went to Congress in 1970 to ask for legislation to limit the powers of the city

‘Council over the operations budget of the school system. The city Council had affected

basic education policy when it altered the Board's budget request for FY 1971, she said.

£"We do not believe that the city Council should be permitted by Congress to exercise

' § .
what amounts to a veto over education programs, formgilated by the publie, administra-

‘.
tion &and the Board of Education after careful study and deliberation.” 128/ :

A}

»

The Board and the Mayor fougt;t for months in 1971 over the/budget. The Board
disputed the power of the Mayor to place budget limitations on.it, an independent
governmental entity. However, the D.C. Corporation Counsel — shhdeg of counsels past
_ — said that the Board was not independent in financial areas and must follow t?fe
guidelines of the Mayor, who was required to. submit a balanced \bﬁdget to Congr'eés.

Then, in April, the City Council voted not to go along with the Mayor's vetoes of school

t:unds. ‘ , .

127/ Star, Fehruary 26, 1969; Post, February 25, 1969.
128/ Star, May 23, 1970; June 1, 1970.
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A major battle broke out over school finances in 1974. The Mayor was goiﬁga to

stand for election and home rule was about to comeé. The battle over the budget served

to highlight the importance of the Mayor in educationsfinance and probably helped hith
¢

to gain the election. In Y978 another war was declared between the Mayor and the
« -

schools. The budget figure proposed by Mayor Washington was too low for the schools.
' Thereappeared one old gnd three neW’a;[;ectg to the war.” Old wass the fact that the
éoard under law was obligated to submit its budget to the city Council. New was the
fact that it failed to transmit its budget to the Mayor. (Under home rule, it was the
Mayor's ]Ob to initiate the "budget mark" for both the city Council and the school
board.) Also relatively new was the fact that thritical for a Mayor seeking

re-election. And third, a cburt ruling [in- Evans v. Washington] handed down on .

September 7, 1978, that Mayor Washington t}ad trepched upon the Board of Education's
fiscal autonomy as proﬁded An the home xlule legislation, exacerbated the political
conflict, lending much ammuhition to the a:jvocates of Board prerog;xtiv&s and
indirectly aiding the former Board president, now mayoral candidate, Marion Barry.

The election of Mr. Barry to the Mayor's office in 197 8 changed the actors but not
the structure of the disputes over education finance. These continued and ‘grew
especially venomous during the teacher's strike in 1979. "The mayor° calls himself a
friend of education. If he calls what's taking place now friendshi;i, it would be better if

he went around setting fires to all the school buildings in the city," fumed the schdol

board president. _1_2_2/ Said another member, "Public education has all the enemies it
needs, so 'friends' like Mr. Barry are confusing, to say the least." E—?-/
. 3 -
12‘9/ Post, August 23, 1979. -

130/ Star, October 2, 1979.
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During each administration, éomm‘issioner*and Mayor, allegations were made that
the schools failed to systematically or convincingly justify thejr -budgefs. Allegsdtions
were also made that the Commissioners — or the Mayor and city Council — sought to

.place less of an emphasis on sc_hool‘ budgets than the citizenry wanted. Previous support
of education by city officials never insulated them from attack; neither did their
protestations aboutn: looking kindly upon education requests. And eact; wave of

Corinﬁissioners and each Mayor took it as his task to review and prune school budgets.

Conflict has always been built into the governance of D.C. schools, on matters of

-

finance, anyway. »

~

-
-

There can be no doubt that until ’complete fiscal independence is granted to the
public schools of Washington, too many actors will remain in the picture. Ur)like all
other sch”c;ol systems, the District must shepherd its budget through both internal city
processes and the Congress. Suggestions to change the systenr have béen made f‘qr

-

" years, but Congress has not adopted them; fiscal ind“ependence from Congressional
oversight would seem to be necessary if governance 1s ever to become a settled matter.
Home rule has given the Bogrd of Education full control over expenditures, a great step
forward. Control over education finance in the District has been an issue since the lg'_st

century. . Short of legislation explieitly granting the Board of Education taxation

authorily and removing Congressional oversight pre;ogativ;es, it will continue to-be an-

@

*

issue in the future. . -
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VI. Five "Angels™ Reventie Sources for the District Schools . .

-

" Take é“guess. What was the topic—ef the maiden address of Wa'shington's delegate
to Congress, N.P. Chipman, when the territorial gevernment was created durmg the last

century? The answer support of ‘the D.C. pubhc school system, .
- .

Entitléed "Endowment of Public Schools in the Distriet of Columbia," the speech

was actually a plea for Congress to provide massive federal assistance. The District of

. ) > ) Y, .
Colu¥eia was now a territory, like all other territories. Other territories were given

1and for public education, but D.C. was not.| The liberation of the former slaves had

f new pupils pouring into the District, placing great stress on

District Schools. Money was urgently,needed, and Congreés was obligated to support

education in Washington just as it would anywhere the federal gc;vernment was involved,
‘ 4 . t 0y

he inéisted. In the course of his eloquent plea, Representative Chipman listed most of

the arguments for federal assistance which have arisen in virtually every disc'usgion of

the problem since. 131/ ’

N Al
. N

. Throughout the years five special ways of raising revenues for the schools he;ve
p:een,‘mentio‘ned‘as possible angels, supplements to -- or help for -- regular, "general
fund" appropriations. Usually, ihéy have been listed together as possible alternatives
for the District to consider. When the Commissioners created a Citizens Advisory
Committee on Is‘u.blic Works in 1952, .for éxample,’fhe report suggested that the federal
payment be incrfeased‘to'cover costs of school construction, that a special fund be set

aside for the schools, or that a loan be floated on behalf of the schools. 132/ With

allowances for differences in language, these solutions have popped up repeatedly. .

131/ U.S. House of Representatives, speech of January 27, 1872.
132/ Star, October 1, 1952
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A. Federal payment
The federal payment issue has been the most vigorously debated. Every
systematic examination of school funding in the District since 1878 has looked at the

federal payment as a cause or remedy for the éity’s school finance problems. The

federal government occupies much of the land and buildings in the District of Columbia
and uses valuable city services, yet it pays no taxes. The majority of tpe: city's land —
much o{ it federally owned — cannot be taxed. To rectify matters, the federal |,
government had agreed from 1878 to 1923 to pay half of the ci‘ty's expenses: Since then
funding has vacillated with each turn of the fiscal and political serew. The average

payment in post-World War [I budgets has been below 15 percent. EE/ L/z}lthough the

4

federal payment is not specifically earmarked for eq]ucation,.total city revenues depend

upon its size. Thus, studies of school finance have called repeatedly for its increase.
R)

The Strayer Report of 1'94‘9, for example, called for the federal payment to Be
increased to a more equitable level: It cited the value of federal property in the
Distriect and the burdens imposed upon local government by tfxe federal
government. 134/ A major fiscal study of the schools produced by the D.C. Citizens
for Better Public Education in 1971 trotted out the same arguments yet anot}\er time,
ﬁoting that more th;m half of the city's taxable land and' buildings, worth over $4.4
billion in total assesst value, was then going wasted as far as tax purposes w;ere

concerned. —3—5-/ )

5 3

. /.

133/ For a chart indicating percentage of fedéral payment, 1947-1968, see Passow,
Toward Creating A-Model Urban School System, p. 247.

134/ Strayer, The Report of a Survey of the Publie Schools, see Chapter XV, pp- 950
968.

135/ Financing the D.C. Public Schools, p. 44. See, especially, Table 3, a list of act

and potential tax revenu&c




‘-
: Thx‘s report cited five possible justifications for the size of the federal payment:

1) as reimbursement for the many exemptions tq property, business and
personal income taxes; -

2) as payment for services rendered by the ci’ty to the federal govern-
ment;

L

3) as payment for services rendered to visitors from the entire nation;

z11) as revenues in liéu of the share of state funds the city would receive
if it were located in & state; and

-

-5) as fupds necessary to fill the gap between the city's revenues and its

actual needs.
3

The report found that “the only justifiable formula is one in which the Federal

government accepts the responsibility for 'mi;king up tﬁe‘ difference betvseen the city's
136/

-,

revenues and its needs."

v
f
L3

* Home rule radiecally adjuséed this issue. The maior was required by Section 501(b)

of the home rule act to provide an annual proposal" for'the fédgral payment, inc¢luding in
the statement detailed analysis of at least nine specified factors relating to the cost of

the federal presence. The issue remains in the political arena, thever.

B. Special Fund -
School advqcates have also pro ) that a special source of revenue for schools

be dé\/elbped. Long-range plannfng dj:i upon the predietability of funds%and hence, -

such a device. This idea has also witnessed a long and colorful history. . From its

inception the school system was funded in part by '"sin taxes"; the theory

.

-
-

136/ Ibid., pp. 48-49 ‘

The report said that there was an increasing amount, of city and.private land

going over to the federal government's use {e.g., the Kennedy Center and

the Pennsylvania Avenue Plan); in addition, private taxpayers were leaving

town. Thus, the idea of .figuring the federal payment on a base of the taxes

already being collected might prove to be a costly error. ) :

-57-
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" was labeled Mhe homeopathic principle of similia similibus curantur, curing a social evil
137/

with a social ev11 " by an,early school Superintendent, J. Ormand Wilson. ——' Half of
the funds came from' the sip taxes (taxes on slavw, billiards, theatre, liquors, dogs, and,

licenses for carriages and hacks) and half of the funds came from the efforts of three -

city Councilmen who begged for the money. In the first collection, Thomas Jeff;t;son,

nominally president of the‘school board whilewalso serving as President of the United
States, gave the most —:$200. Others gave quite a lot — James Madison, Thomas

Corcoran, Robert Brent (Mayor of the city) and Justice William Cranch. Some gave

=

t -4
below the $3 level, == 138/ p ) :

This "special fund: did not satisfy the growir;g needs of the school population:
Thus, a lottery was proposed by fourteen joint x:esolutions of Congress between 1812 and.
1828, with the proceeds to go the public schools. The money generated from these
sources, which was invested over the years, became known as the "school fund." It -.was
. in existence threugh much of the century, disappearing only with the arrival of local
autonomy under the territorial government. . © N

Then, in 1858, a specific school tax was levied. Independent taxing eqthority is
still in use in most American jurisdictions, but it disappeared qmckly in Washington.
Enlightened nmeteenth century men such as Rep. Chlpman"called for a special tax to be

approved but no special fund of any sort was created by the 1906 Organic Law on

‘education, ‘ E
- .

Harry Oram Hine, "Public Education in the District, 1805-1928," p. 7. He is
quoting the late J. Ormond Wilson, Supemntendent of Schools, who wrote an
excellent history of the early D.C. schools.

Star, J.une 22, 1947.

»




igea .anyway, arguing that "it would further hamstring the Commissioners."

141/, Star, November 15, 1955.

~ 4

, The idea of speeial taxes has come up repeatedly during the twentieth century.
The Dlstmct Congress of Parents and Teachers, plotting ways of glvmg the school

system a revenue source which could not be tapped by the Commissioners, lighted upon
139/ . «

2

the old idea of a.sales tax. ~—

hd \_ 7?\
The sales tax had been suggested by U.S. Senator Henry.C. Dworshak in the late

v

forties. "I ean't understand why District leaders can't come up with a sales tax or ‘

140/

somethmg to take care of minimum educatlohal requn'ements," he said. A sales

7

.tax was enacted, but the funds were not specifically set aside for the schools.

By 1967, there was great.support for the idea of a tax, and the Passow Report’

recommended a special tax.on commuters for the schools. The idea never made it past

. ¢

Congress. In fact, the home rule legislation specifically forbade such a tax. 2

The Commissioners continually rejected suggestiohs that a special fund or tax be

designated for the sehodls. They went on record against it, complainihg that speciai
funds f?r' highways, sewers and water were enough. Thus, the idea was proposed in 1955
by the White House ‘Conference on Education. The Chai'rman of the White House panel
/was quoted as saying that "we felt proba‘bly the only hope we have is a separate school

fund." His commjttee had also proposed selling outdated scl'aool buil&ings’gto crefite a.

L

revolving fund for site purchase. Although he said that the Commissioners should retain-

all supervising Jr.ights over the budget of the schools, they came out in oppésition to the
141/

139/ Post, October 12, 1955, Another péssibility was raising parking meter rates;
another would be requiririg those who claim olit-of -state residence to avoid D.C.
income tax to pay tuition for their children in ]5 :C. sehools. All these ideas had
been suggested before; none of them ever got through Gongress

140/ Post, July 16, 1947. -
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Over the years the special fund or tax has been seen as the fiscal instrument of

W
1
choice by many observers of W‘ashingtoh's school finences, and it stillw remains an
important option. ._ .
C.. Borrowing money and floating loans
N No S\gg.estion for special"si:hool finaneing has received more attention historically l
than proposals for special borrowing authority. Turn to any year of the present century
‘ i.n\whieh a major construction drive was underway‘ and you will find school leaders
demanding interest-free loans and the abandonment of "pey—as;you-go."' A typical
. quote: " ‘think we should finance our cdnst;'uction on a loan basis rather than on a
current revenue basis. These buildings will 1ast from 40 to 50 years. Why should we put
the cost of it all upon the taxpayers for one or two yesfrs when the buildings will be used
for two generations?" 174-2-/ The year was 1947, the speaker “a top scho;1\$ff1cer. It

L 4
might have been any D.C. spokesman, &ny year.

Each time the issue was brought up, knowledgeable observers pomted out that "=

s_u..,

construction costs«rose. Wlth all the money in hand, a Aro;ect could be completed on

time and within budget. But since the school system ha . to rely upon Congesswnél

authorization and then appropmatlon on a year-by-year basis, the pro;ect often became

1

almost unworkable. This retarded the proper growth of the\school system moré:, than
’ . . '::__

any other financial limitation throughout the years.

}. .

142/ Post, September 21, 1947. See, also, "Long-Range Loan to Build Schools SoughY:':‘a:_
'Fay-as-You—Go' system is called 'Fiscal Nonsense' at Budget Debate,” Post, *
October 4, 1956. T

€3
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During the late fifties, Sehator Wayne Morse ot‘ Oreggn repeatedly called hearings
on' the matter. One such 'he,aring was held.fn~J1ine_ of 1957, for example, and the
Treasury announced ghead of time that it was opposed to any loan te the D.C. schools.

T So the Star wrote that the chances of the ecity's borrowing money for public school
construction were thus "dead" for the year. The Treasury had used &s an excuse the old
canard that if -they didn't oppose it, the Commissioners or the Bureau of the Budget

would. The Star however, threw in with Senator Morse, agreeing "that there should be

L

such an authorization. W;e are undoubtedly facing the need for heavy outlays in school

- , 1 :
—— ¢ P

constructjon, and it is sound to spread the cost of such outlays over the years rather

than continue on a pay-as—.yoix-go basis that places too great a burden on ecurrent

revenue." 14—3-/

In 1962, Supermtendent Hansen tried to push the xdea, calling for a $120 mllllon

interest-free loan to finance school construction over six years. He asked the 'I‘reasury
to supply the cash and told the public that schopl bulldlng aemands were simply too

great to be met on a "pay-as-you-go" basis. Advances of federal money were glven for
144/

’

the purchase of parklands, he said, so why not for schools? As the House piled

insult upon injury during its annual review of the school budget, the Post 'wg; moved to

eloquent support of the 1nterest-free loan idea. 145/

) ' Under P.L. 85-451, the District government (it, rather than the school system, had
always undertaken the actual cc;nstruction projects) was authorized to borrow up to
$175 rhillion from the Treasury for construction purposes. However, Congress

- .

.t Al

restricted the total the District -could obtain to the amount at which principal and

. - i
\ . , L
143/ Star, June 9, 1957. See, also, Post, June 4, 1956 (editorial) and May 4, 1957.
N 144/ Post, May 11, 1962. . *

) 145T/‘, Post, June 22, 1962; July 5, 1962. .
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interest repayments did not exceed six percent (later ninespercent) of general revenues.

" The actual exbehditure of the borrowed funds had to be approved By the Congressional

appropriations cqmmittees. Also, the loans came with an interest ra’te from the
’I‘reasury which was csn51derably higher than that charged to some other clty school
districts. By the late sixties, therefore, fully- two-thlrds of the cost of capltal outlay
was still coming from the current revenue fundsi noted the Passow Report, "no other
city follo.ws such an_extreme 'pay-gs-you-go' p’olicy." And, on top of the inability to
borrow money, the 'school-s — like the city — lacked the right to .issue revenue-producing

&

general obligation bonds.

The Self-Government Act, properly styled "The District. of Columbia Self-
Govenment and Governméntal Reorganization Act," which brought partial home rule in
1975, significantly changed the situation regarding borrowing and the issuance of bonds.

Although the ecity Council was not given general authority to borrow money, the

District was enabled to issue bonds and to incur certain types of both’short- and long- -

ferm indebtedness in pléce of the former capital project loans. The eity Council today
. 4
may issue negotiable notes if ‘appropriations from revenues fall short of the estimates.

' LY .
Under certain circumstances the city Gouncil may issue general obligation bonds and

obligation bonds may be issued for school construction and other capital projects

*®

. meeting certain requirements. At the discretion of the city Council, general obligation

bonds may be.submitted to the voters for approval. 146/ :

-

~

146/ For a full discussion of fiscal matters under limited home rule, see an excellent
article by J.I. Newman and J.B. DePuy, "Bringing Democracy to the Nation's Last
Colony: The Distriet of Columbia Self-Government Act," in The American
University Law Review, Vol. 24, No. 3, Spring, 1975, pp. 537-747.. The proper
citation for the act itself is Pubhc Law 93—198 87 Stat. 774 (1973).

*
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D.  Federal grants-in-&id

A D}xring the years following the New Deal, many Wafpingtonians concerned with
public education sought federal grant‘s—in-aid for the schools. In the public _mind this
was ;1 copfusirfg topic, since the federal government was already in;/olved in D.C..
finances. However, many sought to gain inclusion for the District, as if it. were a state,
in federal grant programs. That they were successful is proven by the fact that as o_f
March 1981, federal‘ programs aécounted for an overall expenditure of nearly $52
million, roughly 17 percent of the system's total operating budget. Federal funds are

granted for projects involving the economically disadvantaged, handicapped students,

library ~resources, research activities, dropout prevention, bilingual education,

specialized learning equipment, guidance services, staff development, vocational

.

education, innovation in educational techniques, reading projects, and strengthening the

"state" department of education, among other purposes. lﬂ/

4 o

"To get on the bandwagon was no easy task. Staff Study Number 15 of the
President's Advisory Committee on Education went into the prob’lem m 1938. At the
time most of the federal grant programs excluded the District. jfet, said the report, dt
least three reasons underlay their argume;lt that the Distriet should be included in~ all
federal grant prog‘rams 'First, reside;lts of the District pay taxeé’ to the federal
government and should be glven aid accordmg to their needs. Second, if a program of

general federal aid were created, the Dlstnct_woula benefit from the federal advisory

- .
S

role which would accompany such aid. Third, ties'between the publie school system and

the U.S. Office of Education would be mutually beneficial. In the committee's opinion

public education in the District should be "regarded as a pax‘t of pubhc education in the

Nation, not as something apart."” 148/ . . | .

§ ' R : ‘ ' :
1477 An_Introduction "to the School System 1980-1981 (Washington: 'D.C. Public

Schools, March 1981), p. 13. Also, Data Resourge Book 1980-1981 (Washmgton
D.C. Public Schools, February, 1981), pp. 17-20.

7148/ Staff Study Number 15, pp. 86-93.,

»
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The arguments were heard repeatedly over the years, p'articularly after the
Sec'ond World War, as federal grants began to pick up real significance in municipal and
state budgets. The'Commit;:ee on Finance of the White House Conf c;rence on Education
in 1955 recommended that something ‘be done about the problem; D.C. was not
o—— receiving as higﬁ a percentage of tax dollars as it-would be entitled to if it were given
the same considération states were. The government, wrote the committee, is treating
the Distriet poorly, depriving the jurisdiction of a high pc;tential income. Cerfainly, the
District had the right to normal participation in legislation ‘concerning federal aid to -

eduéﬁtlon 149/

With the vast rise in education grants following President Johnson's first year in
office, the Distriet was finally allowed in the door. President Johnson himself went on
record in support, maintaining that federal m.c.mey awarded for c'ategorical purposes
must be regmd%d as above a;ld unrelated to the funds already provided in the regular
budget. 159/ From there on in, the District was given an equal right to compete for

grants and to be awarded the formula grants on a fair basis.

2

<

’ 149/ The Distriet of Columbia Study, pp. 97-conclusion. But see "Budget Bureau Bars
. D.C. From President’s School Aid Program," Post February 11, 1955, and "HEW
Deferds Exelusion of D.C. from School Aid," Post February 15, 1955.

150/ . "Full Strength Budget Sent to Hill," Post, no date, Washingtoniana flles, D.C.
Public lerary

]
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E. Impact Aid
A specific prbgram which was always of interest to the District is the impact (or

impacted)‘aid program, monies /allocated to localities affected by a major federal
presence. The issue was highlighted particularly after the New Deal brought thousa'nds
of new residents to Washington. For the schools to be, fair to the children they now had
to serve, appropriations would be necessary. Many of the parents\, t;owever, were not
taxed as District residents; Ehus their children were in school with no money to back up
their attendance. With the coming of the war, the situation became'yét more acute,
éspecially in Anacgstia where many federal employees were housed. Cangress came
through in late‘1941 with a supplemental appropriation for over half a million dollars to
cover costs of constructing school buildings in the Southeast for the defense workers.
) By the end of the war, the prospects of a baby boom were frightening education finance
experts; unles a significant impact aid program was forthcoming, the District would be,

<

in severe trouble. ’

After the war the Strayer Report pointed out the terrible inequity the federal
pr&senc)? brought t: tﬁe District's schoolps. As recently as the early\iixties, However,
Oongrés stiil would nc‘>t go along with the inclusion of the District in‘ what was fas£
\becoming the biggest giv.e—gaway t‘he‘Cong_ress had in its edu#htion porkbarrel. In 1961,
for example, the Congress rebelled against the suggestion that D.C. be allowéd to
participate in the impact aid program (now known as P;L. 81-815 and P.L. 81-874) and _
the entire D.'C. revenue bill was held up because of the issue. "The children will pay the

cost of this action," snapped a most unhappy Superiatendent Hansen. E’,l/

. 151/ Post, September 26, 1961.
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The District was speeifically excluded from the program time and time again.

Interestingly, it was excluded in 1963 by Demoecrats, while the Republicans fought for
it. eDemo,crats argued that federal funds merged into the general city budget could not
be traced to the schools and that the amendment would be lost in a fl‘oor battle. A

fight over integration, ironically, also helped to nix the idea.'ls—-z-/

With the arrival of the Great Society, however, D.C.'swnes changed. In 1964

the rules were relaxed by Congress, and the DIstrict became eligible for both impact

aid and the National Defense Education Act. 1—5—3-/ The first year saw $5 million rolling

in from these twb sourees. Surprisingly, within two years, the Passow reporters were

‘ “finding that the District schools were not fully utilizing the resources offered by

pa
NDEA. 134/

>

Today it seems inconceivable that the Distriet — which, perhaps more than almost
every other jurisdiction in America has always been entitled to "impact aid” support —
was ever deprived of this source of revenue. ’ -

&

"152/ Star, June 28, 1963.
153/ Star, December 11, 1964.
154/ Passow, Toward Creating a Modern Urban School-System, p. 249.
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. VIIL *Two Special Problems

.{

Another recurring issue over the years with unique relevance for the District of

A. Nonresident Tuition

Columbia has been that of tuition for nonresidents. Since "econtraband" individuals first

9

‘arrived in the District from less friendly neighboring settings, the District Sought to

serve all children of school age. In the late 1860s the schoc.>l board p}lblicized the facét
that well over a third of all pupils attending the D.C. public sch001§ were the children
of government employees@. Spuch parents were non—taxe;j and did not contribute to..the
city and therefore to the finances of the' schools; "in a city of 20,073 families, 10,050
taxpayers were bearing the cost of educating the children of temporary non-taxpaying

residents." -1-§-5-/ o

The 1938 advisory committee report discussed in depth the problem of free
education for nonresidents. The cost of free instruction for children of nonresidents
who were paying no taxes hovered between three hundred and four hundred thousand

dollars. Such children ought to be asked to pay at least some tuition, the committee

thought. 138/

S
-

Whenever the question arose in Congress, those with a vested. interest saw that
nﬁhiné happenedwto change the status quo. gérticularly concerned were those
Congressmen re:esenting nearby Virginia and Maryland constituencies and those who
had children in the D.C. schools. For example, in 1942 the Senate cut out those
provisions of the budget which called for Maryland residents to pay tuition for

attendance at D.C. schools; over a quarter- of a million dollars could have been
157/ '

recouped. ~— —

155/ Green, Washington, p. 307. She is quoting from the 22nd annual Report of the
School Trustees, written in 1867. .

156/ Staff Study Number 15, pp. 84-85.

157/ Star, May 5, 1942.
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The issue was endlessly noted in'the newspapérs during and after the’ war years. A
glance through the tremendouslyolnformatlve index of the Washlngton Star, in partic-

.
ular, will show a huge number of articles devoted to the controversy over this subject.

-

Tr\e District obtained the right to charge tuition for nonresioﬁents, but very shortly
after,‘th]e issue changed tone. No longer was it Marylanders who were the target.

s Prejudicéd Congressmen sought to ferret out children dwelling in the District .whose
parents were living out-of-state. There “was a question of proving residency. Superin-
tendont Hensen objected publicly when Represéntative Joel Broyhill, a Republican from
suburban Virginia who was never particularly popular in the city, called for legislation
to require &ll D.C. A‘parents to swear an oath that they lived in the District. This would"

cause much harm to District parents, Dr. Hansen said, since they would have to pay for

158/

notary publlcs to do their swearing. Thoughtful residents realized that it was

really a question of semi-official "guardians" "with whom children were placed, and some

[
>

pointed out that minority bla/d/children, perhaps unwelcome elsewhere, were escaping

-  from bigoted environments by studying in the city. Was this all bad?

L)

Current rules and procedures adopted by the Board of Education in general

effectively ‘assure the collection of annually-established nonresident tuition fees for

et -

those children dwelling ‘outside of the District who are permitted to attend public

schools.

3 -

[y

B.(Teacher Salaries . ) .
This ﬁés been another issue which has been of enduring importance to--those

concerned .With educational finance in the District of Columbia. Congress has long

L]
involved itself in this matter.

-t ’

)
~ ° >

158/ Star, June 19, 1959,
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The early salaries paid to teachers were low. Ttule first teacher earned $500 per
year. In the 1840s teacher salaries ranged from $300 to $900 (for principals). 159/
Later in the century, there were recurrent— occasions dui'ing which teachers were left
without pay for months. In.fact,,the d;elay in paying teachgs was one of the
precipitating faetors which léd to the abolition of home rule in the District in the

. 1870s. 180/

1

Salaries did not begin to approach acceptable standards until weéll after thé}
enactment of the 1906 reorganization. Attention focused on teacher salaries during the
Great Depression. In June of 1933 the Board of EdUc;ation had been forced to agree to a
budggt which contained $90,000 less than was allocated ‘in the previous year for the
salaries of teachers and librarians. The Board worked out a system for paying teachers.
Those who reached age 70 were retired and‘thére was a cut of 15 percent in pay, but
the school system was able to sBve its teachers from reduction in force. 161/ The moves
were Herculean and much appreciated by the city's press. "Unknown to thousands of

¥ children who vx;ﬂl enter classrooms on this day [1933], school glfficials have devoted the
summer in planning to operate the school sys;tem o'n a reduced budget of more than $4

million [i.e., the cut] without dismissing teachers. That is the noble experiment which

Superintendent Frank W. Ballou a:nd his assistants are confident will be successful." 162/

hic 4

After World War II, teacher salaries became a major issue in the city's politics.
Almost every yesr, the issue arose. It was particularly suited for such treapmen‘t, since

"it was the Congress which had to vote increases in teacher salaries. The 1955 White

; - o LXK
159/ Green, Washington, p. 214. . )
. 1607 Ibid,, p. 357. o g
) 161/ 'Star, June 15, 1933. - N

162/ Post, September 10, 1933.
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House ‘Conference report criticized the District's low teacher salaries. The teachers
union arose; with it came the threat of strikes, and strikes themselves. Public
sentlment concermng teacher salaries seemed to shift in the seventies. By 1976, the gm

idea of teacher.pay raises was not received well in the city. That year the leading

N
black newspaper, the Afro-American, wrote that talk of granting teachers cost of hvmg

s increases s1m11ar to those granted to police and flremen was strlkmg “fear in the
hearts" of some Board of Education members. Yet programs were belng cut and the
_newspaper favored more funding: "... quality educat.ion pays off for the educators as
well as the educated. In the long run, everybody benefits:" 163/ Today, public support

for teacher salary raises is faf less vocal than in yéars gone by; perhaps, however, it is

less hostile now than it was tive years ago.

163/ Afro-American, February 7, 1976, "Education Must be a Budget PI‘lOI‘lty"
(edltorlal), and column by R. C., Newell "Budget Cuts."
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IX. ﬁieB}ntgetProces : , ‘

4
&

There have been three major recurring themes in the budget prpcess:

participation by the public in budget development; budget. format; and allegations of

budget mismanagement.

A. Public Participation in Budget-Making R

For years the question of public participation in the formulation of the school
budget has arisen. In 1934 citizens protested that the "star chamber" policy of the
Board of Education had to be changed. School estimates should be made public prior to

their forwarding to the District Com missmners, they said. 16y

\ . y

In 1938 the superintendent publicly announced moves to assure "more systematic

cooperation between citizens' organizations and the Board in preparing the major

'budget items." The public was to have the opportunity to perform a "thorough-going

evaluation“ of the budget items before they were placed in the budget. 165/

<

The Strayer Report complained about the lack of public participation in the

process. "The-channels for the expressmn of public opinion on school affairs are devious

and uncertain.““-l-gg-/

L]

164/ Post, Ma‘y 25, 1934.
165/ Post, November 3, 1938,

Dr. Ballou was always trying. Thus, an interesting guest column by Dr. Ballou was
run on April 30, 1939, in.the old Times-Herald. Dr. Ballou spoke on the virtually
continuous process of the budget and asked lor citizen participation. He described
the plan which would make the system work. The same appeal was heard again
and again in D.C. history. Very frequentlyggchool leaders have called for public
participation; just as frequently, howev hey have complained that publie
appeals do not seem to work. There would be a quiescent period, and then a new
school leader would announce, as a major innovation, new methods for the public
to participate in the school budget process. (Of course, there have also been a
series of charges against "star chamber" budget-making, too. And attorneys have
sought to discover whether or not the public could be allowed in to the key Board
of Education budget decision-making sessions.) '

166/ Strayer, The Report of a Survey of the Public Schools of the District of Columbia,
p. 952. .
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Yet, in 1953 the Board again announced, &s "precedent—breaking policy," a éystem'
by which eitizens would be given an opportunity to look at the proposed budget before it -

went to the Commissioners. A public hearing would be held to get citizen response and

167/

- suggestions. An opinion of the Corporation Counsel held the policy legal. — As in .

the past the Commxssnoners were unhappy with the policy, it was reported, because of

™
L - e

. all city agencies, only the schools would be releasing their budget prior to giving the

Commissioners a whack at it. -,

*

Following the Passokaeport, the Executive Study Group proposed thz)t the public

be more closely involved in the budget process. 168/ Then, the city could expect

distinguished Washingtonians to lobby for the budget on Capitol Hill. When activist
Julius Hobson won a seat on the first elected Board of Education, he repeatedly brought
up the issue of public participation. Offered a scheme, he turned it down, remarking’
that "I would be wary about kiddiné the community about their participation. It would

be dishonest to hear their comments and then ignore them." 169/

And in 1969 the school announced that a new procedure, involving "grass roots"
participation, would be instituted, with community representatives sitting in on the

development of local school budgets. 1y

This was under §uperintendent Manning.‘
Under Superintendent Sizemore, the point was repeated, as she made public participa-
" tion & major part of her "PACTS" program. In her move.to decentralize the school
system, the element of publie participation was omnipresent. By the time of the Barry

mayoralty, public participation came to mean community resistance to the closing of

+ schools.

167[ Star, July 16, 1953.

168/ Reports of the Executive Study Group For A Model Urban School for the District
- . ol Columbia (Washing ton: , D.C. Public Schools, 1969), p 19. -

169/ Star, December 6, 1968; Post, August 30 1969, column by Herbert H Deriton,
TParents Get Another Chance to Air School Budget Views." ;
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. Washingtonians traditionally have taken school budget beefs to Capitol Hill. On
numerous occasions, they have merched and demonstrated outside the House of

Representatives and, on oceasion, in front of the U.S. Senate. -

-

s ' - . o (’

Although the issue of public participation is central to budgéf?_mgidng and it has

undulated its way through Washington's educatioh finance history, it: shoixld be noted
- -
that public meetings on educatlon over ,the years always seemed tozattract the same "

indiviquals: PTA leaders, concerned parents and teachers, "good government" citizens,

[ n“" -

disaffected "radical" leaders, and a few others. On occasion Bo&ri members
N ’ " N Y.

complained that (a) few citizens attended the publie sessions and (b) thosg;&h’o did often

had a professional stake in attacking the Board members rather tt;an i\n( su'gges:ting

budget improvelnents. . . -
& "-7 - 1?:
B. Budget format . - T :‘%%;
. 2
Over the years, too, there has often been a question of the f f in which the

. -
budgets are prepéred, and of the ability of concerned persons (either in the commuynity

\

at large or on the city Council, in the Mayor's office, or in the Commissioners' offices)

)o understand the documents. i

- * B
- » . f

Thus, a major conflict over how mue | was actually being spent erupted in the late

)

twenties. The kernel of the dispute was ‘the format in which the five-year building
program was laid out. Representsgtive $immons of Nebraska, then chairman ,0) the

District subcom mittee of the House Appro%'iations Committee, disputed a claim by the

D.C. Chamber of Commerce. concemmg une,xpended balances in the construction

: campalgn _1_11/ The late Juhus Hobson made the >point repeatedly. Thus, "We are

\

171/ Star, April 28, 1979.
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‘ functxomngm a realm of ignorance. We don't know what we want, we don't know what

172/

we have .. and we don't know where we are flnancmlly And, Hobson ,cntxmzed

M‘\

plans for "being too. technieal and too difficult for board and community members ta-+
understand and discuss." 173/ Once he complained, "I'm not even sure I dnde;'stand what
'capital outlay' means.... [I could not suggest changes in] a budget of millions of dollars
until it's been explained to us." 17—‘_1-/‘
C. Pinancial Mismanagement

Policy makers might be'startled to find that the accusations of mismanagement of

»

funds by "politicans" and "educatnon bureaucrats" associgted with. the school system are
relatively recent. There was, of course, widespread discontent durmg the territorial
period of. thfe 1870s. There were also constant complaints during the days of

segregation cencerning the misallocation of funds between divisions.

LY

@
* _— ¥

s
o

"“Throughout the years the mass media in Washington almost invariably responded
with favor -to requests for increases by the school system. There are countless
examples of this{"‘wan of support. The bricks began to tumble, however, in the early

1970s.” The significant social agitation, begun in the sixties, was then on the wane:

, Three eve_nts,preeipifated the crisis. -

-
Qo ¢!

The D.C. Citizens for Better Pubhc Eduecation, Inec., pubhshed a booklet on
f’ nance and the pubhc schools. This* booklet which~Was rev1ewed in the press and
elsewhere rughhghted a number of senious fiscal management problems. Iuadequate
records Had been found a# the schoal offices, preventing full understanding of the

. . . \

172/ Daily News, Sep:tember 4, 1969.
173/ Post Septemberlzs 1969.

174/ Post, March 24, 1969. . oo : o Lo

oS
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financial operations of the schools. There was terrible bureaucratic confusion, which

added to the "mess downtown,"'_and city residents’ had been woefully ill-<informed on
basic data concerning the schools and their budgets. The report was not the first to

detail failings in the fiscal area (certainly the Strayer and Passow Reports had done

that, too), but it was the first time this theme was plcked up in public.

The report also listed other negative facts about the school system. There had
been a rise in the number of dropouts and truants, and a fall in readlng scores and draft
exams. In addition, the report said, that since for many years only the 1ncrements had
been- prepared in detail, the base budget was carrled over from year to year without

review; thus, no one had really examlned what was going on in the school system's

budget, 175/

L4

This study ‘was the first to focus on the fiscal mismanagement problems of the

Ll

schools so p'owerful:)y' and to receive such widespread attention. The mismanagement

message came through in the press 118/

N
-

Also in 1971, the District leamed that the federal government had accused the
schools of mlsspendmg a federal grant The Bbard 1mmed1ately slapped a freeze on any
further commltment of funds until the 'spending purposes were thoroughly rev1ewed, but

the public was aroused. The federal government announced that it wanted some of 1ts

money back. The District had taken Title I money, designated to supplement regular"

spending in the city's lowest income schools, and there was "no rhyme or reason to some

-

of the spending."

The Star, in an editorial titfed "Out of Control,;' queried, "Was anyone really in

control of these expendltum‘”' The question of accountablllty had t%&ﬁe c‘gamly pinned

175/ Fmancmg the D.C. Public Schools, p. 7. See, 30, pp. 16-18.

176/ "School Chaos," Star, September 27, 1971 "School Budget Hit By Cltlzen Report,”
- Star .October 19, 1371. /

KN
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down. Perhaps a joint effort by the Board of Education and Superinténdent Scott would

locate the cause. 11/

C

In Congress'Senator Thomas Eagleton of the District Committee wrote a letter,
co-signed by Senator Daniel K. Inouye, Chairman of &he D.C. Subcommittge of the

Appropriations -Committee, calling for a GAO audft on expen&iture of funds by the
schools. BN SN -

Later, it de\;eloped that six states and the District had all been charged with

“irregularities and were all refusing to repay, the money. The District said that

s

~ reimbursement, to the federal government, even if the money was misspent, would only

"deprive the very children" the money was intepded to help 198/

The public remembered the scandal, not the’ faét that other states were alsg
accused. 'Mof'eover, the issue was all tangled up in D.C. with the Hobson II vietory and
the subsequeat mandaie to equalize schodl spending. Developments were coming hot

ind heavy; inevitable was the creation of the image of evil and incompetent bureau-

&

crats wasting taipayers' money. ) N

°
1}

As the ci\ty was adjusting to the fiederal charges and the allegations of Financing

the D.C. Public Schools, the newspapers carried the fact the Dr Hugh Scott's chauffeur

was earning more than lns teachers were,’ Students of Waslnngtomana know that the

'mlsmanagement claims against the so—called "Feather Duster" leg'lslature were unfalr

179/

°

A review of this perlod inevitably leads to a similar conclusion.

.~ But the 1971-1972 fiscal event that was to trapsform Washington's media and, no

_ doubt, the Zg'éner'al public, from supporters of the schools.to opponents was just now

[

getting ready to burst upon the staée of history. .. : { '
Ty Star, July 24, 1671. N "
178/ Daily News, October 16, 1971, o '
179/ Green, Washington, p. 361. . '
. . - 76 - : o - .
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An ominous note sounded late in 1971 but went almost unnoticed. Congress did

not act on the FY 1972 budget until December 15. The fiscal year wi;’s about hai.f :over.

The school system had ant1c1pated an allocation of $146 mllhon and had been spendmg

at that level; Congress only voted a budget of $141 lelhon. Because of the
overspending, the school‘clearly were going to generate at-ieast 8 $3<mllllon def1c1t

assuming they could immediately back pedal. ."ﬁ R

v
lvo

All thlS was totally understandable, but the publlc was not in a reasgmng mood.

L4

As the new school board under Marxon Barry was ,beglnmng zts work the
Superlntendent told the Board that he was seelcmg to prevent the $3 mllllon def1c1t, he
lacked the funds ‘to pay 379 e. A freeze on hmng, had,taéb‘e imposed; 40 posmons
in speclar’seducatlon, althought authorlzed by Cong.'ress, were being eliminated, and

180/ N

another 154 personnel pos;ﬁons had to ge, as well, On 'q*anuary 13, 1972, he

announced that the schools’ were in the "untenable posjtion of not bemg able to prevent '),

a deficit.," The Supenntendent, saymg that he was up"'mdlcated that lack of “

fiscal control and madequate staffmgqa}.ong with a "bad management system" mherl,ted"-'

' by hlS admlmstratlon had leq_to oVerspenchng durmg the past two years by near}y

s
3’120 000, Spendmg would becut baek fﬁr the rest of the “year 1'81/ . )
.. : .v, _,:"" P . . e, t’..' y . s . .')
. AA—“ -:7; ;: : ;;':“ ’ - . - " - ‘_. N .

Dr Scott asked' the Magor to p,r.owde help, and Mayor Wéshmgton appolnted a four .

person task force from the cxty's budget and gecounting offfee. Studies wo&d be,done

N P

- of the schop}S‘ ﬁna‘ncxal srtuat;on "Rem.em,bef,? you’ heard it from the Superlntendent':.

fu-s.{" remarked Dr. Scott mdxcatmg that he thought the press would focus upon budget

woaw{»fhe éﬁoqlss—y S e ",.
: .E.,. t’. ', h T ) SRR
,-130;* January’l 1972 VR - . e

1817‘ ‘S{artaanum‘y 13 4972 I ) oo
m/ Ibid. e T : ¥
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- dismissal, fines or prison."

»

Assistance came from a‘shocked Senator Inouye, who promised. to do what he

" could to help resolve the problem. And the Chairman of the (still appointed) D.€. city

Council, Republican Gilbert Hahn, asked the school Superintendent to at}end the city

Council's education committee he’aring the next week.

N s

-

"The Superintendent failed to show up. Later it develofi‘ed that he had received a

letter from &t’he Board saying that he "was not authgrized to attend the hearmg because

-]
he was not glven formal notlcé" Angered the Councll decided to subpoena the

183/

Headlmes blazed A report had surfaced; it saxdrthat the U.S.

Superintendent.

Offlce of Educatlon had concluded that D.C. procedures for keeping traek of spending

were f ragmentary and that "the pot.entlal [exists] for a brepkdown in fiscal control n

in the meantlme, the press was gomg to town on the deflClt story, noting that ‘(r D C.

4
- to run deflclts was 1llegal Perpetraéors who permltted 1t to happen fare liable to

184/ :

e ~ >

The dam then burst. A mernber of the Board of Education charged publicly that

the Superlntendent had been "less than candid” in his Jarfuary 13 press\c{)\l’tference He
&

'ﬂad ggen the public one flgure on the deficit when he had known it was another. The

Board af Education had concluded that the real deficit was between $1.5 million an¢»$2v

million. The Superintendent had claimed }4(e deficit as $255,000. Moreover, the irate
i

" in someone's drawer."

.183/

185/
\

A

184/
185/

P4

Daily News, January 18, 1972.
Post, January 11, 1972.
Post, January 18, 1972 — "Scott Assailed As Not Candidl About Deficit."

e

L

{

H

* Board member charged, "someone fpund $1 million worth of purchase orders from 1971

0. —




With headlines screaming "Memo Details Deficit: Budget Plot 'I’hickens,"‘ revised,

figures appeared daily. Some argued that the combined total ‘of all the deficits was
. -

really $3 million, which the Congressional tardiness had brought on, plus over $2 million

from previous transgressions. The memo to which the headlines referred was written

L4

two days before the press conference and contained all this informatian. 9

»

To the gathering noise the Superintendent responded that he did not "manufacture
figures." He had simply ‘assumed the higher figures were wrong, the"product. of poor

bookkeeping. It now appeared that the schools had overrun their costs in FY ‘ﬁ)71 by

. :$4 4 mllllon, and those purchase orders for $1.5 million had been carried forward. 186/

EY
a . S

One concerned Senate staffer commented,."Let's face it. The sechool board is the

» only elected body in the city‘,‘ and it would be a terrible setback for home rute if we

were forced to move in to straighten out their money problems." 187/ -

Y

*

Then a report appeared indicating that there was no deficit at all. Another piece,
. ' 5‘ ' . . .
lengthy and sarcastic, came out, containing such lipes as "Now watch my hands closely” g

and accusing the Superintendent of "arithmetic amz?’esia." It said that the Board did not

> . &

know how many employees it had. How could it determine whether costs per school had

’

: . :
been equalized?  "As the purchase orders and vouchers pile up at [sehool

headquarters] , it is comfortlng to know that there is such a grand preceden&for» not
/
being able to find out what the hell is gomg on." 188/

li

L . i

- 186/ Star January 20, 1972.
1°s7/ Ibid. - : Y

188/ D.C. Ga7ette, F;bruary 23, 1972 — "The Pre31dent1a1 Bu11d1ng' Following in
- George's Footsteps," by Sam Smlth . -

“ il -79 - ’
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Within months, the teachers union was demanding a 20 percént increase, the

budget expert who had released the bad news was fired, and the mass media were

e

demanding Dr. Scott's head. The newspapers humiliated the Superintendent, who was

189/

quoted as saying that the budget workgrs had become ill from overwork. It was

- s

stated that no one could even tell whéther the schools were bankrupt since a report

from the city's audit office had indicated that many school payroll records had been

destroyed.

Numbers pegan to fly about wildly, jobs were abolished, and a teachers strike
broke out. Then the GAO released‘ its report; the District had not exerc'ied effective

funds control, it said, and the FY 971 allotment was not "aligned wi
N - o
approved by Congress." 190/ There was great incompetence in many budget areas and

there had been®sost overruns. . ,

hY

~

" Thus it was that the period from m1d—1971 }hrough mid-1973 destroyed the school

system's .credibility. Into the .public m1nd there swam the image of .a school system
-unable to manage larO'e sums of money As a result of the confluence of several forces
and events - the publication of a number of reports, the development of a "deficit"

caused by tardy Congressional actlon, and the mls kes of an 1nexper1enced Supermten—

-

dent — the public found the schools system's fifiancing processés hardly credible. The |

public was to remain hostile to the system, and receptive to chatrges of*the mismanage-
* ! ! * ’ * /‘

ment of funds, for quite'a hile. Today, th‘elschools ‘are once again receiving a

- - ~y
.

generally "good press."

{ . a

189/ Post’ April 17, 1972." .

- .
190/ "Controls Over Funds Available to the D. C Publie -Schools" glashlngton Govern-

ment Printing Office, 1972).

/ .
I, .
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. X. Publie Interest in Educational Finance

There has certainly been much controversy in the history of education finance in . °

-

the District of Colurr{bia. But what exactly has been the extent of public interest in the

topie?

, ™~ )
In an attempt to measire this Interest, we studied the indiceseof the Washington

Star and the Washington Post over the past forty years. We measured entries under
-_— - i : -

many topies, including "Public Schools" and "Editdtials: Public Schools."” . The results of

our study will be presented in detail in forthcoming material.

ank

N

clusions, it is clear that public interest in ‘the schoolTe dramatically in the early .

. Althotgh certain methodologlcal impediments ?'Ohlblt other than tentat}ge ean-

: fifties and declined prec1p1tously in the early seventies. ‘Penbaps a reflectlon of the

well-known rule of cultural lag is pr%ent here, for a rlse in appropmahors followed a'

rise in pablic mterest and dech@ somewhat later. — 191/

’ < B
¢ ‘ . :
7" We then meas'ured the'\, entries (within categori%) which related to public sehool
— fimince Surprisingly, there is almost a straight line rise in the pubhc coverage bf this

topic . through to- the pr%ent“ There has been a steadﬂy mcreasmg percentage of
articles;d‘é?ling with education finance.

- L
.

In sum, it is clear that while public interest in the schools rose and fell

dramatically around the period of social ‘ferment in the sixties, interest in 'scﬁoo;l‘

\finance has risen steadily and is now at an historic peak. "+
\ e

’
L]

. ~

N . ?3"){ ‘ . ) . : ) ’ [
2 | : . .
191/ The idea of cultural lag (social changes follow”changes in the "material base") was

. pioneered by the - American sociologist and government official, William F.
" Ogburn. . . ) R

. / . o - .
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Xl. Some Policy Implieations RS

1. Ametican educational history has long been represented as a struggle between

equality a/n‘d exce,llence. That struggle has been reflected in the. education finance

. history of D.C. Since Hobson ll‘,.the public emphasis has been on equality of funding. Is

this pow changing? Further, race relations were long at the bottom of the conflict over

N e@u/ity of funding. Is this still a relevant issue? R R

-8

LY

2. The haphazard nature of education finance in the District of Columbia was

long a hallmark of the school systeri‘i?and\.t,he greatest cause of its difficulti;es. With the

-

advent. of limited home rule in 1975, Congress retained .the right to review school
budgets. The Mayor and the citleou:n;c"il have the right to set the schoals' finance
"benchmark" or budget ceiling. The schools have complete control over expenditures.
Conadermg the " speclal hlstory of the school system, is this the best poss1ble

arrangem ent? i . *

° -

" 3. For years the .District M‘fered from inadequate school fundigg 'Today, the
perdentage of city budget spent on the schools is at a low point, and compared with
other cities, per pupil costs are not excesswe, partlcularly when the special nature of

tﬁe Dlstrlct a city-state, is conSLdered Is it the perception that the needs of the

schools in an age of diminishing enrollment are no longer as acute as they once were?

Loy
% s

. ¢
‘ .o Y S

2

4. Copstnuction has come, to an end. Schools are closing, not opening. The

Does the school system need to plan

o v

today for future growth? What renovation costs might be assumed now? Further, for

.capital outlay-budget is a virtual relic of the past.

" over a cgntury the school system has acted after fhe fact. .Is/ this the time to plan
- ! .
financing for future needs? How shall the Board determine which private organizations
) LS . - "
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NP
educate Washmgtomans about education's f1nanc1al needs?

-.to the schools.

-

»
or public agencies should be entitled to rent-free use of vacant rooms or tolease or

4

s

5. Governance squabbles have always been played out upon a screen of education

outright purchase of the buil dings?

. o ® g
finance in the District of Columbia. Since partial home rule in 1975, however, funding

has been more“steady and the arguments, while still highly visiblg, are less threatening -

Will another issue take the place of education finance? Or, will

education finance return as a stage for the struggle between the District, as it seeks

T

fuller "home r}ﬁe," and the Congress?

*

&
"'E

6. Should not the District work to obtain a flxed non-debatable formula for the

fedeal payment? It is o this funding base that much of education finance rests. _Also, -

should not an instrument be developed which would fill the coffers of the school system

directly, after 150 years finally bringing fiscal independence to the /schools of the -

District? This would enable the long-range 'pIanning without which prudent growth
2 ..

cannot oceur. AR

7, Now that more than a decade has pasSed since the fiscal turmoil of 1971~1972,
is it not time for a larfe-scale public relt)mczxs campalgn, the aim of which would be to
The popularlty of both

Supemntendent Vineent Reed and Supemntendent Floretta McKenzie prowdw the 1deal

vehicle for such a drlve

a i

S sy I
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APPENDIX 1°

D.C. BudgLet Expenditures by Categories (
Tor Fiscal Year 1981 (millions)
. Operating Budget
Category of Service . Appropriated  Federal Grants and Capital  Tofal
N Funds Reimbursements . Program  Fufds  Positions
_ Human Support Services .
-~ Department of Human Resources 294 4196 1 491 " 7,509
Department of Labor 8 n - 87 804
. D.C. Generot Hospttal 30 2 9, n 2,506
Department of Recreation 23 2 - 25 897
. Oftice for the Aging 3 - 3 5 L] 32
Others * r - - 12 88 .
] subtotal 378 304 18 697 11,938 ¢
Public Education )
0.C. Public Schoo! System pe 48" <77 TIETWIS T
Universtty of tha District of Columbla = 53 9 ‘- AR 1,605
Public Libraries n - . A R :
Others <1 1 - 2 134 -
Subtotal T 343 58 309 13973
Public Sdtety and Justice ] G
Metropoljidn Police Department 162 2 8 74 4,649
Depapment of Corrections 58 1 10 69 1903
~ Flre-Department 60 - .3 63 1585
D.C. Courts . 30 - - 30 1,025
Others 8 - 9 336
Subtetal 320 4 2 345 9,498
Transportation .
Dc Department of Transportgtion .33 ) 4 62 99 an
Washington Metropoﬁhan Area TransHt 74 9 -~ 20 94 = 2
* Others 5 - - 5 -
Subtbtal m2 s\ & w8 ¢ en
Environmental Services and L ' ,
Supply 84 7 Ll 132 1,743
Governmental Direction and ° - ) ..
Suppont
0 ~
0.C. Councll . 4 - - 4 48
.D.C.Moyor ” 1 - - ] 1
Department of Flnandé and Revenue 4 - - 14 578
Department of General Services 24 - 20 44 &n
Others’ . .34 ‘9 - 35 1157
Subtotal n 1 20 98 2,498
Economic Dovolopmum anu o ”
Regulation
_ D.C. Department of Housing and é o
.+ Community Development ) 62 k| 107 1,009
Others » 3 - 28 43 660,
Subtotal . 26 58 150 1668
Debt Service W - - w -}
* Personal Services 29: ' - - .29 -
TOTALS 1503 441 239 2,81 42,28/5
Source: Kndw the District of Columbia- CWashmgtcm D:C. Lea sl Lomen Voters

Fducational Fund, 1980), p. 59.
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Total Number of Entries Related to Public School Finance

.. L

1981 N\ E ‘ i
1980 » ‘ AALr ‘

1979 |° ——] -
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1977 ' ’
1976
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]
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o e —smma
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T e o
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1968 - —~—— | \ N :
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¢
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o Total Percent of Public School Entries.
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APPENDIX III-A | ,
< . ~' \
" N 4 . -
< . . .
. Budget estimates and appropriations, District of Columbia school
system for flscal years 1944 to 1950
- - <
’ ' | Approved | Approved 8upple- Total
<] Board of Appropri-
Year énd Function | Education b:’: mDm c. ggrghsél ged gr m;;'p"r‘l:_p' ‘;‘,;“rgf
estimates | “yioners |- Budget Conzrm tiqns pristed”
Operating — $12, 603, 613 [$12,300, €18 [$12, 271, 698 m',m.cas $916, 900 sm 9,
m ........... 5 ’ ) , 119, 888
Capitaloutlay. ... ... 915,000, 528, 000 528, 000 528,000 f.ceecueanann 528, (
R 17 I ...| 13,518,615 | 12,918,018 | 12.709,598 | 12,730,988 | 916,000 | .13, 647,888
) . .
13,836,714 { 13,711,260 | 13,711, 260 | 13,497,096 |..ceo...__: «| 13,497,006"
,886,080 | 867,580 | 667,560 | 1,029,174 | 417,500 | 1,446,674
15,722,794 | 14,578,840 | 14,578,840 | 14,526,270 | 417,500 | 14,043.770
19048 . ,
........... 12,42, 750 | 12,732,000 | 12,732,000 {.12,578,300 | 1,829,300 |~ 14,407,600
Capital outlay...__.._-220000 5,291,100 | 2162,900 | 2,162,900 | 2,401,000 | - 37, 2,458,060
Y Totaleeeeeemoceeo.......| 18,253,850 | 14,894,900 | 14,804, 900| 14,979,350 1 1,886,300 | 16,865, 660-
Cmyr . . @
Operating expenses. .....:.... 15,120,665 | 14,960,100 | 14,960,100 | 15,037,972 | 1,901,080%| 18,969,052 °
Capital outlsy....... eeteencas 6,325,480 %, 526,000 | 4,5265000 | 2,783,380 |........ Seedl 2,783,380
I V3 T 21,%48, 145 | 19, 486,100 [ 19,484,100 | 17,821,352 | 1,931,080 19, 752, 432
1948, .
. Opersting expendes. .......... 17,145,590 | 17,972,400 17,372,400 | 19,764, 420 19,784,420
<+ Capital OUtINYoeucennoooneos +8, 560, 2,123,000 | 2,123,000 | 4,260,230 , 269, 230
L 0 T 25, 74, 500°| 19, 495, 400 | 19, 495, 400 | 24,033,650 |...e..v..... 24, 033, 650
) 1949 ¢
Opersting expenses. . ......... 20, 763,000 | 20, 206, 900 | 20, 206, 900 | 30,037,000 |...ccccecu--- 20, (637, 000
. Capital oUtiAYeumenooo i T0 11,600,000 | 4,833,283 | 4,833,233 | 4,905,683 |.-ooo111" 4,965, 683
Total cocreeeececnnnnas 32,363,000 | 25,040,183 | 25,040,183 | 25,102,682 |oeeuuene.... 25,102, 683
* 1950 :
.......... 21,164,800 | 20,843,200 | 20,843,200 1. (1) ® Q]
Capital outlay....... D 2,581,450 | 2,480,250 | 2,480,250 |...... SO SRR I
—eceenen— zx,m,zso]m.m.m 2,38, 450 (0] Q] Q]

lAcﬂoantbunulunbitbeConm,onlhel%OesMwheuthhnportiuwﬂtten.

George D. Strayer, The Report of a Survey of the Public Schools of
the District of Columbia (Washington: Government Prmtmg Oftice,.

”n

*,

I9%9), p. 972,
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- APPENDIX ITi-B

’

Budget Increases Requested by the Board of Education, Appro@éd by the D.C.3Commis;10ners;

)

L

estimates were

s °

-

Source:

employees are included.

SOURCE: "~

added to

Since in.many cases

Department of Gep

\

Washington, D. C. Schools

A. Harry Passow, Toward Creating a Model Urban School Syst

;ral Research, Budget, and tegislation,

and Appropriated by Congress for Operating Expenses, FY1953 - 1967 .
, Board of ‘ Approved by Commissioners Appropriated by Congress
Fiscal Education's |\ Percent.of ’ Percent of
Year i\ Requested Increases. Funds Board Request Funds Board Regquest
l} . 1
1953 .$ 2,881,900 $ 2,537,900 88.1 - $ 2,285,800 79.3
1954 2,316,700 2,316,700 100.0 2,163,700 - 93.4
1955 2,201,982 1,000,482 45.4 1,041,670 47.3
"21956 5,297,030 3,896,030 . 73.6 . 3,835,0309/‘ 72.4
1957 . 2,437,961 - 95. 0590 ©39.0 1,384,2163/ 56.8
> . [ . -
. 1958 . 5,120,623 ) 3,374 82.3 3,933,4242/ 76,8
1959, - 18,003,220 - 5,929,028 -, ~86.6 4,64],0282/ 58.0
1960 .@l T 1.3,182,689 | . . 3,118,500 ~ —-98.0. - 3,140,837 98.7
- 1961 Wi Yo < 6,820,353 - " " - 4,800,323, 70.4 . 4,546,2009/ "66.7
L N96% L T M. 4,336,600 .. .2,807,500 »- 64.7 . 2,475,410 ° 57.1
o s metuafh ST SRR . Y e ) l‘: e Yoa : ‘ ) v
1963 e " 7,314,430 © . =~ 5,989,260 81.9 ° 5,298,6409/ 72.4
TLOR964Y . LT T10,0614854 o, 7,129,500 70.9 . 4,355,8433/ ° 4373
*y965c o v " 3,371,491 <" _8,837,367 94,3 . Y 8,177,7078,  ~ . .81.3
L3966 . 13,013,828 .« 9,956,180 76.5 . 7,429,780% - . V57,1
-YOTAL.OF" ‘. 'Totdl Approved by Comn. Total” Appropriated by Cong.
REQUESTED INCREASES 823360,411 64,482,734 - 18.3 54,709,280 - - 66.4
- ¢ o < 3 v .
Recapitulation
..Mean for years o . : ‘ . . ‘ :
1953-1957 . 3,027,115 : 2,140,340 70.7 2,142,083 70.8
Mean for years , .. ' . ’ . )
- 1958-1962 . 5,492,707" Y. 4,373,745 ) .79.6 3,747,379 68.2
. . Mean for years . . T . . \
1963-1966 9,940,326 7,978,077 ° 80.3 6,315,493 63.5
a/ In these years, supplemental approptiations for salary increases for Teachers® Salary Act and Classified

these increases occurred after the submission of the budget,

Board of Education requests and to ampunts approved by the Commissioners to compen-

_ sate for the -additfomal” funds.
-] .

em: A Study of the Vashington, D.C. Public

*Schools (New York: Teachers College of Columbia University,

1967), Table 10-6, p. 253.




of

FY
Years

- 1981-82
1980-81
1979-80
1978-79
*1977-78

1976-77 -

* (br1975-76

1974-75 -

1973-74
1972-73
1971-72
1970-71
1969-70
1968-69
1967-68

(b) 1966-57
1965-66

(b) 1964-65
1963-64
© 1962-63
. 1961-62
' '1960-61

1959-60 -
1958-59-

f 1957-58

1195657

1955-56

> 1954-55

1953-54

© 1952-53

1951-52

© 1950-51

1949-50

1948-49

.~ .1947-48

. 1946-47

. .1945-46
(b) 1944245 .

1943-44

1942-43

1941-42

. 1940-41

g5

' \

APPENDIX IV-A .

- Annual School Appropriations
v ;

v

$
(Thousands)

<

265,313,700
243,784,500

- . 240,036,800
y _ - 205,761,800
' ‘ 200,277,000
199,532,500

‘ ~ 185,246,700
174,028,000

,)165,896,300

146,476,800

‘ . 141,674,400

o 138,755,400
123,916,000

101,476,000

- * 95,932,000

. . 93,291,000
' 86,114,000
. 82,549,420
: 79,486,593
67,377,750
* 63,092,110
58,674,700
54,095,500
52,963,963

. 2 . 750,072,717
39,093,326

35,930,300

35,001,570

29,897,900

25,872,200
{ ;o -31,401,750

23,495,710
) - . 25,102,683
“ f. ‘ 17,821,352

g : 14,979,360

R ' . 14,943,770
A 12,732,352

- Co © 1%,934,672

% 14,084,098

. / 28,626,747

« 7 13,364,258

hd

'
A

Source: OQffice o he Nlaycér, 1982°

.

- . 12,764,886 *-

&
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%

Distriet of Coluibia Piblic ‘Schools

'APPENDIX IV-B

" Appropriations and Estimates FY 1940-1981

Al ) “

L
1981

1986

1979

1978

1977

1976

1975

1974

1973

1972

1871

1970

1969

1968

1967

1966

1965

1964

*1963

1962

1961

1960

1959

858 |

1957

™~

1956

1955

1954

1953

1952

1951

1950

i

1949

e’
“* d
« .

1948

1947

1946

1945

1944

1943

1942

1941

1940

4

Yion

[l

240

251 ]

/50
. //lgf;‘
/20
/05

;701 :
75

75
/50
/35

30

/5

. ay

h




Lt N . - 3';0 . ‘ . ‘«

. « - APPENDIX IV-C T :
L . , L J ¥ . N
. N - ) - . . .

-~ >\~' d\ v ° . I - i . . - v d
. - - Summary of Selected hCPs Statia€len: Tohgdtudinal Delineation
; By ' K it el e s ' it
& School Total . .|fre- .| Spec.|studenta in yjerata. Adutt ” Hon-Cublout of D.C. | Staffing of * Ffecal vear
Year Hembership| school| Ed. Tultion Grts. Fd. Fntoll. [Fnroliment Schools . Rudget '
| _tthousand) - — U SR SRR SO ol T tmilllom)
s . . N . . ’ .
* 1969-69 151,829 o 1'014 2'449 _ 763 "),‘JI‘ ]]_‘6/‘2 15,430 2,753 111540 | lﬂ_!l4lﬁ._ ______
g7 . - R il - T YT I ey """y ""—'—— .
. . . © : @ . - .
1969-10 149,636 2,292 13,059 | 2pp . - __4.015 jAn7AG ) lus,467.) 3,235 | 11,467k 122,925
1970-171 146,224 2,017 |2,467 | 439 " 4,736 |A4,695 | lis,486 | 3.2p6 | 11,086 " o} we,755
1971-72nb_ 117%2,700a_ 0.8 mdala zasc | 375 f4,e21 | 2L,3%0 | J19,256a)  2,605a 10,4384 | _142,3580 _ __
: . “ . ’ . ] ' . ~ ’ )
1972-73 139,918 1,948 |1li31s)_ 313 T s5,095q [ 20,790 Hls,289he  2,799b | fo.290 | _ 254,G82.4g __
1973-74  1136,532- 11,963 |13,044] 399b _____ [5.46da_|?2.27L | lis,4030)__ 2,6Uc__| 10,480 |+ '168,919,265C _
1974-75 . ]132, 306, 2,447 11soze) S48c o |s,302a {22,149 | “14.151_.'1*{“2&3 cj_aL695 | _ 188,673,550
- ~ . . 0 ? i * . ¢ - -
| 1975-16 130,685 2,785 _114,536] - 462 __ 5,041 f’_.,'_.’_ e |A7a9s9 2,790} wagsde - | o 199,92.50
, . 4 c . n * / . . . . - -
1976-77 . | r25%908 3,018 [11.096] 538 5.395__|. 21,341 \ras6d_ | 2,355- ] dewzdd | 218,105.1€
1977-78 " |jaoued2 - |2.88s PLeodsl sag  lga32e fat,asifo fa7,654 3,132 | o,q4d | 245,008.60
1 d ‘ ‘ ‘ ' . v
1978-179 113,858 | 2,792 |a,158 } 589 15.50e _Pea.sdaf, _fun.ses | 2.6m3 | eied2 | - 26l,0dlpr
w 1939-00 106,156 - ['2,968 187172 | 594 - _s_,_zzae_bq{g,,vwn]_“_*f_li,lu___jjg;} 4__9.64%5 ©231,977.96,
N ‘ Q' t * ) j - .
\980-81 " |yqp,049 2,809 § - 1 des . ' 12521 Lieats L 444s B.869 1 214.359,70._

+ L}

gpecial Hotatior-: ] ¥k Source: DCPS Resource Book (Yenrm 1968 through 198J) --

,h_ 7 :.! 2 - \ ¢

- nb-'?'%'?mu"%}ec eo%kw'n%?:taval_ able for that year ’ a-tnfefmation taken from rRP dated 1972-73
.

X na-Information not available ‘ b-tnformatfon taken from AB dated 1973-74
. Fn—sfsog;‘ce Book nts Love . 0 g c-Information taken from RO dated 1974-75
-This flgure represents employees under the * d-information tnken from RB dated 1976-7% ) N
- Teachers Salary Act(8,467) and approx. 3,000 e-Infromation taken from nn7da ed lgzg_god(tl’lblished l[)'ybilim Otfl{wi (;(t)/nz“;’/rr;:).
" . . . 3 - ¢ P g 10 ) o]
Governnart Bmvwvi“- SR T R SR, heTrastal £ HARnPes 15 bR T fhoot !
11-" Hew Programe ‘were Initinted. . - > : :
Qo .  f ~ - * 101
ERIC - :
T ] . . P
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