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AUTHORIZING LEGISLATION

The Advisory Panel on Financing Elementary and Secondary Education was established

by Section 1203, Title XII of the Education Amendments of 1978 (P.L.95-561).

President Reagan appointed the present members on May 13, 1982.

The Panel's mission is to provide the President, the Secretary of Education, and

the Congress with advice and counsel concerning public .policies on raising and

distributing revenues to support elementary and secondary education--both public

and private.

The Panel held three public meetings during calendar year 1982. A portion of the

August 5 and 6 meeting was closed to the public for a discussion of personnel

matters. The dates and locations of the meetings were as follows:

August 5 and 6, 1982

September 27 and 28, 1982

December 16, 1982

Washington, D.C.

San Francisco, California

Washington, D.C.

This Final Report includes the recommendations 'of the Panel and is being sUbmitted

in accordance with P.L. 95-561.
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PREAMBLE

We, the fourteen members of the Presidential Advisory Panel on Financing Elementary

and Secondary Education, affirm that our primary purpose is to advance the quality

of American education. Our nation's children are the greatest single resource qf

these United States. It is our children who will inherit our nation, her tradi-

tions and ways, and it is by educating our children that we best prepare them for

the responsibilities and privileges of being citizens of this federal republic, a'

union of states. Furthermore, education of the citizenry must strive for standards

of excellence compatible with the effective functioning of this republic. Conse-

quently, this Panel affirms that the improvement of American education in every

regard is a goal toward which we must strive. Toward this goal, this Panel not

only sets,forth a philosophy and a program for.making the financial support of

American elementary and secondary education more effective, but also sets fnrth

its suggestions for means of achieving that goal.



STATEMENT OF OBJECTIVE

A. The Concern

2

This Panel, in prior sessions with prior membership appears to have viewed

equality as its single guiding principle in considering school finance and

in recommending which government levels should play which roles in the fund-

ing of elementary and secondaeY education.

Without diminishing.-the importance of equality, this present Panel has made

its central concern the quality of education in America and has looked at

school finance from the standpoint of seeking solutions that maximize the

'overall quality.

B. The Philosophy

We believe, very simply, that the quality of education as well as its account:7

ability is directly related to how closely its administration and funding are

to the people it serves. In other words, the principle of sUbsidiarity should

apply--the level of governMent closest to the people ought to do the work. It

is the unanimous conviction of the Panel that the fundamental responsibility

for public education should reside at the state and local levels. Although we

recognize the authority of the state to set minimumeducational standards, we

also recognize that parents have the primary right to determine the type of

school in which the:..r children will be educated and the primary responsibility

for educating their children.

C. Resulting Objective

Consistent with the philosophy stated above, this Panel believes that the fed-.

eral role in the financing of education should be restricted to the funding of

those expenditures which state and local governments are required by. federal

law to make and to those appropriations which are necessary to minimize educa-

tional inequities encountered by children from low ihcome families or caused

by unique demographic circumstances. Furthermore, this Panel is convinced that

competition enhances academic excellence and therefore.believes that private

education (an.alternative to public education) should be preerved and protected.



CURRENT PROBLEMS

The over-extended and sometimes intrusive role currently taken by the federal
government in the financing of education causes problems relating to constitu-
tional authority, to equity and fairness, and to improper control over educational
content. Specifically, the manifestations of these problems are as follows:

Department of Education

Purhaps the most glaring problem, for a Panel"committed to decentralization and
deregulation, is the federal government's violation of its proper role in educa-
tion. The very existence of the Department of Education implies a federal level
priority in education. A Department of Education was proposed to coordinate and
organize the federal education programs, but the Department does more than organ-
ize and administer education programs. 'The Department is a "back door" through
which the federal government can and does control.educational policy and decision-
making--a duty which should be performed hy the states or localities.

Intrusive Federal Mandates and Regulations

Through the coercive effect of categorical grant programs, the direct mandates
of legislati:On, and the pervasiveness of the resulting regulations, the federal
government is able to influence and on occasion control the educational process.1
The danger of an imposed national curriculum is implicit in this situation.

Federal grant programs provide funding incentives to states and localities.
Under these programs, accepting the money is optional, but once it has been ac-
cepted the states and localities must comply with the accompanying guidelines-

and regulations.2 This Panel believes that many of the federal governMent's
policies, mandates and regulations are unjustified and intrusive, and that they
provide the means by which the federal agencies control the school program.3
For example, under P.L. 94-142 (the Education for All Handicapped Children Act)
and Section 504 of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973 (prohibiting discrimination
against the handicapped) Congressrequired only that the states and localities
supply the services necessary to ensure that handicapped persons are educated
in the least restrictive environment. The implementing regulations, however,
require that each handicapped child have an individualized education program
and gives parents a right to a hearing, appeal, and resort to the courts. The
Department has thus adopted regulations whiCh have imposed costly and unreason-
able burdens of proof on local education agencies.4

The state education agencies, have become overburdened with excessive paperwork
and administrative detailt imposed by federal regulations. According to the
National Center for Education Statistics, in 1980 the federal paperwork burden
on state and local institutions had climbed to 9.5 million man hours a year.
Although the policies of the current administration have reduced the burden
significantly, paperwork still represents a diversion of academic resources
to non-academic purposes which weakens the ability of educators to educate,
diminishes the quality of education and is, for the most part, a major waste
of time and money.

The federal government's mandates are frequently underfunded and require the
states and localities to divert local funds to priorities established by federal

9



4

law with which they often do not agree.5 Moreover, these mandates and regulations

are often both ineffective and counterproductive in assisting.the states in

educating their citizens.6

The strength of our federal system lies in'its ability to recognize and accommodate

local diversity and pluralism. Its current shortcoming, in the field of public

education, is that federal policies too frequently attempt to force all educa-

tional policy to conform to a national mold.

Sodial Engineering

When the federal level of government Zinances educational programs, it all too

often feels the necessity to control the content of that education...and often

views education as a mechanism for bringing about social change rather than as

the transmittal of Xnowledge, information, 'and understanding of objective reality.

Inequity for Private School Patrons

The Panel recognizes America's private schools for their contributions to educa-

tion and recognizes them as a "competition-base" which positively influences the

quality of public education. A situation of basic double taxation exists w4"-

parents who pay private school tuition and yet receive no reduction in theii tax

support of public school's.

10
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RECOMMENDATIONS

The primary purpose of this Panel is to advance the quality and excellence of

American education. We believe that American education can be improved by

financing elementary and secondary schools in ways that maximize local control

and accountability. Therefore, we intend to offer some practical and effective

suggestions and alternatives to federal programs and policies which have often

failed to achieve these objectives.7

I. Begin Now to Return Educational Autonomy to State and Local Levels by Instituting

the Following:

A. Block Grants .

.This Panel views the block grant as a way of financing education that will

increase state and local control and accountability, and lead, eventually,

to the elimination of.the federal role in education policy making.

By consolidating the'categorical programs into block grants the federal gov-

ernment will be able to give the states and localities financial assistance

in order to educate the,citizens without stifling local initiative. Narrow

targeting based on federally established priorities, regulations, and admin-

istrative burdens that accompany categorical aid will be substantially reduced.

As a result, the state education agencies and the local education agencies will

be in a better position to respond to the desires of the parents, teachers, and

local taxpayers and offer programs and services that meet locally identified

needs and priorities.8 'Furthermore, it is thought that block grants can amel-

iorate the effects of cuts in categorical programs that have to be made by

eliminating the targeting and administrdtive waste in the categorical program

structure.

This Panel believes that block grants with the fewest restrictions, will be

the most effective in maximizing local control and accountability and there-

fore, recommends that only those requirements necessary to protect civil

rights and to ensure expenditure of the funds for educational purpose be

attached to the receipt of federal money.

B. Vouchers

While the Panel acknowledges the need for a great deal of careful thought,

particularily at the state and local level, as to the details of how a voucher

system would be implemented, we find the theory of voucherized education to be

in harmony with our objectives of returning educational control to the most

local levels and even to the homes of Amerida's school childrea.

A voucher is a negotiable certificate that would be given,directly to the

parents rather than to the school. Parents, using the certificate, would

then enroll their children in the school of their choice. Schools would

exchange this certificate for the funds.

Vouchers would allow parents to choose the type of education they want for

their children; be it public, parochial or private., Proponents of the voudher

system maintain that it would increase competition among the schools making

the public schools more responsive to parental desires; Vouchers would tend

to redistribute power to individual sdhools and families.

1.1



Chapter I is the largest federal elementary and secondary school aid prograM.
It is larger than all other f-,eral elementary and secondary programs comhined.
Chapter I money is given to local school districts to help educate lower income

children. The more qualifying children a district has, the more money it gets.

The Panel recommends that Chapter I (Part A) be voucherized and the states

be held accountable. The lanti-poverty" orientation would remain, but the

money (in voucher form) would go directly to the childrens' parents rather

than the public school districts. Voucherizing the Chapter I program would

fulfill the original intent of Congress to provide "equitable services" for
all children including those in private schOols. This type of program would

not increase the federal deficit because it'simply re 1-,ructures a program'
that already exists and redirects money that is already being spent. Such

a program would give more flexibility to the states.

About 1/3 of all school aged children are eligible for Chapter I funds
(about 16 million), yet today only about 5 million children at about $600

each are receiving aid. Therefore, before implementing such a program a
decision would have to be made aS to the number of children to be.served,
the amount of aid to be given each child and the eligibilitY requirements.

There are three alternatives:

(1) serve all currently eligible children, but provide a voucher worth

only About $200,

(2) redefine eligibility more narrowly so as to include only the very
poorest--serving a smaller number of children more generously, or

(3) increase Chapter I expendituTes so as to provide a larger voucher

without narrowing eligibility.

The second alternative seems to be best. It would require no new expenditures,

but would narrow the existing eligibility standards. Furthermore, a larger

voucher would give poor students a real opportunity to transfer to private
schools and'therefore create more,competition between public and private schools.

The,administrative burdens under this voucher system would be different than
those currently experienced under Chapter I. The biggest :y3b would be cal-

culating and verifying mho is eligible to receive benefits. This type of

job is already being done by state and local governments for other income
transfer programs, therefore the additional work would not be overwhelming.

Since lome stuuents in the private schools would be eligible for Chapter I
funds the law would have to prohibit private schools from accepting the
voucher if that school were engaged in discriminatory practices. The law

would also have to specify that the voucher is not to be considered aS
direct aid to private schools.

C. Tuition Tax Credits

This Panel, in working to advance the quality and excellence of American
education, encourages positive moves to broaden educational opportunity
and therefore, recommends that tttition tax credits'be made available to
those parents who wish to place their children in pLiTrate schools.9

1 2



7

The purpose of elementary and secondary schools is to educate our children.

Private schools have been.as effective as public schools in carrying Out

this mission.113. Furthermoref Since 1925, parents have had the right to

choose private education as an.alternative to government schools.11 Tuition

tax credits would give all parents--including the middle=and lower-income--a

genuine choice in education.12

The tuition tax credit, by enhancing parental choice, can stimulate competition.

.( and healthy competition will improve the quality of our schools.13

Tuition tax credits are similar to other federal _school aid programs which pro-

vide student aid rather than institutional aid. Tuition tax credits will give

relief directly to the private school families rather than the school.

The cost of education may be constrained by making tuition tax credits avail-

able to parents who wish to send their children to private school because

while there will be fewer students in the public schools private school

parents will continue to pay taxes to finance the local schools.

This Panel's recommendation *for tuition tax credits is made with the clear

proviso that public funding, direct or indirect, should not entail further

government supervision or regulation of private education policy or practice.14

Private schools should be left to determine their own educational directiOn

subject only to state requirements and to their own governing bodies and to

the parents/families who patronize them.

ikD. Involve the P ivate Sector in Financing

There are a wealth of resources available in the private sector to help meet

the educational needs of our children; therefore, this Panel strongly encour-

ages those in the private sector to work cooperatively with the states and

localities to Improve our public schools.

This Panel recommends the following programs as examples of realistic options:

Adopt-a-School Program

The Adopt-a-School Program is a highly successful.program in which businesses,

universities, hospitals, and community organizations are paired up with an

elementary arid/or secondary school and, through activities offered to encour-

age greater student achievement and participation in school, work to improve

the students' ability to read, write, and compute.15

School Foundation Movement

The School Foundation Movement emerged in California in response to budget

cuts, Proposition 13 and the Serrano decision. Private, non-profit, tax-

exempt organizations have been formed (at the school district level) to

raise money in order to finance elementary and secondary,school programs.16

School Volunteer Program

The School Volunteer Program is a program in which parents, businessmen,

and other citizens volunteer their services to the elementary and secondary
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schools. Volunteer activities in the schools can range from individulized

tutoring in math or english to accompanying choral groups on the piano to

sponsoring special projects.17

Privately Endowed Public Schools

Private citizens have made significant contributions to public education by

endowing elementary and secondary schools.18

II. Long-term Recommendations:

A. Systematically Dismantle the U.S. Department of Education

Inherent in the Panel's belief in returning power and authority to the state
and local levels is the dismantlement of the U.S. Department of Education.

This Fanel recommends the following plan for dismantling the Department giv-

Amg priority to elementary and secondary education. The elementary and

secondary discretionary grant programs (i.e. Bilingual Education, National
1Diffusion Network, Women's Educational Equity Act Program) should be eliminated
either through block grants or the budgetary process. Next, Chapter I should

be voucherized (for detailed explanationsee pp. 5-6). Until, revenue sources

can be returned to the state and local levels,-we recommend that 2t of all ,

federal income taxes be returned to the state-from which it is collected to

Q. be 'wised to finance elementary and secondary education programs (i.e. the

formula grant programs--Handicapped education, Vocational education) without

federal direction, control, or interference. Impact Aid, also a formula grant

program, should be eliminated. While,Impact Aid does not hav adverse ef-

fect on the,quality of education, it is an expenaiture of federal :.;11ars in

areas already receiving the benefit of federal spending.

B. Revenue Source Return

This Panel believes that the quality of education is directly related to how
closely its administration and funding ake to the people it serves; therefore,

we view'revenue source return as the long term objective for financing elemen-

tary and secondary education.

A Resource Turnback Program

The objective of a resource turnback program is to.return both the rwerall
taking and spending responSibilities for education to the state and lolal-

governments.19 Such'a program would work as follows: a federal program is
matched with a federal tax collected speCificallY to fund the program or a
-tax that (in the aggregate) equals the cost of the program. The federal
government, then, turns'the responsibility for the program and the "matched"

revenue source for financing the program back to the states. For example,

the elementary and secondary education categorical programs Pould be matched

with the excise tax on alcohol, tobacco, gasoline, and/or telephones. The

states, then, would accept responsibility for the programs(e.g. they will

no longer receive the federal grant dollars) and would collect the'exciRe tax

'in order to finance their own education programs. (Illustrated in Table'l).

This Panel recognizes that, given the differqnces in need ahd taxing capacity
among the-states, it is 4.nevitable that under,a resource turnback program

1 4
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there will be "winners" and "losers". The "winners" will, generally, be
those states that are not heavily dependent on the federal program, or in
which a disproportionate share of the particular tax is, for whatever reason,

collected. The "losers", generally will be those states that are heavily
dependent on the federal program or whLch are incapable of raising enough
money from the particular tax source to provide services equal to those
currently financed by the federal government. (Illustrated in Table 2.)

Hold - Harmless Provision

In order to minimize this win/lose situation, the return of resources can be-
divided into two parts: the basic return (via revenue sharing, tax cuts, etc.)
proportioned so that no state will receive more than enough tc5 replace the lost
grants and a supplementary grant that would be "distributed in such a way as to
bring all states up to or nearly tie to the level of lost grants."2° This could

be accomplished by creating a national trust fund to ease any disproportionate

funding between the states and to hello all states overcome any initial fiscal

year funding delays. (Illustrated in Table 3.) .

This Panel supports continued study of tax turnbacks and program trade-offs as
methods for decongesting the feaéral grant system. We are encouraged to see
that elementary and secondary education.categorical programs are included in .

the Administration's proposal for a New FederalisM which combine program
trade-offs and resource turnbacics.21

C. Deregulate Public Schools

The particular strength of the private elementary and secondary schools lies
in their relative freedom from the legal constraints which bind the public

school system. Private schools are not obligated to accept and retain all
comers, without regard to academic qualifications or scholastic performance.

They are free to apply standards of discipline and to insist upon standards
of conduct which public schools cannot by law impose on their student popu-

lation. As a result of unrealistic compulsory attendance laws, the public
schools are often*forced to become warehouses for students who have lost all
interest in education, and who are themselves a major source of disruption
and a major impediment to learning. At least in some states, private schools

. are free to hire teachers who are qualified by education or experience to
teach particular subjects, without regard to whether they meet state certifi-
cation requirements, and to promote, compensate and dischaive teachers purely .

on the basis of performance.

Although the Panel recognizes that these matters are largely within the con-
trol of the states, it seems appropriate to comment on these and other factors
which add unnecessarily to the cost of public education, or which diminish its
effectiveness. Accordingly, the Panel recommends:

(1) That any federal regulations which interfere with local authority
to discipline or remove disruptive or uninterested students be
eliminated.

(2) That the states be eAcouraged to review the process of teacher
certification with the view of removing unrealistic barriers to
the certification of qualified teachers.

16
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(3) That.the states be encouraged to review the process of teacher
compensation, promotion and discharge, with the objective of

rewarding competence and performance.

(4) That the states be encouraged to review compulsory.attendance
laws with the objective of permitting the removal from the Pub--
lic school system of students above the age of 15 who are not
achieving academically, and who have no further interest in

education.

D. School Based Management: A Policy Option

School based management is a decentralized form of school district management
which has been formulated and approved by local school boards to promote
decision-making, control and accountability within each schoo1.22 Through

shared decision-making exercised at the lowest effective level, local control
and accountability will be maximized and the potential for parental/community

involvement will increase.23 In certain states, due to referenda and Other
measures, local school boards have been deprived of decision-making authority

with regard to school budgets and other matters. In other.states, there are

no locally elected school boards. In cases such as these, safiool based man-

agement may be a policy option to maximize efficiency and community involvement.

On balance, the Panel views school based management as a good alternative for

allocating existing dollars according to the locally established program

priorities.24

We encourage states, depending on their local structures and needs, to consider

school based management.

E. Reforming Public Education ,

This Panel believes that fundamental changes need to be made in our.public

school system in order to return to parents, teachers and local administrators

the authority and control that is necessary to operate the public schools.25

To create a structure, on a local level, in which parents, teachers and prin-

cipals are able to educate, the authority relationships in .the schools have
to be changed and the parents and citizens must be given the opportunity to

choose the educational program that best meets their children's needs. There-

fore, we suggest that the states give their serious consideration to ideas

and policies which maximize personal freedom of choice and which involve

parents in decision-making and policy direction. For example:

1) Greater flexibility should be given to students to attend any
school in their state or region provided appropriate financial
arrangements are made.

2) In cases where large scale school districts have become finan-
cially inefficient and out of contact with local_preferences,
deconsolidation ought to be an option.

3) State laws should authorize apprenticeship-partnerships between
schools and businesses beginning in the junior year. 'Such pr&-
grams would provide appropriate tax incentives to businesses

willing to undertake such programs.
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4) State law should allow for districts without boundaries, to allow
for the emergence of specialized schools that require large sup-

port populations.26

We believe :that if policies 1ike these are adopted authority will be returned

to the parents and local communities, parents will begin again to exercise

their choice and participate in the education of their children, and the

public schools will begin to engage in beneficial competition.
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RECORD OF VOTE TOAPPROVE TEE FINAL REPORT

DECEMBER 16, 1982

YES NO ABSTAIN

BEER X

'DANO Absent

DELLINGER Absent

EYRE X

HALL Absent

HAMPTON X

HESS X

HUNTER X

MADONIA X

MARSHNER X

MAXWELL X

MITCHELL

NIKITAS X

RAMIREZ X
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MINORITY REPORT

Although there are several items in the majority report with which one or more
of the undersigned disagree, we are particularly concerned over the majority's

, recommendations with respect to vouchers and tuition tax credits and feel com-
pelled to record our unanimous dissent with respect to those recommendations.

Education Vouchers

We regard the entire concept of vouchers as a quagmire of uncertainty, neither
the practical Implementation nor the educational value of which has ever been
proven or even adequately tested. The majority report recommends that vouchers
be provided to the nation's neediest students (defined by low income rather
than low achievement) in lieu of the funding currently available under Chapter
I of theyederal Education Act of 1981 (ECIA). This recommendation is based

on three'equally questionable assumptions. The first assumption is that the
Chapter I program as currently funded and administered is ncit working, or that
it would work better under a voucher system. The second assumption is that
most very low income parents would carefully consider the options and then
choose the school offering the best available program for their child, and
third, that these parents Vill in.fact have the option under a voucherized
Chapter I program to choose between private or public schooling for their

children.

The Chapter I program as currently designed concentrates money in schools and
school districts serving large numbers of students from low income faiailies.
Within particular schools, Chapter I funds are targeted on the lowest achiev-

ing students. The emphasis is on compensatory education primarily focused on
developing reading, writing, and computational skills.

Every major study of the Chapter I program indicates that the program reaches
its intended beneficiaries (low income, low achieving students) and that it
successfully provides the compensatory services contemplated by Chapter I with-
out imposing unrealistic regulatory burdens on the school districts receiving
the funds.

Evidence from the very limited experiment with vouchers in Alum Rock, California,
indicates that even with the provision of free transportation, geographical loca-
tion was the single most important factor in parental placement decisions. Fur-
thermore, curriculum factors proved to be less important than non-instructional
factors in determining parental choice of schools. Another remarkable conclusion°
from the Alum Rock experiment was that "despite the use of newspapers, mailings,
radio announcements, neighborhood meetings, and information counselors, one-
quarter of the residents were unfamiliar with even the existence of the voucher
demonstration" over the four year period of the experiment. Those parents with
lower educational attainments and non-english sPeaking backgrounds showed the
highest level of unfamiliarity. In short, it defies reality to assume that most
of the parents of the "very poorest" of the nation's disadvantaged children--who
in many cases are themselves the victims of some of society's most intransigent
social problems--will be aware of and will make the best educational choices
tor their children. Moreover, by restricting eligibility to the "very poorest",
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the majority report would eliminate more than two-thirds of the disadvantaged

children to whom benefits are currently available, without any consideration of

the educational or social impact of such a restriction.

The third assumption of the majority report is that by gi/ing children from the

'nation's very poorest families a voucher for approximately $500, they will he

able to gain admission to a private or public school which will do a better job

of meeting their educational needs than the schools they are currently attending.

Even assuming that the lowest cost schools would agree to accept the most ebonom-

ically disadvantaged children (a doubtful prospect as these low cost schools are

overwhelmingly religiously-affiliated and receive substantial revenues from their

congregations), private schools are concentrated in the Northeast and North=Central

regions of the country and disproportionately in urban areas. .Rural school chil-

dren have only 1/3 the opportunity to attend private schools compared to their

central city counterparts. While the South has the largest concentrations of low

income students, private schools in this region currently serve only 9 percent of

Southern students, and these schools charge higher tuitions than the fees charged

by private schools in the North. Most critical is the fact that few private

schools have Programs designed to benefit students with "special needs". More-

over, should annual tuition exceed $500, a figure which is below the average cost

of private schools, can we realistically expect the very poorest families in the

nation to finance the additional cost of tuition from their own resources?

In short, is it realistic to assume that giving the nation's very poorest chil-

dren a "voucher" for $500 will provide most of them, or even some of them, with

a better educational opportunity than they currently have? If so, the evidence

to support such a conclusion was not made available to the Panel.

One final comment should perhaps be made with respect to the impact of Chapter

I funding on private schools.

Private school children are currently eligible for Chapter I funds and actually

receive 5% of the total Chapter I appropriation. In fact, the United States

Catholic Conference testified that parochial school officials rate the Chapter

I program as the most equitable and fairest in providing.services and benefits

to childreR in private schools. It is estimated by the Department of Education

that the percentage of funds expended for disadvantaged children in private

schools corresponds roughly to the percentage of disadvantaged children in the

private school population. If a voucher system should be substituted for the

current Chapter I program, there is no guarantee that the private schools cur-

rently providing such compensatory services would continue to provide them.

The majority concludes its discussion of vouchers by recommending that the states

explore the.feasibility of sUbstituting the voucher system for the present method

of financing elementary and secondary education.

As applied to the states, the voucher system contemplates that each child within

a given school district, armed with his or her "education voucher", would be

free to choose any public or private school in the district (assuming, in the

case of private schools, a'willingness to admit the applicant). Some proponents

argue.that there should be no district boundaries, and that the freedom to choose

any school should apply state-wide. In any event, there would be no assignment

of children by school authorities except, of course, for those who failed to

exercise their right to choose.
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If the states accept the majority's recommendation to explore the feasibility

of substituting vouchers for methods currently Used to finance public schools,

their exploration is likely to reveal administrative, staffing, budgetary, and

facility problems of mind-boggling proportions. More importantly, the states

are likely to discover that, if fully implemented, the voucher system would

threaten the very survival of public schools.

Tuition Tax Credits

It is ironic that a Panel so determined to eliminate the last vestige of a fed-

eral presence in the financing of public schools would recommend a tuition tax

credit, a device which will obviously set the stage for a massive federal intru-

sion into private school education. (For example, in order to determine who is

eligible for the credit, it is going to be necessarY for the federal government

to define what is a "school". Consider the implication of that problem alone!)

At least three things are implicit in the tuition tax credit proposal recommended

by the Panel.

1) The proposal represents a direct federal expenditure of well over

$1 billion dollars exclusively for private schools, most of which

are located in 8'states.

The tuition tax credit is available only to the parents of children in private

schools. The proposal now being considered by Congress will result in an

estimated federal revenue loss of more than $1 billion annually. Inasmuch as

this estimate is based on the number of families currently enrolling their chil-

dren in private schools, the federal treasury will lose $1 billion dollars in

revenue before a single child transfers from public to private schools. If, as

expected, additional parents take advantage of the credit and move their chil-

dren to.private schools, the cost of the tax credit will rise proportionately.

Because the expenditure is formulated as a tax credit which will not be PUbject

to the normal appropriation process, it is an open-ended source of funds to

private school consumers.

Except for the superficial (and substantially erroneous) argument that the cost

of providing public education is reduced proportionately by every child who

remains in or transfers to a private school, no one has seriously argued that

the tuitio, tax credit would provide any financial benefit to the public

schools.

2) The avowed purpose of tuition tax credits is to encourage both

the movement of public school students to private schools and

the retention by private schools of their present population.

The argument that tuition tax credits provide parents with a "freedom of choice"

proves the point stated above. Obviously, private school students currently

have the freedom to choose public schools, with no economic impediment whatever.

Public school students, otherwise eligible for private school admission, are

denied a "choice".only because they cannot afford private school tuition. The

only "choice" fostered by the credit, therefore, would be the choice to move

from public to private schools, or the choice to remain in private schools--not

vice versa.

9 A
NW
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The Panel's suggestion that, in the absence of tuitiOn tax credits, our public

schools are likely to be inundated by an influx of students from private schools

who are no longer able to pay .tuition simply ignores reality. Private school

enrollment has remained relatively stable at approximately 10% of total school

enrollment during the last two decades. Private school enrollment is predicted

by the National CEnter on Education Statistics to increase by approximately 25%

by 1988, even without tuition tax credits. Public school enrollment, as a pro-

portion of the whole, is expected to decline during the same period. Tuition

tax credits would obviously accelerate this trend, but there is nothing to sug-

gest that the absence of tuition tax credits would reverse it.

3) The benefits of the tuition tax credit would acbrue solely to
those middle and upper income parents with sUfficient federal
income tax liability to lienefit from the credit.

According to the Congressional Budget Office (and thie Panel received no infor-
mation to the contrary), families with incomes in exceas of $30,000 would receive

45% of the benefits of the tuition tax credit. Families earning less than $15,000

would receive'only 10% of the benefits. Because of the limited amount of credit
($300 per caild per annum when fully implemented) tuition-costs would remain a
significant financial obstacle for many families. Those families with no income

tax liability, or with a tax liability too small to take full advantage of the

credit, would obtain no benefit whatever. In consequence, a major portion of

the school age population would be totally excluded from whatever benefits the

credit is designed to bring.

Because the benefit of the tuition tax credit will enure primarily to middle and

upper income families, it can be expected to encourage the movement of children

of such families to private schools. Public schools can therefore be expected

to lose many of their ablest students and much of their strongest political con-

stituency. The public schools would continue to bear the burden of educating

those who have no economic choice. The public schools would also continue to

provide a refuge for those unable to qualify for private school admission, or

who the private schools, for academic.or social reasons, were unwilling to retain.

The overall effect on public education could be devastating.

Before leaving the question of equity, one further comment needs to be made.

Current private school enrollment is not evenly distributed among the states,

and it tends to be concentrated disproportionately in urban areas. Because of

this concentration, it is estimated that 53%:of the benefits of a tuition tax

credit program would accrue to just 8 state0--California, Florida, Michigan,

Illinois, Ohio, New Jersey, New York, and Pennsylvania. In the absence of

dramatic enrollment shifts, 8 other states Iwould not benefit at all from the
credit.. Similarly, more than three times the number of parents a@nding their
children to urban schools would benefit from the credit than parents sending
their children to schools in rural areas.

There is no question but that tuition tax Credits would be an economic boon to

private schools and to certain middle and Upper income parents. There is no

evidence with which we are familiar, however, that the proposal would benefit
the overall quality of education, public or private, in the United States. The

danger is that it would have precisely the opposite effect.

Walter R. Beer Judith E. Madonia
Claudia H. Hampton Clark Maxwell

Wiley F. Mitchell
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RESOLUTIONS

DECEMBER 16, 1982

Resolution #1 - Block Grants

WHEREAS, block grants will enable the feJpral government to give states

and localities financial absistance in order to educate their citizens with-*

out stifling local initiative; and

WHEREAS, block grants, with the fewest restrictions, will increase state

and local control and accountability; and

WHEREAS, block grants will substantially reduce narrow targeting based on

federally established priorities, regulations, and administratiye burdens there-

by enabling the state education agencies and local education agencies to respond

to the desires of parents, teachers, and local taxpayers and offer services that

meet locally identified needs and priorities; and

WHEREAS, block grants are an intermediate step between categorical grant

programs and the ultimate'return of revenue sources and responsibilities to

the states;

NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED, that the Advisory Panel on Financing Elementary

and Secondary Education calls upon Congress to further consolidate the federal

categorical school aid programs into block grants.

Resolution #2 - Education Vouchers

WHEREAS, vouchers would allow people to choose the type of education they

want for their children; be it public, parochial, or private; and

WHEREAS, a voucher system would increase competition among schools thereby

making the schools more responsive to parental desires; and

WHEREAS, vouchers would cut the power of the federal education bureaucracy

and redistribute it to individual schools and families; and

WHEREAS, a voucher system would have no effect on the federal budget because

it would restructure existing programs and redirect money that is already being

spent;

NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED, that the Advisory Panel on Financing Elementary

and Secondary Education calls upon Congress to voucherize Chapter I of the Educa-

tion Consolidation and Improvement Act of 1981. 41
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Resoldtion #3 - Tuition Tax Credits

WHEREAS, parents have the primary right to determine the type of school

in which their children will be educated and the primary responsibility for

educating their children; and

WHEREAS, tuition tax credits are designed to enhance the parents' right

to choose; and

WHEREAS, tuition tax credits will increase minority opportunity in

education; and

WHEREAS, tuition tax credits will give assistance to middle and low income

families who now bear the double burden of taxes and tuition for private school;

and

WHEREAS, tuition tax credits will increase competition in American education

and thus, potentially, enhance academic excellence;

NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED, that the Advisory Panel On Financing Elementary

and Secondary Education calls upon dongress to pass a tuition tax credit bill.
*

Resolution #4 - Dismantle the U.S. Department bf Education

WHEREAS, the existence of the U.S. Department of Educaion implies a federal

level priority in education; and

WHEREAS, the federal government controls the educational process through the

U.S. Department of Education; and

WHEREAS, the state and local governments and the private sector are better,

able to fill the roll in education now filled by the U.S. Department of Education;

NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED, that the Advisory Panel on.Financing Elementary

and Secondary Education calls upon Congress to systematically diSitantle the U.S.

Department of Education.

Resolution #5 - Revenue Source Return

WHEREAS, responsibility for educating the citizenry should be returned to

the states; and

WHEREAS-,--the states will need_financial assistanre i fu]filling their new

responsibilities;

NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED, that the Advisory Panel on Financing Elementary

and Secondary Education calls upon Congress to develop a revenue source return

.program that will effectively Teturn the responsibility and resources for education

to the states.
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Resolution #6 - Deregulate Public Schools

WHEREAS, one particular strength of private elementary and secondary schools

is their relative freedom from the legal constraints which bind the public school

system; and

WHEREAS, private schools are generally free to hire teachers who are qualified

by education or experience without regard to state education certi,fication require-

ments; and

WHEREAS, publicschools might benefit from having more freedom of operation;

NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED, that the Advisory Panel on Financing Elementary

and Secondary Education recommends:

1) That any federal regulations which interfere with local authority

to discipline or remove disruptive or uninterested students be

eliminated.

2) That the states be encouraged to review the process of teacher

certification with the view of removing unrealistic barriers to

the certification of qualified teachers.

3) That the states be encouraged to review the process of teacher

compensation, promotion and discharge, with the objective of

rewarding competence and performance.

4) That the states be encouraged.to review compulsory attendance

laws with the objective of permitting the removal from the

public school system of students above the age of 15 who are

not achieving academicdily, and who have no further interest

in education.
0
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NOTES

1. Tyll VanGeel, Authority to Control the School Program (Massachusetts:
Lexington Books, 1976), ep. 43-73.

2. i.e. grants-in-aid for Title I, handicapped and bilingual education. "Law
on Education of Handicapped Poses Fiscal Burden for Districts", The New York Times,
January 30, 1978.

"Officials in New Mexico maintain that they can do a better job of serving
the handicapped4without constraints of the law and have declared that they would
forgo $1 million dollars in Federal aid rather than accept Washington's regulations
for the education of the handicapped."

3. IriS C. Rotberg, "Federal Policy in Bilingual Education", American Education,
October, 1982. Tyll VanGeel, "The New Law of the Curriculum", School Review, August,
1978. VanGeel, pp. 43-73.

Moreover, whether formula or discretionary.grants, recipients must comply
with Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964, Title IX of the Education Amendments
of 1972, and Section 504 of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973 (prohibiting discrimina-
tion of the handicapped).

For example, the Lau Remedies not only require that school districts pro-
vide bilingual education prograMs for non-english speaking students, but also set
forth guidelines for program content,'design.and implethentation. The Lau Remedies
require that districts with 20 or more studentsof the same language group provide
bilingual-bicultural programs for each group.

Title IX regulations forbid discrimination in the application of hair and
dregs codes based on sex. It seems that schools may not even justify their hair
length rules for males on the ground that long hair is "disruptive" of the school
program.

4. 45 C.F.R. 84 et seq. 1981

.5. "Law on the Education of the Handicapped Poses Fiscal Burden for Digtricts."
"Federal Policy in Bilingual Education", p. 37.

"State officials, already burdened with rising costs in other areas, com-
plain that the federal government is paying only 9% of the extra costs schools are
compelled to incur" (in order to comply with P.L. 94-142).

"The Lau Remedies, like many other federal and state requirements, must
be financed from local revenues rather than from categorical or'state funds.
The combination of requirements unsupported by funding, decreased local fiscal
capacity, and decreased federal funds often creates financial difficulties for
school districts."

6.--"Federal PoliCy in Bilingual Eductratiote, p. 38. i.e. the Lau Remedies
...there Is little evidence to suggest that program regulations have had a

significant impact on the quality of instruction' at the local level."
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7. Paul Copperman, The Literacy Hoax (New York: Morrow Quill Paperbacks,

1980), pp. 170-171, P. 120, P. 53 et seq. Discussion of bilingual education,

compensatory education, new math, open education, individualized inStruction

and ability grouping.

8. Grant Consolidation for Education Programs (Washington, D.C.: CRS, 1982).

"The provisions or the Education Consolidation and Improvement Act of

1981, (P.L. 97-35), Chapter II have been grouped under three program sUbchapters-

basic skills and improvement, educational improvement and support services, and

special projects. Funds may be expended for the same purposes as set forth in

the previous legislation, but educational needs and priorities among these pur-

poses are to be determined by the SEAs and LEAs. The intent of the legislation

is 1) to vest greater power for program administration with the SEAs, 2) to

reduce paperwork associated with federal programs, and 3) to place responsibility

for design and implementation of programs with local boards of education and

school personnel involved in school operation." See Table.1 comparing Title I

and Chapter I.

9. Dennis Doyle, "Education Issues: Private", New York University'Education

Quarterly, Summer, 1981. Tax Expenditures: Current Issues.and Five Year Budget

Projections for Fiscal Years 1982-1986 (Washington, D.C.: Congressional Budget

Office, SepteMber, 1981).

A tax credit is a special provision in the tax code which is usually

designed to encourage some desired behavior or provide aid to certain categories

of people. For example, energy tax credits.

The Panel would also like to see tax credits given to businesses and

corporations which help finance elementary/secondary education by giving scholar-

ships, donations or paying:the tuition for a nuMber of students.

10. Dennis Doyle, "A Din of Inequity: Private Schools Reconsidered", Teachers

College Record, Vol. 82, No. 4 (Summer, 1981), pp. 12-13.

Furthermore, evidence shows that interest in private schools is by no

means a "racial phenomenor.." (See Tables 2, 3, and 4). Enrollment data by family

income also illustrates that while the poor are underrepresentea(, the differences

between the number of wealthy families and the.number of poor families are slight--

"much smaller than the a priori assumptions about income and social class would

suggest." (See Table 5). Furthermore, on the issue of intellectual elitism,

while the evidence is weak in this area, it does suggest that most private schools

accept students as randomly as do public schools.

11. Pierce v. Society of Sisters, 268 U.S. 510 (1925).

12. The Catholic League, Inner City Private Education. Study (Milwaukee,

Wisconsin, 1982). "Tuition Tax Credits: The President's Pr6l5osal", American

Education, May, 1982. "A Din of Inequity: Private Schools Reconsidered".

While wealthy parents have always had a real choice in education (whether

in a private school or a suburban public school in a high income school district),

low income,families (a great many of which are minorities) have not always had a

choice between public and private schools. Today, the inner city private schools
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are a functional alternative to the urban public schools. The average cost of

tuition at these schools is $40,3 a year and the average annual income of these

private school parents is $10,000. When many of these families have two or three

children in school a tuition tax credit, even if only $200-$300, would be a tre-

mendous help. Moveover, many of these parents would.not be able to continue pay-

ing tuition if it were increased by just $15.

A tuition tax credit is also intended to provide some relief to the middle

income families who now suffer the double burden of paying tuition to private

schools and taxes to support public education. "In 1979, a majority of all parents

who had childrewin private elementary and secondary schools had income of $25,000

or less. Secondary school parents pay an average of $900 (in tuition per child/per

year) while also supporting their community public schools through local taxes."

13. Robert Hawkins, Jr., "Tuition Tax Credits: Another Voice," American

Education, October, 1982, p. 9.

14.. i.e. H.R. 1635, Section 5, "Tuition Tax Credits Are Not Federal Finan-

cial Assistance". flhorder to prevent further federal regulation and control of

the schools or the students this type of provision is necessary to ensure that

tuition tax credits do not constitute federal financial assistance to the educa-

tional institutions or to the recipients of such credits.

15. Philip C. Franchine, "Adoption, Chicago Style", American Education, July,

1982.

The Adopt-a-Scheol program has two goals: 1) to improve the students'

abilAy to read, write, and compute, and 2) to encourage the community, especially

the business community,
to,IRecomebetter acquainted with the schools.

For example,

Partners: a high school and an accounting firm.

Objectives: improve mathematicsekills of 10th grade students.

Programs: demonstrate applications of mathematics in everyday

situations and careers.

Provide tutors.

Provide actual corporate case studies to enrich student

curriculum.

Develop a program model which uses study of investment

options to teach mathematics skills.

16. D. Reyers, "Schools Rebuilding Fortunes on Tax-Exempt Foundations", The

Los Angeles Times, May'8, 1982. K. Bates-Logan, "From Civil,Rights to Reading

Right", Foundation News, July-August, 1982. A. Calvin and P. Keen, "Community

Foundations for Public Schools", Phi Delta Kappan, October, 1982;

Eventhough they are regarded_with suspicion by those who view founda-

tions as a way to neutralize the effects of the Serrano decision, the number of

education foundations is on the rise.
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The foundation movement is not confined to California and it is not

an upper middle class school district phenomenon. For example, in Washington,

D.C. the Washington Parent Group Fund (WIDGE), a coalition of lawyers, parents,
and corporate executives, raises money for educational-enrichment programs in

.the city's Anacostia district. During the 1982 school year, WPGF funds financed
writing workshops, supplemental reading programs, field trips, and teacher

instruction.

17. Susanne F. Taranto, "Organizing Volunteers State-wide," American
Education, July, 1982.

A successful school volunteer program has been organized and managed-

through the Florida State Department of Education.

"During 1981 alone it is estimated that Over $14,400,000 worth of service
in instruction programs was donated to Florida schools, roughly equivalent in
dollar value to 1,200,000 instructional hours of tutoring, or 1,750,00 textbooks,

or 7,000 ditto machines."

18. Telephone conversation with Mr. Glenn Rhodes, Finance Officer, Winchester,

Virginia Schdol District, November 22, 1982.

In 1923, Handley public school was privately endoWed. 'Each year about-
.

$54,000 form the endowment fund (administered by a board of trustees) is used to

help finance the city's schools.

19. Advisory Commission on Intergovernmental Relation, Changing the Federal
Aid System (Washington, D.C.: January, 1982), p. 7.

20. IBID, p. 36.

21. Senator Durenberger, Chairman of the Subcommittee on'Intergovernmental
Relations, "Two Proposals for a New Federalism", February 4, 1982.

22. The Citizens League, Rebuilding Education to Make it Work (Minneapolis,

Minnesota, May, 1982).

Currently, school based management plans are in use in Florida, South

Carolina, Utah, and Michigan. Each plan is different and the possible variations

are endless.- (See Appendix I). Basically, authority is delegated by the school

board .tO principals an0 "governing" or "advisory" councils to.make decisions on
issues ranging from financing to what curriculum programs will be offered to hir-

ing teachers and determining salaries.

The "governing" councils are composed of parents, teachers, students, and

citizens. The council members are either elected by the public or appointed by the

board.

23. Telephone conversation with Larry H. Brown, Florida Department of Education,

Tallahassee, Florida, November 16, 1982. The Citizens League, p.

Decision-making authority, once delegated by the school board, is shared
with parents, teachers, students and the community and it is to be exercised Ot'
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the lowest effective level. "School based management permits bottom-up planning

and more control over resources exercised by those most closely involved with

the process--teachers, principals, and parents."

24. Telephone coL ation with Dave Hunt, The Citizens League staff,

Minneapolis, Minnesota, October'14, 1982.

25. Robert Hawkins, Jr., "EduCational Opportunity, Parental Choice and Com-

.munity: The Case for Reforming Education", September, 1982. Robert Hawkins, Jr.,

"Tuition Tax Credits: Another Voice", American Education, Odtober, 1982.

In the move to centralize educational authority and decision-making the

bond between family, school, and community was broken and parents and citizens

lost authority over their schools. Today the public school system is run by pro-

fessionals and is-no longer responsive to parents so that we see less, parental

involvement and participation.

The consolidation of school districts (see Table 6) and the steady

increase of state control have given rise to this centralization. The civil

rights movement had the unintended effect of further centralizing the abhool

system.

26. "'Educational Opportunity, Parental Choice and Community", p. 9.

27. IBID, p. 9.



TABLE I

Elementary and Secondary Education Act of

1965

Educatipn Consolidation and Improvement

Act of 1981

Policy:...to provide financial assistance to
local education agencies serving areas with
concentrations of children from, low income
families to expand an improve their education
programs by various means which contribute
particularily to meeting the special needs o
edtlationally deprived.children...

PROGRAM ELIGIBILITY/FUNDS ALLOCATION:
local education agencies serving areas with
concentrations of children from low income
families

appropriations formula:

40% x no. of students x state's average

in district from per pupil expend-
low income iture

families and be-
tween the ages
of 5 and 17

IDENTIFICATION OF ELIGIBLE SCHOOLS:Sec.122-124
Once a district receives its Title I alloca-
tion, it must rank its attendance areas from
the highest to the lowest on the basis of the
concentrations of children, aged 5-17, from

low income families. In general, the LEA may

carry on a Title I programin an eligible
attendance area if it also carries on such a
program in all other eligible areas of higher
rank.

An assessment must be made of the special ed-
ucational needs of the children:

a) identify educationally deprived children
b) identify general instructional areas for

the program to focus on, and
) diagnose the special needs

SELECTION OF STUDENTS TO PARTICIPATE: Sec. 123
districts must select students who show the
greatest need for those services:
a) including the needy transferred to ineligi-

ble areas
b) continuation of'services to educationally

deprived children no longer in greatest
need

)-skipping children who are in greatest need
who are receiving assistance from a non-
federal program, and

d) serving all students if the school has 75%

Policy:...provide financial assistance...
on basis of Title I... but to do so in a
manner which will eliminate burdensome,
unnecessary, and unproductive paperwork and
free the schools of unnecessary Federal
supervision, direction, and control...

PROGRAM ELIGIBILITY/FUNDS ALLOCATION:

same as Title I

IDENTIFICATION OF ELIGIBLE SCHOOLS:Sec.556
School districts will be eligible to receive
,funds if they provide assurances in their
grant applications to the state agency that
projects are conducted in "attendance areas
...having the highest concentrations of low
incoMe children or are located in all attend-
ance areas of an agency which has a uniformly
high'concentration of such children or are
designed to utilize part of available funds
for services which promise to.provide signi-
ficant help for all such children served by
an agency."

Also required is an annual assessment of ed-
ucational needs which permits selection of
those children who have the greatest need
for special assistance and determines the
needs of the partie.patina children.

SELECTION OF STUDENTS TO PARTICIPATE: Sec.556b2
ECIA maintains the policy of serving the
neediest, but allows for programs which will,
in part, serve all children.



C.

F,SEA TITLE I, cont.

NNW

or more of its students from families in

poverty and contributes funds from its own

sources to the special pompensatory progr

kOVISION OF SERVICES TO MEET SPECIAL EDUCATION
AL NEEDS OF PARTICIPATING STUDENTS: Sec. 124

ervices must be of sufficient size and

o show promise of remediatiag- oents' neede,

e coordinated with services from other sources

show consideration tor sustaining sttident gain
and whenever poSsible be guided by a plan

developed for each student(Sec. 129). Services

must also be available to students in non-

public schools within attendance areas(Sec.130)

DOCUMENTATION BY THE DISTRICT THAT TITLE I

SERVICES DO NOT REPLACE THOSE WHICH STUDENTS

ARE ALREADY ENTITLED: Sec. 126
proz;cnce of Title I funds in a district should

not diminish services available to students

from other sources of funds--

- -amount of resources,devoted per pupil to ed-

ucation in the LEA must equal or exceed those

expended the year before
- -Title I funds can be used only for services

which exceed the average pupil expenditure in

the district
- -services supported by state and local funds

in Title I schools cannot differ from the

amount supported on the average in non-Title

I schools by more than 5%
--for individualized students, Title I Services

must be extra to those provided from non-fe&-

eral sources

INCLUSION OF IMPORTANT GROUPS IN DECISION-

MAKING: Sec. 124 and 125
teachers and school boards are to be included

in the planning and evaluation of activities,

parents of participating students must be in-

formed of the program's goals and the children'

progress as well as make recommendations and

assist in helping the children

pareht advisory councils are required (Sec. 125

EVALUATION OF THE EFFECTIVENESS OF SERVICES:

Sec. 124 and.183
districts must evaluate their programs accord-

ing to a schedule approved by the Department

the required evaluations must include:

ECIA CHAPTER 1, cont-

PROVISION OF,SERVICES TO MEET SPECIAL EDUCATION-

AL_NEEDS-OF PARTICIPATING STUDENTS: Sec.556b3-5

requirements of sufficient size and scope,
evaluationtexamining sustained gains and
availability of services for non-public

schools are maintained.
Title I,Sec. 129 is NOT applicable
Chapter I,Sec.557 corresponds to Sec.130 of

Title I

DOCUMENTATION BE THE DISTRICT THAT TITLE .I

SERVICES DO NOT REPLACE THOSE WHICH STUDENTS

ARE ALREADY ENTITLED: Sec. 558
provisions regarding supplement, not supplant,

maintenanCe of effort and comparability of
services are provided in ECIA, but in general,

distritts and states are given greater flexi-

bility in applying these provisions

INCLUSION OF IMPORTANT GROUPS
MAKING: Sec. 556
programs will be designed and

consultation with parents and

such children

IN DECISION-

implemented in
teachers of

a district will no longer be required to have

parent advisory councils, but may continue

to do so

EVALUATION OF THE EFFECTIVENESS OF SERVICES:

Sec. 556b4
ECIA will require districts to evaluate
programs in "terns of thOr effectiveness

in achieving the goals set forth for them,



SEA TITLE I, cont. ECIA CHAPTER i, cont.

-
)___okkiaotive-Measures of educational achievement
) be structured according to one of the three

evaluation models or an approved alternative

) include a measure of sustained achievement
over longer than 12 months

DMINISTRATION OF TITLE I BY STATE EDUCATION

GENCIES: Sec. 164-170
dministration includes--state approval of
istrict applications, rulmaking, technical
ssistance, monitoring, withholding of funds,
rogram audits and audit resolutions

n order for the state to perform its duties, it

s allowed to use 1.5% of the total grant money

eceived (or 225,000 dollars--whichever is more)

and that such evaluation shall include
objective measurements of educational achieve-
ment in the basic skills and a determination
of whether improved performance is sustained"

(no particular evaluation model is used)

ADMINISTRATION OF CHAPTER 1 BY STATE EDU-

CATION AGENCIES: Sec. 556
(substantial changes in the nature of the
state role and responsibility for overseeing
compensatory education programs have been
made)

state agencies SHALL approve local applications
if the program assurances decribed earlier,
are provided

states must keep records and provide infor-
mation to the Secretary as needed for fiscal
accountability and program evaluation

the role of the states in monitoring and
enforcing local programs is greatly reduced
and the state education agency's "set aside"
will be reduced to a maximum 1%

SOURCE: Comparison of Title I of E EA of 1965 with Chapter 1 of ECIA of

1981. U.S. Government Pri ting Office, September 29, 1981.

Annual Evaluation Report, tol. II Fiscal Year 1981. U.S. Depart-

ment of Education.



Enrollment Changes by Ethnic Background, Catholic
and Secondary Schools 1970-1911, by Number and

Percentage

197C-71 1980-81
Change

Number Percent

Total enrollment 4.363,600 3.106.300 -1,257.300 - 26.8

Black 209.500 252.900 + 43.400 + 20.1'

Hispanic 216,500 255,000 + 39 500 + 18.2

Asian 23.500 52,100 + 26 10 .021.7

.All minority' 449,500 581,000 4- 111,500 + 24.8
----__---,

Seem: Sruno Manno, "A Stalishcol hepoi1 on U.S Catholic Schools 111711-111," The Neltor41

Cainalc SoLcation Association, February 1141.
'Anumcan Indy* limo 1110/111001 ISM Men ene-hai OIt p.,caitol CelhOlic school@ ontoametal.

am rot mchaled

17171773117.rcentage Enrollment by Ethnic Background, Catholic
Elementary and Secondary Schools, 1970-81

1570-71 1910-ti

Wick 4.8 8.1 .

Hispanic 5.0 8 3

Asian 0.5 1.7

American Indian 0.5 0.3

All Others 092 81.6

Somme: Marino, 'A SWUM:cal /WW1 on U.S. Caged Schools.'

1 Table 4 Enrollment Distribution by Ethnicity, California
Public and Private Schools, 1974-79

Indian Asian Slack Hispanic Other

Public 0,9 4.7 10.1 201 63.1
Catholt: 0.6 4.9 9.5 28.3 5
Lutheran (Missouri Synod) 0 12.0 14.0 2.1 72.5
Lutheran (American) 1.0 2.0 17.0 5.8 75.0
Baptist 0.2 2.4 12.5 8.8 76.1
Episcopal (Los Angeles) 0 9.1 17.0 8.8 65.1
Independent (NAIS) 0.2 4.6 3.5 2.4 89.3

Stow Celibmia Executive Council br Nonputab Schoolt:Caldomie Stale Dammam rsO Eager
Man. National AssocUtion ol Independent Schools (NA4). Quoted by Thomas Vitullo4Aelln St Me
ayAlmanac. ix* 13, nO. 4. December 1971 (publiehed by the Now Schad let loCiel lleseast).

11111=11W
11.0771. 5 Percentage Elementary and Secondary Enrollments la

Northeast Region, In Public and Private Schools,
by Family 1/1C01110. 1975

ramify Income Total Families Private School Public School

Less than 5,000 7.7 3.6 8.3
5.000-9.999 17.1 12.4 17.8
10,000-14.999 20.5 17.1 21.1

15,000-19.999 20.3 21.7 20.1

20.000-29.999 23.2 24.3 22.3
30.000-40.999 92 12.9 -$.6
50,000+ 2.0 3.8 1,8

Sweet U.S. Bureau lasCensue. Savoy al bumf awl taus." as reponse in the Cavell.
Most Roetas14enele. Mrc113 0.11175, par. kiss-E4, Owens in Vaite4aenn, Csy Memos.
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FFABLE '6

mber of
hool Dist icts

200,000

100,000

127,531

1932 19 2 19 2 19 2

15,912

197-71 19761.79 Fal'l 160

Source: National Center of Education Statistics, "Digest
of Education Statistics" 1982. p.59.
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RANGI OF DIFFERENCES

FltOld uncr TO

Curren:km

Schwan% of imanctionel
persoeseL

Selection of principal.

Deilon-making.

Compeehenstre pismieg.

Few*

Centrally developed and
administered throusis di-
rectors and coonlinstors.

Selected by metre' itlainb
station, usually by pasatita,..
officer.

Selected by superintendent,
with recommeadadon to
Revd.

According to function, po-
sition, or status.

Maior planning dons in an-
tral office by one or two
P001-

Top down pluming.

Tescher units allocated to
schools on teacheritudent
ratio bests. Schoois rya
permission to order mater-
ials and supplies up to certain

Uses most experienced Judg.
mint in district. May approach
ben state of the art in scope,
equines, and materials mil.
able. Based on avennes and
miens, if centrally deigned.

Mans medsof central sinned-
Maim. Uses meal criteria.

Meets needs of apetintendent.

Principal has power bees with
superintendent. ,

Maintains centranted system.

Plans owned by one or two.
Laming about planning

Respomsibility for
implementation my not be
felt by teachers.

Power of the budget remains
in central office.

Relationship between budget
curriculum, and staffing not

0.1.1. -5 till,'

DIMENSIONS

Based needs Mewl-
fled t%., pleats, teachers,
students, administratots,
and by essearnents. Teach.
ea develop their own MIT
to moaitor proven mid
perfommee.

Selectionby faculty imdlot
faculty and commutity,
orith trine dis-
trict guidellnes.

Superintendent mad board
select from moon amil-
dates interrieweiand no;
ommended by teachers
and community membets.

Shared decision making.
Shirt* takes place around
action and Info:nation.
Fewer decons rads tad-
laterially.

Continuous planning in
'Moots by schools as units
and by programs. Admini-
strator planning visible sod
and clearly separate from
instmctional planning.

Bottoms up plannlag.

Lump 'urn budgets to
schools, with dismetion
to omelet NMI front one
budeet category to another.
Schools benefit from con-

RANGE OF DIFFERENCES

Cont.

Curriculum fits studeats
In Khoo', lad is derived
from joint efforts. Cur .
riellurn bused on beet
judgments in school-conc.
malty setting. Results
monitored by district.

Use of peaomel, pro-
gram, sad community
cassia, as well as generel
Maria. Scimmi-commtut-
ity owned* of process
and reunite.

May met needs of teeth.
en, commaity membets
and esperintendent,
along with board. New
princiml hes broader pow-
er bass.

Increases available info:-
motion in system:more
people know what goes
into making decisions;
broadens power bee.

Plats widely owned.
Laming about pluming
distributed widely. Re-
:potability for implemen-
tation shared. Accounabil-
ity Mar.

Principal and teaches have
Independent power base.
Trincipal and teachers con-

, sider alternative uses of
money. Curriculum con-

FROM
EFFECT

TO
EFFECT

Sett* goals and objectives
for champ end immonment
(orgr astional and
instn

Morn torffig of goal
achieving efforts.

Performance analysis
and asseament.

limit. Gp. and deficits are
accrued at central office.

Set by central office
and board sent to schools

for them to implement,

Performed by schools.

Perfonned by central
office in rOfITI of input
analysis (are schools follow-
ing central directive).

clear to anyone but budget
officer.

Inequities in spending not
essy to me.

Data used in goal letting
not known to movie in
schools. Goals do not Mire
kno account goals of schooh
as social systems.

Central office ignorant of
actud moldy:ring and audit-

Proceler.

Input-orhsted system.

trolling costs in certain
areas, such as water con-
sumptkm, electric consul-
ption, aubstitutes used,
maintenance, and materials.
Schools can carry over nu-
plus or deficit.

Goals and otactim
developed in schools and

agreed to by 'operate'.
dent and board after ,

nylinthltion of diffeences.

Joint auditing and moni-
todng of goals achieve-
moat activities.

Performed by specially
trained team from central
office, after schools have
also completed perfor-
mance enalysis.

netted to budget. Ability
to carry over and to run
deficit puts realty in fore-
casting and planning. In-.
*guinea daily visible.

Coals and objectives
jointly owned, pal
setting is learning proem
in schools and central of-
lice. Also relationthip

Mutual ownenha of int-
plementation activities
and promos.

Results oriented system,
in which focus is on be-
helot which produces
results.

SOURCE: Otin South Outline of preantation for Dread County, August 1.7, 1978
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