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SCHOOL FINANCE: AN OVERVIEW

MONDAY, JULY 26, 1983

U.S. SENATE,
SUBCOMMITTEE ON EDUCATION, ARTS AND HUMANITIES, OF
THE COMMITTEE ON LABOR AND HUMAN RESOURCES,
Washington, DC.
The subcommittee met, pursuant to notice, at 2:05 p.m., in room
SD—430, Dirksen Senate Office Building, Senator Pell (chairman of
the subcommittee) presiding.
Present: Senators Pell, Dodd, and Jeffords.

OPENING STATEMENT OF SENATOR PELL

Senator PELL. The subcommittee will come to order.

This marks the first in a series of subcommittee hearings on the
difficult issue of school finance. Today we will look into the broad
question of whether or not there should be a Federal role in edu-
cation finance, and if so, what should that role be and how much
do we expect to be accomplished at the Federal level.

During committee consideration of the Goals 2000: Educate
America Act, several subcommittee members expressed strong in-
terest in school finance. These hearings are the result of that inter-
est. This afternoon’s hearing will be followed by a hearing tomor-
row morning to be chaired by Senator Dodd. It will focus on how
we pay for our schools. On August 3, Senator Wellstone will chair
a hearing to give us a grassroots perspective on equity in edu-
cation; and Senator Simon will chair a field hearing in Illinois in
the near future, and we are working with Senator Bingaman to ac-
comf)lish his interests in a hearing perhaps in New Mexico.

Clearly, the primary vehicle for considering the Federal role in
school finance 1s the upcoming reauthorization of the Elementa
and Secondary Education Act. What we ultimate decide or decide
not to do in this area will be done within the context of that reau-
thorization and that reauthorization alone.

Let me make clear that I have no preconceived position with re-
spect to this issue. We are all aware of the complexity issue from
State to State, and within the States, from community to commu-
nity. I ar1 equally aware that there are no easy answers. I know
I speak for all my colleagues when I sai that we are ready to learn
more about this issue, and that we look to our witnesses not only
to add to the store of our knowledge but also to counsel and advise
us on how to proceed. This is without question one of the most per-
plexing and difficult questions confronting education today and one
that we must examine with thoughtful and careful consideration.

(1)




2

I look forward to what we will learn today and the hearings to
come.

I 'will now turn to Senator Dodd.
OPENING STATEMENT OF SENATOR Dorp

Senator DopD. Let me first of all begin lx thanking you, Mr.
Chairman. The distinguished chairman of the Subcommittee on
Education has been a leader in creative ideas in education probably
for longer than he cares to remember. But as I have often said long
after we have all completed our service here, the name of Claiborne
Peil will go down in history as one of our country’s most innovative
and creative thinkers in terms of educational policy. There are lit-
erally thousands of people today in the United States who are get-
ting a better education because of things like the Pell Grant. Given
this history of leadership, it is not unexpected that the distin-
guished senior Senator from Rhode Island would be taking the lead
on an issue like this, which is one of the most perp'.xing problems,
as he has said, facing our local communities and our States.

Mr. Chairman, just a few other thoughts, if I could. We begin
today a very immrtant series of hearings on school finance, and I
look forward to being deeply ir.volyed in the discussion as to how
we in the Federal Government might play a constructive role. This
subject has been overlooked, in my view, for too many years on the
national level as our States and local schools have s ed—and
“s led” is hardly an ‘d% word to describe what has gone
on at the State and local leve try to come up with needed dol-
lars to support their educational efforts.

We often begin hearings on_complex problems with a draft piece
of legislation before us, our first cut, if you would, at a solution.
That is normally how hearings are conducied. But today we are
going to begin a very different process. All of us want to rectify the
inequities in the current system and improve education for all chil-
dren. But frankly, the best way to get there from here is unclear
in this Senator’s mind. Despite the fact that I know where I'd like
to end up, I am not sure how we get there.

So to come extent, we start with a clean slate. I don’t bring any
baggage to this debate. I don’t have a preconceived idea and notion,
nor do, I think, most of my colle s on the committee.

It is not clear, in my view, what the Federa! role should be in
this effort. Federal resources are limited. Everyone knows that.
Today the Federal Government contributes only 6 percent of the
dollars spent on elementary and secondary education.

But while the solutions are unclear, we can’t forget what this is
all about. It is about our children. Last week this committee heard
compelling test.imong- from Joycelyn Elders about the importance of
safeguarding our cbildren, our country’s most precious resource.
Whether children become Jrugs statistics or dropout statistics, they
are still lost to all of us. At its very core, school finance is fun-
damentally about children. If we stop putting a Federal label on
them, a State label on them, a local jurisdiction label on them, and
think about them as just children who have needs and about how
we take whatever resources are available and start focusing them
on the needs of children, regardless of some arbitrary, politically
drawn boundary, then I think we might come to some answers

7




- ments. Que children are the economic buil

3

about this problem a little more readily, without the clutter of po-
litical definitions.

I make a practice of trying to visit a high school in my State each
week when I am home. I have visited with students from every,
single public high school in my State in the last 10 years, so stu-
dents can have the chance to see their Units : States Senator and
talk with me. At each school, I have met bright, talented young
people. But the disparities I have seen in my own small State of
Connecticut are alarming. In fact, in some cases, they are abso-
lutely incredible when you consider the short distance, indeed
walking distance, between some of the most incredible high schools
in this country in terms of opportunity, and scme of the most des-
Kerate in terms of need. The contrast is glaring. There are public

igh schools in my State that would literally stand up against a lot
of college campuses, and that is not an ration. They have
beautifully manicured lawns, state-of-the-art labs, diverse course
offerings, incredible athletic facilities. And then there are some,
only miles away, that are struggling with old, deteriorating build-
ings. I remember I went into one school not long ago on a rainy
day, and rain was pourin&through the leaky ceiling into the recep-
tion area just in front of the principal’s office.

My siater teaches in the largest inner city elementary school in
my State in Hartford. I was with her not too long ago when she
was out, doing some shopping, and she said she had to get some
things for school. And when I asked her, “What do you need?” she
said, “P've got to get pencils and paper and toilet paper.” And I am
not exaggeratin use there are not enough resources for those
basic needs. And she is dealing with the youngest of our children,
3-, 4-, 5- and 6-year-olds in early childhood development programs.

So, my sister, a teacher in one of our most affluent States, goes
out, and with her own resources out of her own pocket, buys pen-
cils, and patgler and toilet paper for her students, I don’t know of
anyone in this country who would be proud to think that sort of
thing happens. And yet it does, every, single day. Teachers buy
basic supplies, roofs leak, and children’s education suffers.

And it isn’t just my State. Across the country, there are similar
disparities. Our system of local financing for schools seems to have
failed to deal with this problem, and our children pay the price for

th:ls failure in lower achievement, poor attendance and lost poten-
tial.

These days, we are asking much of our schools and much of our
children in the form of higher standards dgoals, and new assess-

ing blocks, and we are
demanding that they be strong and prepared for the future. We
must make sure that we are a partner in this effort. I believe that
means we must deal with the thorny issue of school financing and
somehow provide our schools with necessary resources. That is all
of us—not just those of us here at the Federal level.

I look forward to these heari;su, which I believe will begin that
critical process. Our witnesses today include some of those tew who
have carefully studied this rroblem, and I look forward to your tes-
timony. Tomorrow, we will continue our work on this important
issue at a hearing that I will be chairing. Governor Romer of Colo-

8
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rado will join us, along with expert witnesses, and several individ-
uals who must face inequities every day in their schools. :

So, Mr. Chairman, I will close where I began. I thank you for
your involvement and concern on this issue, and h%ﬁeﬁﬂly. rough
this process we may be able to start coming up with some real an-
swers to get away from what I would describe as sort of a “civil
war” environment, where we pit suburban parcats and families
against urban and rural. We are never going to solve the problem
by having one side or the other “win”, it you will. Although, were
any side to win, I think we would all be the losers. But if we could
get everyone to start thinking about how to deal with this problem
without threatening s ringly higher taxes or threatening ang-
one’s sense of securit ut where they live and where their kids
go to school, then I think we can begin to come up with some an-
swers here. If this hearing process turns into an “us versus them”
debate, then we aren’t going to be any further along in this discus-
sion or in reaching a resolution than we ever were.

So, speaking just for myself, I am truly interested in having us
try to bring a community together here, and not hear about the re-
criminations and finger-pointing that are so much associated with
this effort and that have created so manieproblems in the past.

So again, I thank our witnesses for being here today, and Mr.
Chairman, I really look forward to the testimony and the process
over the next number of months.

Senator PELL. Thank you very much indeed, particularly for your
nice words, for which I am grateful.

We shall turn now to our panel and start off with Dr. G. Alan
Hickrod, Professor at Illinois State University.

STATEMENTS OF G. ALAN HICKROD, PROFESSOR, ILLINOIS
STATE UNIVERSITY, SPRINGFIELD, IL; ERIC A. HANUSHEK,
PROFESSOR OF ECONOMICS AND PUBLIC POLICY, UNIVER-
SITY OF ROCHESTER, ROCHESTER, NY; RONALD F. FER-
GUSON, ASSOCIATE PROFESSOR, JOHN F. KENNEDY SCHOOL
OF GOVERNMENT, CAMBRIDGE, MA; AND LANDA TRENTHAM,
PROFESSOR, AUBURN UNIVERSITY, AUBURN, AL

Mr. HicKrOD. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

h%y name is Alan Hickrod, and I am a Distinguished Professor
of Educational Administration at Illinois State University. I am
also the director for the Center of Educational Finance at ISU and
a past president of the American Educational Finance Association,
as are several that you will hear this afternoon.

As Senator Dodd has indicated, differences in expenditure levels
between school districts have been with us for a very long period
of time. The earliest study that I know of goes back to the end of
the 19th century in Massachusetts, in 1890, when they were ex-
ploring differences in expenditure per pupil. There were also a
number of studies conducted in the 1920’s, including a very famous
one in Illinois that talks about huge differences in expenditure per
gupﬂ between school districts, and the date is 1922. So this has

een around for quite a period of time.

I think a new development, however, is in the fact that these ex-
penditures per pupil are now growing with the passage of time.

Q
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This disparity between school districts year by year by vear is be-
coming a greater and greater and greater factor. .

This is not true in all States, but certainly in Illinois and in Mas-
sachusetts, in Pennsylvania, New York, Ohio, Missouri, Texas,
there is a growing disparity between emditm’es per pupil. This
seems to be a process that comes about because of great inequality
in development within a State. Essentially, when you look at a
State that has a great deal of development of commercial and in-
dustrial valuations in suburlan rings around the metropolitan
su-e:i and you have a State that simultaneously has a decline in the
rural part of the State, then you set the stage for these larger and
larger and larger inequalities. This comes about because we are de-
Fmding still upon the property tax as a primary source of revenue

or schools, and therefore, if the suburban development takes place

rapidly, and the assessed valuations climb sky-high in the subur-
ban areas at the same time that the rural assessed valuations are
going down, and you depend upon those assessed valuations for
your primary source of income, then inevitably, you will have larg-
er znd larger and larger and larger disparities with the passage of
time. And some of these are truly amazing.

In Barrington, a wealthy school district outside Chicago, the as-
sessed valuation has doubled in 5 years, a 20 percent increase in
assessed valuation. In other parts of Iflinois, the assessed valu-
ations have simultaneously gone down. So there is a huge discrep-

ancy there.

(?'an the States do anything about that? Yes, of course. The
States could switch from the property tax over to the sales and in-
come tax, and then some of these in lities would not be as glar-
ing as they are. Why don't they do that? Well, it is a combination
of demography and State politics. Over the passage of time, as you
well know, more and more citizens of the United States live in sub-
urban areas. And as a consejuence, much of the control in the
State legislature has slow}g gravitatza to the suburbs.

d it is very, very difficult—I have tried for over 30 years to
talk to suburban senators and suburban representatives about the
need for funds elsewhere in their States, but it is asking a lot of
a State senator or a State representative to go to his constituency
and say, “We have to tax here and then send the funds halfwa
across the State.” It is very difficuilt to stand for reelection on suc
a &latform as that, and understandably, they have a great deal of
difficulty with that particular situation.

So as a consequence, we have not made a lot of progress on doing
something within the States on that score. Now, the State legisla-
tures will move when they are urged to do so, to put it mild {\, by
the courts. And as you know, we have had 12 States which have
found their educational systems to be repugnant to *heir State con-
stitutions. Attached to my remarks is a list of all t'.e known cases
in the United States and their legal status. I think you might find
that interesting as to where your State stands relative to constitu-
tional challenges. I believe that is the most current one we have,
and it is attached to the back of the written testimona;.n

We know, too, that when plaintiff wins, when the funding 'Kstem
is declared to be unconstitutional, we know what happens. The re-
search indicates that they do shift. Once the judgment has come

in




down that the system is unconstitutional, then the legislature will

respond and will shift away from the property tax or to the sales

&,u, which .they probably should have done before the case came
own.

In my remaining 5 minutes—and this is awfully tough on a pro-
fessor who has been in the classroom for 34 years, but I'll try to
do it within 5—

Senator PELL. 'm not sure you have § minutes.

Mr. Hickrop. Have I got 1 minute left?

Senator PELL. Yes.

Mr. Hickrob. Fine. There are about five things I think the Fed-
eral Government could do. One, as you reauthorize the Elementary
and Secondary Education ou could pay particular attention to
the concentration of poverty. That is a factor on which you can dis-
tribute monefv; it is a factor on which we have experience, both in
the States of Illinois and Minnesota, distributing State dollars on
the basis of concentration of poverty. That's a variable on which
there is a huge difference.

In Illinois, there are many school districts with less than one per-
cent poverty concentration. There are also school districts with 80,
90 and 100 percent poverty—every, single child in the school from
a poverty home. In East St. Louis, for example, that Jonathan
Kozol writes to brilliantly about, 90 percent of the kids are from
poverty homes. In the cit{”of Chicago, every other child—185,000
children—are from homes below the poverty level.

Now, that concentration of poverty is a very, very powerful pre-
diction variable. So I would think as you reauthorize that Act, you
might pay particular attention to that.

cond, it is possible that the Federal Government might provide
a reward, so to speak, for those school districts that reduce the var-
iation in expenditures per pupil. As far back as the 92nd Congress,
legislation was introduced, I think it was by Senators Stevenson
and Javits, for a reward for school districts that reduced the vari-
ation in expenditures per Bupil. I think you might want to look at
that again. I notice that Dr. Cortez, whom you will hear on the
next panel, also thinks that this is a useful possibility.

Third, the Federal Government might help here in terms of con-
solidation and reorganization. Part of this problem—and it is only
a part of it—is the fact that we still have very, very small school
systems in many of the States. I would think that if the Federal

vernment could help in building new regional high schools, this
might be one way of reducing part of this variation. I notice that
in Indiana, they have found a very useful solution to this in that
they have allowed the local communit* the small village and ham-
let, to retain its elementary school while they provided a regional
high school with larger opportunities for many of thcse small
towns. That Indiana s{stem seems to work, and there might be
:ﬁmething there that the Federal Government could look at to do

at.

My 4th and 5th recommendations, I'll make very quickly. The
4th one is simply that this is a very complicated matter, and we
have not had a Presidential commission on school finance since the
Nixon administration. Many good things came out of that Presi-
dential s»mmission, including that concentration of poverty notion;

1
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that was an idea put forward by President Nixon’s commission. So
I think it might be time to try another Presidential commission.

And finally, just to prove that I am from an ivory tower, I would
8 st that it might be time to look at an educational amendment
to the United States Constitution. And before you think that that’s
totally off-the-wall, I would remind you that we almost succeeded
with that just a few months ago in Illinois, when I had the privi-
lege of trying to help change the Illinois Constitution. We were at-
tempting to write a fundamental right to an adequate education
into the Illinois Constitution, and we got 57 percent of the vote; we
were 3 percent short. The constitutional revision in Illinois requires
60 percent, and we unfortunately did not get the final 3 percent.
But 57 percent is a very good showing.

Thank you.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Hickrod follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF G. ALAN Hickrob

My name is G. Alan Karnes Wallis Hickrod, and I heve the honor of being the
Distinguished Professor of Educational Administration and Foundations at Illinois
State University. I am also director of the Center for the Study of Educational Fi-
nance at ISU. I'am a past president of the American Education Finance Astuciation.

The subcommittee meets this afternoon to review a public policy problem that has
been widely known for quite some time. The first study of disparities in and
services provided between school districts, that 1 know of, was done in Massachu-
setts not long after the Civil War. In the early 1920's many studies of differences
between expenditure levels of school levels appeared, the earliest in Illinois being
in 1922. It is no surprise that there are very large differences in expenditures levels
between school districts within a state, often extending to a two-to-one ratio, that
is, the more affluent districts spend twice as much as the less affluent districts.
These ratios of nearly two-to-one are present even after some rather deviant high
spending and low spending districts are eliminated from the poglation of districts
in a state. While educational professionals have known about these differences for
a long time, I think that the public in general was not aware of them until the re-
cent best selling book, Savage Inequalities, by Jonathan Kozol made them cognizant
of the differences.

A new factor, an ominous factor, in this situation is the fact that in many states
these di;})uritiu in spending levels are tgnwing rapidly with the passage of time.
Our studis in Dlinois indicate that for last fifteen lyeu-l there has been a con-
stant and relentless growth in inequalitiez among achool districts in spending levels.
Vez wide disparities have also been noted in Massachusetts, Pennsylvania, New
York, Ohio, Missouri, and Texas. A common development can be discertained in
these seven states. In these states, there is often a ring or rings of commercial, in-
dustrial and residential development around the major central cities. This laudable
economic development results in booms in property valuations. For example, outside
Chicago, in Blrﬁngn, Illinois, property valuations have doubled in a short, five-
year span of time. Sometimes, this is caused by the location of high tech industries
in these suburban belts and sometimes by residential property ?cuhtion. but the
result is the same. The property valuations rise very rapidly. Elsewhere in these
state, tgln‘t.iculur in rural areas, there are school districts whose gmreny valuations
are either not increasing nearly as fast, or th.ex are in absolute decline. In the mid-
west the Pligl):t of small towns is especially bad as they continue to lose businesses,
banking facilities, medical facilities, and many other essential services. This un-
equal regional and largely intrastate economic development causes many problema,
not the least of which are in school finance.

In the United States, we continue to rely upon the local property tax to support
K-12 educational services. Consequently. as these property valuations become more
unequal, the level of support for education will also become more u al. A solu-
tion to the problem immediately suggests itself, which is so obvious that it would
not require & Senate hearing. not move support of education away from
the local property tax and over (0 a state-wide tax, either the state sales tax or the
state income tax, or some combination of state revenues, if the state has such taxes?
Some states have done exactly this. In fact, there is a very large range in state sup-
port for K-12 education. For example, New Hampshire provides only roughly seven
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percent of its K-12 educational funds from state sources, while Alabama provides
nearly 70 percent of its funds for K~12 education from state sources. Many states
seem to be moving toward a situation in which 60 percent of the K-12 funds will
come from state sources and 40 percent will come from local sources, excluding fed-
eral funds. However, many other statvs seem unable to move at all in this regard.
The explanation of that “gridlock™—or, as some observers have said, “gree P—
lies in a combination of demography and state politics.

Within the last couple of deca more and more of the American go ation has
moved to the suburbs of central cities. Over time—sometimes very slow| -t:'p:lltiqal

wer has followed the population. The result has been that, in modern s -

atures, the state senators and representatives from suburban areas have sasumed
more control over events in these lative bodies. This seems especially obvious
in state senates. So, {or the last couple of decades, I have had to look state senators
and state representatives from the more affluent suburbs squarely in the eye and
tall them that the educational oqultz problems in their state require them to take
tax funds from their constituency and send those funds across the state to other con-
stituencies which are not so prospemus. It is a very disconcerting experience. They

at you as if you are certainly one who has recently flown over the coo-coos xest,
or maybe drepped in from the planet Mongo with Flash Gordon. (The last reference
will surely date me, if my appearance does not.) They cannot stand for re-election
to their state leﬁinlatum on any such platform; and, the fact that a few are /illing
to do so, probably is more eloquent testimony to the worth of public educ.tion in
a democracy than any I could give here today. The fact is the suburbs, while the;
have some educational problems, are largely contented with their aderuately fi-
nanced educational systems. The problems lie in the central cities and ‘a the more
rural areas of the state. The suburban members of the legislature d~. not want to
assist in what they regard as “someone else’s” problems.

Is there anyway out of “gridlock™ or ock,” if you fnfcr. Yes, occasionally
a strong Govemor will propose a reform program and uﬂ‘y t through his legislative
body. Unfortunately, one may have to wait a lo? time for that to happen. In my
judgment, the last Governor in Nlinois who coul honestly be called an “education
Governor” was Richard vie, a Republican, and that was a great many years ago.
The state legislatures also respond to pressure from their state supreme courts.
In twelve states in the union lylumlol'l\mdlngwhieh nd strongly on the local
gmparty tax have been found to be unconstitutional, and the states have responded
L{ moving away from the local pioperty tax as a means of supporting education.

y Center at ISU tracks these constitutional cases with some support from the
American Education Finance Association; a full listing of the status of thess cases
is attached to this testimony.

Litigation is a very slow and laborious process. It is not at all unusual for these
constitutional cases to last for ten or fifteen years, occasionally even longer. How-
ever, long-term can be made in these cases. In ten states, the right to an ade-
quate education been declared to be a fundamental right under the state’s con-
stitution. Much depends upon the inte tion of the education article in the state
constitution. Unlike the rel co! tion, mr{ state m&om has an edu-
cation article in its constitution. Much of the recent activity in the state courts cen-
ters on spelling out just exactly what thoss education art require the state gov-
ernment to do relative to educational funding. It may be hhmmtbo
oxi education article in a state’s constitution by scing the old with
an le which contains stronger 1 which establishes education as a fun-
damental t. That was atte in s and failed only by 3% of the vote.
Illinois res 60% to amend its constitution and the attempt to amend received
57%, which, by the way, was a vote than that received by sither President
Clinton or Senator Carol Mostley Braun in that state, but it was not enough to
amend the constitution and make education a fundamental right.

It is also true that states can make some onthimbhmbyodwoldio-
trict reorganization and consolidation. hqustiu between 1 districts are often
much worse in states that have so-called “dual districts,” that is, separate adminis-
trative structures for high schools and elementary schools, as well as K-12 units.
However, reorganization and consolidation is rously opposed in many rural com-
munities because the school may be the last ves r of organizational life left in that
community. If rural decline has taken away the bank, the businesses, and the local
doctor, then the church and the school may be all that is leR to give cohesiveness
to the little hamlet or village. It should be noted in this regard that southern states
have an advantage on d\i:%:l::y lem in two respects. First, the unit of edu-
cational governance in the sou tes is the county, not the speci trict, as
in the north. Second, on the whole, the southern states their K~12 education
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more from the state level than thct{‘do the local level. For these two reasons dispari-
ties are less in the South than in the north and mid-west.

I will conclude this testimony by suggesting five ways in which I think the federal
government can help in this problem of inequalities mdl and services between
school districts. First, as move toward resuthorization of the Elementary and
Secondary Education Act, I would nrf“you to strengthen the provisions of that act
that distribute federal funds on the basis of the concentration of l|::»lel'ty children
in the achool districts. The States of Illinois and Minnesota have had many

test scores from those districts . The range on
m.vuiablohvut. nnmh.wowhmoﬁoddhmah%ku one
percent of school children from mes to districts have 100%
of children from pove maes. In East St. Louis, about v onathan
Kozol writes 8o vi neardy of the children are from pove: In one
of school districts in the United States, Chicago, a majority of pu

come from po homes, some progress can be made here
ek oF the dietrbatiom of fodorad Tonds da nd upon this variable. Since it is truc
that even some affluent suburban districts have a least some children fmmmvcrty
homes, the act should also provide that the needs of poor students in rich districts
also be met. But, it must be emphasized that it is in the districts where 70%, or
bt g' 90?.':{ the children are from poverty-level homes where the situation is
Second, I believe the time has come to Jook again at lation introduced into
this body over twenty years ago, in the 92ad Co by Senators Stevenson, Mon-
and Javits, with a companion bill which I nk was introduced into the House
ntative Carl Perkins. Thers may also have been a bill introduced about
by Rog:untutivc Obey of Wisconsin. These bills offered a federal lupg:-
ment for states that would reduce the disparity in goods and services between
districts. A problem will emur here, however, on whether the reward is offered
“ex post facto” or “ex ante.” If t is offered after the fact, California will receive the
federal reward since they have made progress in n&;cl.:: disparity. However, it
may be a very long time for lllinois to receive any re because we have been
goi in the other direction, more inequalities, for nearly 15 years. oth
n& if enough reward is provided, aps one might be able to turn around even
is. I do not think l&onﬂtyby the federal government would work. If one pe-
is forﬂnﬂ the wrong direction gwithdnwi federal funds, a se-
vere penalty would be placed upon Esst St. Louis; surely, that is the last thing any-
one would want to do.
Thh'dht;hen is one place in which a federal nnlz might work. I hesitate to sug-
glt it, but I think I must. There are many ] districts in this nation with less
an 100 pupils in the district, years ago, after an extensive study of high
schools, James Bryce Conant, then resident of my alma mater, Harvard, said
that schools of less than 100 students could not provide for the educational
needs ol students, particularly in the sciences. Present &y ressarch seems to agree
with President Conant’s opinion. To be sure, there are probably “necessarily exist-
ent” small schools in mountainous areas or in the vast reaches of west Texas. Those
could be exempted. But I see littie reason to send federal funds into districts which
are far too small to be economically efficient. Consolidation and reo fon can
also be greatly encouraged by a federal program that would help build new, regional
high schools. In Indians, a very useful compromise was reached by having the amall
towns retain the elementary schools and a new school was established for sev-
eral small towns. This reward approach is probably better than a penalty approach.
The Congress could and should strengthen the hand of those who are attempting
to collect accurate data on this public policy problem. It is not easy to collect data
on over 13,000 school districts iu this country. Few modern nations have this kind
of data colfectioncgmbkm. Later this week, I will address this problem at a meeti
of the National Center for Educational Statistics in Washington. I would commen
highly to this body the efforts of William Fowler of the NCES, Larry MacDonald
of the Bureau of the Census, and Wufne Riddle of the Congressional Reference
Service. They have done remarkably well with very, very little resources. Moreover,
we cannot make policy with bad data and something more will have to be done
here. I have tried to enlist the assistance of the Office of Educational Research and
Improvement on this matter, but, so far, have not met with much success. Perhaps
this is due to the change in administrations.
Fourth, ﬁl;llp. the time has arrived to create another Presidentis] Commission
on School ance. We had such a commission during the Nixon administration;
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itl:rmlh in t.hnt com-
Thatiduwumtadophd that time by fede vernment, but it
the state governments in Illinois and Minnesota. re Are younger,
plmon sble students of school finance about in the land. We should give
"““m.m‘ e oy o Seonsteate et ] roblly ain from an “ivory o I would
really am from an wer,” I w
amuthnttheﬁmemyhavearﬁwdmvhichvo:hmﬂdcomxdcrlddi
cation amendment to the national constitution. Remember, I am not in that
towerandluve just come from a battle to to do that at the state level. I know
mugeo us in thu room would probably not to see such an amendment ratified
necessary states, However, I think that ultimately this whole matter turn»
onthe riaht of a child to an adequate education. Count me among those who believe
that t should be enshrined in the Amenean constitution. In a recent publi-
c.tlon entit Invxctul, I have lrgued-—-for probably the millionth time in my long
career—that, without a guarantee of an adequate o&zcation for every child, this Re-
public will not long stand. In that publication, I outlined good lntwal economic,
and social reasons for believing tlut.. "no strong public school, then no stro rep-
resentative system of government.” If the dispari 'g problem is not addressed y ei-
ther the state or the national governmenh, we drift slowly toward a lometyin
which the affluent school districts have schools and the poor school dist
have terrible schools. Eventually, that dri will tnke us to a beach in which govem
ment by a well-ettil:cdod °l§a'¢ is pouible and -eduentull mdlldhnw little
g:rﬁelpaﬁo govern I was a I(Pnor‘:ne have landed on many
aches before. I do not want to hit that beach.

8Status or ScHoOL FINANCE CONSTITUTIONAL LITIGATION

Compiled by Jehm A. Dively and G. Alan Hickred—July 1903

L Plaintiffs won at state supreme court level: (9)
Axmin.—Wadnkio v. Hershler, 1980

ansas—Du; pna v. Alm School District, 1963
Montana—Helena Schoo Did.net v, Honunn. 1960
Kentu Rose v. The Conndl.

Tm—?onnuﬁn Smll School osuyuuml v. McWherter, 1993
aaogin St v Wiahogion, 1378
v n,

c«ﬂﬁ'& t—Hortoa v. Meekills 1977
1. Wma&;ﬁcﬁkmmmﬁw but further compliance litigation
California—Serraro v. Pri 1971 1977 Rodrlgu v. Los Angeles
West Vir;ini&—Paukyv % 9; 1988 o

Jerssy—Robinson v 1, 1973 Abbott v. Burke, 1985; Abbott v. Burke, 1990

III. Plaintiffs lost at me court level and there have been no furthe: plaints
filed o further complaint lost also: (9) no Jurtier com

Maine—S8a v. lemote, 1912

Mich illiken v. Green, 1973
Georgia—McDaniels v. Tho; 1881
Colorado—Lajan v. State of Education, 1982

Maryland—Hombeck v. Somerset County, 1963

North Carolina—Britt v. State Board, 1987

South Carolina—Richiand v. c.mpb.il. 1988

Wisconsin—Kukor v. Grover, 198

Oregon—Olsen v. Oregon, 1979; Coalltion for Ed. idquity v. Oregon, 1991

Iv. P(l;;muﬂ‘c lost at supreme court level, but there have been further complaints filed:

Arizona—Shofstall v. Hollins, 1973; Roosevelt Elem. School Dist. 66 v. Bishop, 1991
Oklahoma—Fair School v. State, 19 )87

Pennsylvania—Damen v. Cmy. 1979; 1987; Pennsylvania Association of Rural and
Small Schools v. Casey, 1991

Ohio~-Board of Education v. Walter, 1979 Howard v. Waltar, 1991; Thompson v.
State of Ohio, 1991; DeRolph v. State, 1
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New York—Board of Education v. Nyg;ht, 1982; 1987; Reform Educational Financ-
ing ities (R.E.F.LT.) v. Cuomo, 1981

Idaho—Thompeon v. Engelking, 1975; Fraxier et al. v. Idaho, 1980
Louyisinna—School v. Louisiana, 1987; 19888; Charlet v. Legislature of State
of Louisiana, 1992

V. Litigation is present, but no supreme court decision has been rendered: (13)
Nlinois }—The Committee v. Edﬂ:r 1990

North Dakota?—Bismarck Public Schools v. North D 1989

Indiana—Lake Central v. Indiana, 1987 (8/4/92 Case withdrawn)

Missouri*—The Committes v. Missouri and Lee’s Summit P.S.U. v. Misscuri, 1980

. Alabama2—Alsbama Coalition for ty v. Hunt, 1990; Harper v. Hunt, 1991
Alaska }—Matanuska-Susitaa Bo: v. Alaska, 1989
Minnesota?—Skeen v.

Mm&s

South Dakota--Bexdichek v. South Dakota, 1991

New Hampshire :—Claremont, New Hampshire v. Gregg, 1991
- gumnu-—iglol;ghmey Hiahlands v. Virginia, 1991 (Case witl.drawn 8/82); Scott v.
Nebraska !*—Gould v. Orr, 1990
Rhode Island—City of Pawtucket v. Sundlun, 1992
Kansas—(Consolidated): Unified School District 229, et al. v. Kansas, 1991; Unified
ftcl:lool District 344, Coffey County, et al. v. State Unified School District 217, Rolla,

. v. State

1Circuit Court decision in favor of the defendants.
3Circuit Court decision in favor of the plaintiffs.

VL. No litigation is present or case is dormant: (9)
Delaware, Mississippi, Hawaii, Nevada, Iows, New Mexico
Florida—Christiensen v. Graham
Utah, Vermont
Category A: States in which the State Supreme Court has declared that education
18 a fundamental constitutional right (10)
Arizona—Shofstall v. Hollins, 1973
Wisconsin—Busee v. Smith, 1976
California-—Serrano v. Priest, 1977
Connecticut—Horton v. Meskill, 1977
Wyoming—Washakie v. Hershler, 1980
et Virginia—Pauley v. Bailey, 1984
Montana—Helena v. , 1989
Kentucky—Rose v. the Council, 1989
Tennessee ! —Tennessee Small School Systems v. McWherter, 1993
Washington—Seattle v. Washington, 1978

C B: States in which the State Supreme Court has declared that education
¢ NOT a fundamaental constitutional right (10)
New Jersey—Robinson v. Cahill, 1973
Michigan—Milliken v. Green, 1973
A Idaho—Thompeon v. Engelking, 1976
Oregon—Olsen v. State, 1976
Pennsylvania—Dansen v. Casey, 1979
Ohio—Board v. Walter, 1979
New York—Levittown v. Ngmht, 1982
Colorado—Lujan v. Colorado, 1982
Georgia—McDaniel v. Thomas, 1982
Arkansas—Dupree v. Alma, 1983

1States in which the funding system failed to pass the “rational basis” test of the
equal protection clause.

Catagory C. Lower court decision on education as a fundamental right

1. States in which a circuit or appellate court has declared that education IS a fun.
damental right (4)

Alabama—Alabama Coalition for Equity v. Hunt, 1993;

Missouri—Committee v. Missouri, 1

Minnesota—Skeen v. Minnesota, 1992

North Dakota—Bismarck Public Schools v. North Dakota, 1993

16




12
2. States in which a circuit or appellate court has declared that education is NOT
a fundamental right (2)

Hlinois—Committee v. Edgar, 1992
New Hampshire—Claremont, New Hampshire v. Gregg, 1991

Senator PELL. Thank you very much, indeed.

I would add that the full statements of all the witnesses will ap-
pear in the record as if read.

I will turn now to Dr. Hanushek, :

Mr. HANUSHEK. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

I am pleased to have this opportunity to testify in front of your
committee. The current debates are likely to have a major impact
on what happens to schools in the future, and I think there are
real opportunities there, and I think there are also perils there that
have to be avoided.

I want to make three basic points in my discussion today. The
first is that there are truly serious problems in American education
today and that the resolution of these will have profound effects on
the well-being of society in the future.

The second is that many of the current school financing propos-
als focus, in my opinio», on the wrong things and couls end up
harming rather than he:ping the schools.

And third, to achieve significant changes in our schools, I think
we have to be concerned about working on incentives for higher
performance, and many of the proposals we have talked about in
the school finance area could actually impede improved incentives
in the schools.

I don’t think I have to discuss at all the concerns about education
in terms of income and productivity and other social goods like
lessening crime or improving the functioning of democracy. But the
real serious problems as I see them are not in those matters which
are really matters of how much or the quantity of education that
people get; but the real serious issues relate to quality of education,
and there, I think there are three things that are important.

First, by all measures that we have of the performance of
schools, output has been constant or falling over the last 20 years
in the schools. This comes from test scores, from performance in
the labor market, from the reactions of businessmen, whatever.

Second, there is no doubt that we have serious distributional
problems in that large portions of our ogtexlation that are lower-
income, that are minority, are being le hind in quality terms
and tthal: we cannot allow that to persist from a society’s stand-
point.

And third, the point that I think is often overlooked is that we
also have a cost problem in education. Over the entire course of the
20th century, educational expenditures per pupil in real terms,
after we eliminate inflation, have increased at over 3 percent per
year for the entire century. Now, it turns out that if you look at
the last 20 years, you can make an argument that real expendi-
tures per pupil on education have gone up more rapidly than ex-
penditures on health, and it is health that we are all concerned
about the expense side of.

So let me put these two things together. In the testimony that
I have handed out, after page 3, there is one little figure that sum-
marizes what I think is the problem and how it relates to school
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finance. There are two lines on this graph; one, the steep one going
up to the rith., is real ex’gﬁndimres per pupil that have over dou-
bled in the last 25 years. The other line, that starts in the top left-
hand corner and falls to the right, is scores on the SAT scores or
{>erformance of students. As far as I can see, that’s the major prob-
em.

Now let me relate this quickly to school finance and those issues.
The school finance discussions all relate back to the Serrano v.
Priest case in California in the late sixties, the most recent discus-
sion. It has gone through all of the courts. The general assumption
in school finance has been, first, that the traditional school fund-
ing, relying heavily on locally raised funds, substantially throuﬁh
the propertz' tax, leads to larﬁe disparities in school funding for the
rich—read “suburban”—and has left behind and left out the poor—
read “rural and urban.”

Second, the .courts and legislatures should be forced to provide
better education for disadvantaged students and provide better stu-
dents. Unfortunately, I thin that logic is flawed, not in its goals,
but in its actual application of what it means to the country.
Spending is often implicitly equated to school quality and perform-
ance, but the difficulty is by the picture I showed you, that spend-
ing is not directly related to performance. In fact, there has been
an enormous amount of scientific research that suggests that there
is no relationship between resources in schools and the perform-
ance of the students.

There are some studies that find positive relationships, some
that find negative relationships. The story is that there is no con-
sistent relationship between spending and performance.

What happens is that the school finance reform is often taken as
improving our schools through providing more funds, but that does
not ensure that the quality of the schools improves. In fact, I am
going to argue that it might stop efforts to improve quality. The
most recent version of this is adequacy in education, which is also
linked to some of the questions about input standards related to
performance in schools.

The adequacy question, at the one level that Senator Dodd men-
tioned, or leaky schools, or unsafe and unsanitary schools, there is
no doubt that we should eliminate that without question. But the
vast majority of schools are not distinguished by leaky ceilings or
unsanitary conditions, and we have to do something about those.

In my opinion, the answer is to change incentives to get rewards
directly related to performance in the schools, and the school fi-
nance discussions we have had and the school finance reform does
just the opposite: It distributes money not according to perform-
ance, but to try to equate it independent of performance.

Let me conclude by saying quickly what I think some roles are
for the Federal Government in all of this. Since the San Antonio
decision, the Rodriguez decision in 1973, the Federal Government
has not been directly involved in this. Nevertheless it can have an
important role. The obvious, clearest role for the Federal Govern-
ment is something that affects the whole population, and that has
to do with learning about how to provide eﬁgctive schools and dis-
seminating those results.
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Now, if in fact we are going to do this t.hrouﬁh performance in-
centives, we have very little experience to guide us on that. We
have very few examl? es of well-running performance systems. So
one aspect that the Federal Government might take on is trying to
develop ways to encourage and foster experimentation with output
incentives and then to evaluate and provide information on those.

Now, part of this links naturally to the recent discussions about
mealurinﬁI performance and standards in the schools. It is clear
that to tell what you are doing, you have to be able to measure it,
and that the Federal Government should be heavily involved in as-
sessing performance and outcomes in schools. This is not to say
that the Federal Government should get out of the business of
helping the disadvantaged and special populations. I think that's
::k important role that the Federal Government is best-suited to

e on.

On the other hand, I think it would be very unwise for the Fed-
eral Government to become embroiled in the funding of local edu-
cation. There are significant advantages to local decisionmaking,
and without a huge commitment of resources, which seems unlikely
in this day of Federal budgeting, the Federal Government could
only intervene through what I think are a set of clumay incentives
for ingr:eased regulations. I think neither of these approaches is ap-
propriate. .

Let me just say why I introduce this by s?ing there is peril on
the horizon. I think at the current time, we don’t have much room
for further mistakes. The American population has enormous senti-
ment toward improving the schools, but it is also growing very
wary of pure spending plans and plans that don’t demonstrate per-
formance. The public is looking for evidence of performance, and I
think the next major reform of schools has to deliver, or schools
will not get American public support for very much longer.

ank you, Mr. Chairman.
{The prepared statement of Mr. Hanushek follows:]
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PREPARED STATEMENT OF ERIC A. HANUSHEK

1 am very pleased to have this opportunity to testify on issues of school finance. The
current debates about educational reform in general and schoof finance reform more
specifically could have an enormous Impact on the future of our schools. f fismly believe
that this is a time both of reaf oppottunity and of significant peril.

1 have three basic messages that 1 wish o convey. -

® Fitst, there truly are serious problems with U.§. education, and the resolution of these will

have profound effects on the future well-being of all of society.

® Second, many of the curtent school financing proposals focus on the wrong things and

could end up harming rather than helping the schools.

® Third, the chances for inproving the performance of the schools are closely linked to
changes in the Incentive structure, and these changes are at odds with much of the

"recent financing discussion.

The Need for Reform

The motivation for attention to schools is found in one form or another alnost dalty
in the popular press. Much of the recent discussion highiights the importance of education as
2 detesminant of an individual's productivity and income. More educated people tend to
wotk in skifled occupations and to recelve higher safaries and benefits than those with less
education.  What is more, the economic importance of education has mushroomed in the
past decade and a half. While it is usually phrased in terms of having a college degree oc
not, it is clear that additional years of schooling have high pay-offs at all fevels of
schooling—high school, college, and posigraduate. Estimates place the rate of rewm to
investment in college education at over 30 percent in the 1980s; similarly, the rate of return
for an additional year of high school falls between 15 and 20 percent. Thus, those

individuals who receive more education can expect increased rewards throughout their adult
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lives. The importance of such school related skills has been recognized for some time..
Indeed, more than a quarter of a century ago, it mo+ed education and training to a prominent
position in the War on Poverty.

There are also other, more general motivations for improving the schooling of
sociely. Throughout the 20th century, education has been identified as serving an impostant
socializing role—improving the functioning of democracy, lowring crime rates, and the like. ¢
In a different vein, recent economic analyses of why some nations grow while other do not
have focused on ;he pivotai role of the education, or human capital, of the society. In ’
simplest terms, an individual's schooling may ditectly affect the well-being of others in
society by contributing to increased economic development and growth.

These general molivations, which tend to concentrate simply on the amount of
schooling of the iaopulalion. do not, howeve.r, pinpoint the nature of the existing problem.
The problem relates directly to the qualily of schooling and has three elements. First, by all
oulcome measures, the performance of schools has been flat or declining for some two
decades. This conclusion comes from scores on standardized tests, from college statistics
and opinions about the trends in the quality of students enrolling, from the beliefs of
businesses who hire new entrants into the labor force, and from investigations of labor
market eamings and employment.

Second, enormous disparities in school outcomes exist by family Income and by raclat
of minotity background. These dispatities perpetuate an obvious set of social ills, ills that
will come back to haunt us in the future. Debate exists about whether or not dispaiities,
which are often simply identified as the problem of inner cily schools, are worsening over
time, but In any event the disparitics are a serious and very difficult problem,

Finally, a less obvious aspect of the current problem is the ever incte --ing cost of
schooling in the United Stater. Over the entire twentieth century, teal spending per 9
pupil—that is, spending leve)s adjusted for general inflation—has grown at more than a 3%
per year compound rate. In fact, over the past two decades, the rate of increase in real
school spending rivals that for health, even though it is the pace of health care expenditure

that has now caplured everybody's attention,
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Figure 1 provides a visual summary of the education crisis. School performance, as
measured by SAT scores, plummcts while real school spending incessantly marches up over
the past quarter century. While some people quibble about whether SAT scores are the best
measure of school performance (they are not) or about whether other factors like specia

education affect costs (they do), the main message stands up when other measures are used.

Figure 1 )
Real School Expenditure and Achievement
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School Finance Reform

The modem era of school finance reform was launched with the landmark Serrano v.
Priest case in California in the late 1960s. A majority of the states have now had court
challenges to their funding, including at least eight states represented by members of thls
commitice. In many ways the Serrano suit fit in with the War on Poverty. The general

foundation of that suit and man* similar ones that have followed appears simple:

1. Traditional school funding, relyi~g heavily on local funds raised substantially by the
property tax, leads to large disparities in the schooling available to rich (suburban)

students and poor (urban or rural) students; and,

2. The courts and lcgislatures must be forced to address these inequities and to provide

disadvantaged students with better schools

‘Ihis line of argument, while repeated frequently in many subsequent law suits and
within state legistatures, is now understood to be flawed. The flaw is not in the laudable
goals behind past and current school finance policy discussions. The debate recognizes
problems with both the overall trend in school performance and the inequities that currently
exist—and these problems become the motivation for the subsequent calls to action.

The flaw in the traditiona) school finance debate is that the entire discussion centers
on funding and school spending. Spending s (often tmplicitly) equated to school quality or
performance. The difficulty is that, despite the continual increases in the level of spending
and declines in the variation of spending across districts that we have observed, the
performance problems continue. 1t also ignores the substantial scientific evidence that shows
little relationship between performance and resources employed In schools.

Figure 1 introduced the subject of the relationship between spending and student
performance. Continua! infusion of funds has not produces higher aggregate achievement.
And, while objections about employing such aggregate data exist, the story is corfirmed by

very detailed selentific .:udy of schools and classrooms.
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There is no consistent relationship between the resources applied 10 schools and
Student performance. This conclusion comes from an analysis of over 25 years of study into
the determinants of student performance.! The evidence is very clear that the major
determinants of instructional expenditure—class size, education of the teachers, and
experience of the teachers—are not systematically related to student achievement.

Between 1970 and 1988, real expenditures per pupil on schools rose by almost 3.5
percent per year. Three things led (o this increase. First, noninstructional expenditure rose
dramatically. This includes adininistration at the school building along with retirement and
health benefits for educational personnel. Second, pupil-teacher ratios fell by a quarter.

Third, real teacher sataries rose by 1S percent.?

But none of these things are systematically related to student performance. In other
words, the spending that schools undertake when they have additional funds genert ly does
not go toward things that enhance student outcomes.

This finding, while difficult to sccept at first, is becoming more accepled as people
begin asking the tough questions about schools. In general, discussions about programs and
policies have tended to concentrate on a series of small, somewhat marginal,
programs—programs whose impact on expenditure growth is very limited. On the other
hand, a few major factors drive the overall expendit:re growth, and these are the important
things to consider. Unfortunately, the factors that are fmportant for overall expenditure

growth are not directly refated to student outcomes.

Disparities in school funding, the subject of traditional school finance reform, are
simply not a g.ood measure of differences in school quality. There are good schools that
spend a lot and good schools that spend relatively fittle, There are bad schools that spend
relatively Jittle and bad schools that spend a lot. Looking at spending does not give much
indication of the quality of any given school. And, there is little reason to expect the pattern

of spending and its effectiveness to improve dramatically in the future.
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Adequacy of Funding

The newest variant of school finance discussion is "adequacy.® A number of the most
recent court cases have addressed the question of whether or not funding for districts is
adequate, in addition to being equal across districts. This approach has gained popularity
because of its success in some of the most recent court cases.

This approach has also filtered into other, related discussions. The most recent use
has been to tink questions of funding adequacy to performance standasds for schools. Can
one really expect a school that cannot provide basic instructional resources to meet high
standards of student achievement?

At some level, notions of adequacy are straightforward and need little discussion. If
a schoot district cannot provide safe and sanitary conditions, if it cannot provide adlequate
textbooks, and if it cannot provide qualified teachers for basic subjects, everybody ~vould
agree that the funding is inadequate. Indeed, court cases and popular discussions of funding
adequacy typically begin by scouring a state for school buildings that do not meet minimal
construction and maintenance standards and using these to make the case for increased
funding. Yet the vast majority of all schools, even schools in low spending states, meet the
minimal standards that we can all agree upon. 1t is the very broad midrange of schools
where the majority of spending goes and where there are no obvious defects that are
important.

The adequacy apptoach in my opinion founders on the same issues as the more
traditional disparity discussions. Within the current organization of schools, spending is not
closely related to performance, Therefore, it is impossible to define what *sdequate”
resources might mean. Advocates of an adequacy standard frequently begin with a laundry
list of school resources and set about pricing them by some rough notion of market prices.
The problem Is simply that we do not currently know how much a top teacher cosis as
compared to, say, an average teacher. Therefore, we cannot reliably develop prices for

quality teachers even If we knew the basic organization that would be effective.
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In simples .rms, the real crisis In education revolves around producing bette: student
performance. We have ample evidence that this involves much more than Just adding more
fesources to schools. We have tried that, and it has not worked. Indeed, we have tried that
with a vengeance in urban schools which in many states are near the top of the distribution

of spending, and few believe that it has worked there.?

The Problems with School Finance Reform

Rescarch into school performance has demonstrated clearly that there are enormous
differences among teachers and schools. Some teachers elicit significantly greater
performance gains from their students than do others, and some schools as a whole appear to
outperform others. 1t is just that the good teachers are not systematically the ones with the
most education, with the most experience, of with the highest pay. Neither are they the ones
teaching the smallest classes. Good teachers are found in unusual places, as Jon>~an Kozol
has documented in his research into disparities.

The policy question is how to expand on the number of good teachers and good
schools while cutting down on the number of poor teachers and poor schools. We in the
United States have pursued two interrelated approaches in the past. We have provided more
funds for focal school districts in the hope that they will spend them productively, and we
have tried to define centrally (generally from the state capital) what is good educational
practice. Unfortunately, there is fittle evidence that this has moved us toward better schoo!
performance, even though there is substantial evidence that it has made education much more
costly.

Much of the current move toward school reform is simply an extension of the
experiment that we have been running nationally for a long period of time. The idea is that
we can improve the education in low spending districts by providing them with more funds.
Along with this is the general notion that school finance reform will 1ift the entire level of

spending. Indeed this latter notion Is quite explicit in adequacy discussions and in some
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venlou_u of the more recent discussions of opportunity-to-leamn standards.

One explanation for the apparent ineffectiveness of policies based simply on increased
resources is the lack of incentives to improve student performance. The current structure of
schools does not directly reward teachers or schools that perform well anymore that It
punishes those that do not. And, while many teachers and schools are self-motivated to do a
good job and in fact do do a go@ job, the system is not geared toward promoting that mose
generally. Coupled with the Iacl:' of incentives to perform well are a seties of incentives that
point in other direction: Issucs of job security, of lightened workload, and of social norms
create incentives for school personnel which may conflict with goals of improved student
performance.

Without more direct performance incentives than currently exist, it is difficult to
imagine that schoots will improve very much. We simply do not now know how to specify
exscily what a teacher should do or how we can provide appropriate leadership in the
schools, Such lack of knowledge rules o;ll central direction In how 1o spend money. On the
other hand, lf. we directly reward those who are doing what we want, the chances for
improvement Increase significantly.

We do not have much experience with developing performance incentives. There are
many alternatives that have been suuesléd. including merit pay for teachers, saerit schoots,
magnet schools, school choice, and educationa) vouchers. There is lintle available evidence
on how to design such programs or what their ultimate effects might be, although thete are
strongly held Ideological positions on each of these possible policies.

We can, however, tie the discussion back to possible schoot finance reform. Elforts
tu raité And 16 equalize spending acrass distriets (or £ven aeross states) do not relate fo the
performance of the achools, Since additional finiing 16 any given district may or may nct
e used effectively (at least if we can go by prast behavior), an altered funding schems wilt
probably just increase the amount of inefficiency In the sysiem. It is unlikely to fead to
improved performance either in the aggregats or for specific students, say the disdvantaged,

13 It falras? Some argue that "low epending dlstricts should have the same chance to
waste money as high spending districts.® This does not appear to me to be t principle that
we should subscribe to when the problem of school performance is serlous u;d when
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pressures continue to mouat for the efficient use of public montes, Moreover, alf of the

existing evidence suggests that this is simply an Ineffective and unproductive way to improve
the economic status of the disadvantaged,

A Federal Role

Sehool finance discussions have been conducted chisfly at the state fevel. This
X follows from the historical primacy of states aad localides in schooling decisions, and, as &
Jegal matter, from the 1973 Supreme Court dgclslm in San Antonio Independent School
Disirict v. Rodriguez. Nonetheless, the Federal government can be an important actor in
school finance and in oversll educationa! reform.

A logleat role for the Federal govemnment would be concentration on mattees that
affect all of the population. At the 10p would come sggressive avaluation and dissemination
of Information about pecformance g whal scems 1o work, This bas seversl parss, As
argued sbove, the real hope for improvement appeass to lie with changes in incentives and
the development of organizations which esablish appropriate Incendves. A wseful role for
hWWMhhMWﬁNmuvﬂm
new structures,  The incentives maust be relaied 10 studeat porformance, Implying thet
snother significant rols is the developrment of new and improved measures of studest
petformance. ‘This activity would be quits consistent with much of the current effort to
develop standards and goals for schools.

.mrmﬂmmmmwmwuymmumhwngm
education of disadvantaged groups. While some aspects of this might be improved, the
overall thrust {s clearly sensible, Distributional issues and attention to disadvantaged
populations are best dealt with at the Federal level,

On the other hand, it appears very unwise for the Federal govemment 30 bacome
embrolled in the funding of local education, Significant advantages result from having local
decltion making and from trying to get local achools weigh alternative approaches and
programs for the improvement of educational pesformance. Withowt a huge commitment of
Federal resources, whiich seems very unilkely given the current fiscal plcture, the Federal
govemnment could only intervens through clumey incentives or Increased regulations, Neithee
of thess appronches seam appropriate.
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Conclusions

The position 1 have outlined is simple. 1 believe that it is extremely important to
improve the quality of the Nation's schools. 1 also believe that inequities in the provision of
education are a real embarrassment to us. This is, 1 believe, the position of a majority of the
American people. The only issue is how to deal with the problems.

Extensive scientific evidence indicates quite clearly that there is little if any
relationship between the resources devoled (o schools and their performance—at least as
schools aze currently organized. This fact raises serious question about the efficacy of
traditional schoo! finance proposals for improving public education. Moreover, it
underscores the impossibility of developing adequacy standards that cover anything but the
most obvious deficiencies of schools.

More tec"cmly. schoo! finance reformers typically indicate that of course they are not
talking about the current structure of schools. Finance changes must be linked to
organizational changes or must require concomitant introduction of programs 'known to
work.’ The problem remains, nonetheless, that most school finance reform still is based
largely on an input, or resource-based, modei of educational policy: the key element is
providing sufficient resources. This approach generally scts up entirely the wrong
incentives.

The peril 1 sce at the current time is that we cannot afford to make further mistakes.
There is enormous public sentiment for improvement of the schools, but the public is atso

growing wary of pure spending plans. The public is looking for evidence of performance.
If even more is spent on schools and performance does not follow rather quickly, a powerful

backlash could occur.
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'A compilation of the results of 187 separate estimates of the effects of specific school
resoutces on achlevement is found In Eric A. Hanushek, *The Impact of Diffetential Expenditutes on
Achlevement,” Educatlonal Researcher, 18(May 1989), pp. 45-51. Subsequent studies have not
altered the conclusions in that article.

*The rise In teacher salsries aver the entire perind actually incorpoarates a decline during the
1970s and rapid growth in the 1980s. The increases in real salaries have, however, almost exactly
matched salary growth for college educated workers in other occupations. Therefore, relative salaries
have remalned essentially constant. The analyses of educational performance discussed earfier
indicate thst varlations in salaries across teachers are not closely related ta tesching performance. It
may he, however, that changing the salaties of teachers relative to other professions would yleld
different effects. We simply do not have evidence one way or the other.

indeed one of the problems in many of the traditional schoot finance court cases has been the
fact that many large inner cities ace relatively rich in terms of property tax base and many of these
spend atove average amounts on schools, even though they have lacge poverty populations. Thus,
the teaditional argument that the existing finsncing system favors wealthy students requires further
srguments.
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Senator PELL. Thank Kgu very much indeed, Mr. Hanushek. .

We now come to Dr. Ronald Ferguson, associate professor at the
John F. Kennedy School of Government in Massachusetts.

Mr. FERGUSON. Let me begin as the others have by saying how
honored I am to be invited to be here hodag )

I would also like to begin by saying that I agree with most of
Prufessor Hanushek’s policy inclinations. I agree that there are sig-
nificant advantages to local decisionmaking, as he just said. I agree
that we need incentives for higher performance.

On the other hand, I have a few differences in _perspective on
what we should make of what he refers to as the tremendous
amount of scientific evidence that shows no consistent relationship
between spending and student performance.

I don't have my mind made up about what I think the appro-
priate Federal role should be in school finance, so most of my testi-
mony here is just to make the point that the way I read the lit-
erature, and the way I read my own work in this area is that in-
structional expenditure matters and that on average, when schools
have more money to spend for instruction, they spend it in ways
that improve instructional outcome.

Let me direct your attention to a sheet of paper that I think was
handed out with my testimony, which is actually a short article
that I wrote a year ago since I was contacted late, and I didn’t have
time to write any testimony that was new in this case. In any case,
at the top of the page it says, “The point here is to show that esti-
mated relationships of expenditures to students’ test scores are
much larger and much more statistically significant if one uses in-
structional expenditures instead of total expenditures to predict
students’ test scores.”

I am not arguing causation here. All I am arguing is that there
is some relationship and association—when one changes, the other
typically changes in the same direction—between instructional ex-
penditures and student performance. This is basically a straight
correlation that I am showing 1you right here. We can get into much
more technical language, but I know we don't have time, and that’s
whl I just showed you something very simple.

t the middle of the page, you will see four lines for different
competency tests—3rd gra e, 9th grade, 4th grade and 8th grade,
basic competency test, Stanford Achievement Test. All of this data
is from Alabama.

The top panel is numbers for total expenditures, the bottom
panel is numbers for instructional expenditures. At the bottom,
right-hand corner of the page, you will see a number of places
where it says, “0.0000.”

Senator Dopp. Excrise me. What are you looking at?

Mr. FERGUSON. This page.

Senator PELL. I don't think we have it.

Mr. FERGUSON. Sorry; I'll pass it up to you.

To make a long story short, in the bottom corner of the page, all
those numbers that are “0.000,” the point is that there is less than
a one in 1,000 chance that we'd get the estimates on this page if
there were no correlation between instructional expenditures and
student test scores. Again, statistically, there is less than a one in
1,000 chance that you would see the estimates here if there were
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no correlation between instructional expenditures and student test
scores,

I am not answering the question, Why is there a correlation?
Thl::x could be a long conversation. But there is a very strong cor-
relation.

Most of the literature that attempts to address these kinds of is-
sues is from old data that are typically inappropriate, and the stud-
ieh: are oten not well-done. Just let me say a few things to make

t poin

We are currently going back through all of this literature, look-
ing at the exact specifications of the equations people have used to
estimate them in order to try to figure out why people have gotten
the results that they have gotten. But in any case, most studies
don't distinguish total expenditure from instructional expenditure
and will use total expenditure and get weaker results than if they
had looked at instructional expenditure again.

Again, there is not much consistent evidence on whether class
gize matters; but both surveys with teachers and my own recent
work show that class size tends to matter after you get above the
low twenties. We looked through all the literature, and there is not
one study other than the ones that I have done myself that would
allow you to measure that there is no effect of class size below the
low twenties, and that effect starts to get stronger after the low
twenties. It is basically people uzin to fit straight lines thro
curved relationships, and not mﬁng anything that is really
smooth and consistent.

Teachers’ salaries. In theory, teachers’ salaries don’t matter abso-
lutely. They matter relative to teachers’ alternative opportunities.
So in order to specify studies correctly, you would have to measure
the salaries in surrounding school districts and the salaries in com-
peting professions in order to control for teachers’ alternative op-
portunities. Very seldom is that done in this literature.

Again, on teacher experience, teacher experience effects are
strong in the early years of experience, when teachers are learning
on the job at a fast rate, After some period of between 5 and 9
years, that effect levels off, and additional years of teaching experi-
ence don't predict much additional teaching proficiency. Again,
studies that don’t accommodate the curve, so to speak, in that rela-
tionship are much less likely to find it there very powerfully.

In each of these things—instructional expenditure, class size,
teacher salaries, teacher experience—I tend to find some effect.
Master’s defree is the one place where the literature doesn’t find
much and I don’t find much effect of teachers’ masters degrees.
What happens there is that typically, the longer teachers are in the
profession, the more likely they are to get a master’s degree in
order to get the pay stub.

Finally, in the work that I have done, the most powerful predic-
tor of students’ performance among school characteristics is teach-
ers’ own test scores. And the effects are very similar in Alabama
and in Texas in the studies that I have personally done. It is also
pretty consistent in the literature generally that we find positive
relationships between teachers’ own test scores, their own pro-
ficiencies and their students’ test scores.

3<




28

To wind up, the point that I would make again is that concerning
money, instructional expenditure does appear to matter. There is
some dispute in the literature about how much it matters. But
even beyond instructional expenditure, if i had to focus my atten-
tion anywhere, it would be on the quality of teaching. That's where
the rubber meets the road, in the classroom. The quality of teach-
ing is a function both of teachers’ basic academic preparation
much of what we pick up by test scores; it is also a function of
what teachers know about how to teach. I think there are impor-
tant reforms in teacher training that need to come about. I think
there is much opportunity for in-service training for teachers, to
take teachers who are already in the classroom and enhance their
skills. I think there is a great deal of opportunity to develop new
instructional materials that are modernized and take advantage of -
new taechnoloFy.

So generally, the bottom line is the quality of teaching, and in-
structional spending matters.

[Information follows:]
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Competitive Salaries, Teacher
Quality, and Student Performance

Newly assembled data for the state of Texas show that
higher salaries attract better teachers and that better
teachers produce students who score better on standard-
ized reading and math exams. For example, a measure of
teachers’ literacy skills explains roughly 25 percent of
the variation among Texas school districts in students’
average reading and math scores on statewide standard-
ized exams. Using national data, a companion study
shows that youth who score better on reading and math
exams have higher earnings as young adults. Taken
together, these findings suggest that, when targeted and
managed wisely, increased public spending for instruc-
tion can improve student performance and, ultimately,
the productivity of the nation’s labor force.

While not intuitively surprising, these results are
somewhat at odds with research findings from similar
studies conducted during the past 30 years. Led by the
famous Coleman study of the 1960s, the accumulated
evidence has failed to show convincingly that school
spending has any influence on student performance.
These new results, however, suggest ways that increas-
ing spending can improve both the quality and the equity
of public education.

Differences bctween the findings reported here and
those in other studies are due to several unique features
of the data. 1n March of 1986, Texas required all teachers
to take the Texas Examination of Current Administra-
tors and Teachers {TECAT) for recertification. TECAT
measures basic literacy skills. (Arkansas is the only
other state that has tested all of its teachers with a single
exam.) This is the first study to include a good measure
of literacy skills {test scores) for an entire statewide
cohort of teachers. Also, the data set for this study
includes a rich array of socioeconomic background mea-
sures. It is an unusually large data set even when com-
pared with the Coleman data, which covered 569,000
students. Statistical procedures in the present study
include fewer actual entries because they group students
into about 900 districts. Nevertheless, these 900 dis-
tricts serve more than 2.4 million students, with more
than 1.2 million in grades 1, 3, 5, 7,9, and 11, which this
study examines. Hence, the information in these data is
extensive.

Texas requires all students in odd-numbered grades
to take the Texas Educational Assessment of Minimum
Skills (TEAMS). Results of the current study show that
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school inputs affect students’ scores on both reading and
math components of the TEAMS. Better literacy skills
{i.e., higher TECAT scores) among teachers, fewer large
classes, and more teachers with five or more years of
experience {nine or more for high school} all predict
better TEAMS scores, controlling for a number of family
and community background factors. Background factors
include family structure(i.e., female-headed households),
poverty, parental education, English as a second lan-
guage, race, and other variables that distinguish cities
and suburbs from rural places and small towns.

Teachers’ test scores are by far the most powerful of
the school quality measures. They are roughly equal in
importance to parental education. A particularly inter-
esting finding is that TECAT passing rates for high
school teachers help to explain TEAMS scores for high
school students only. But passing rates for elementary
school teachers are important predictors for elementary
and high school students’ scores on the exams. This
underscores the lasting importance of high quality teach-
ing in the primary grades.

A second set of causal relationships concerns teacher
supply. Three types of factors are most important in
determining teachers’ choices of school districts: the
education level of adults in the community, the racial
makeup of the community, and teacher salaries relative
to those in surrounding districts and other occupations.
Since more and better teachers can help to improve
students’ test scores and higher salaries attzact more and
better teachers, money matters for raising test scores.
Other than the money spent directly for teachers and for
basic instructional equipment, however, school spend-
ing typically pays for overhead functions that may be
necessary but do not directly influence students’ scores.

The results of this analysis have three strong impli-
cations for schoo! finance reform. First, simply equaliz-
ing spending or salaries among districts is not enough to
produce equal access to educational quality. For any
given salary scale, some districts are less attractive to
teachers because of the socioeconomic backgrounds of
their students. If they are to stand a fair chance in the
competition for the strongest teachers, less attractive
districts must pay highersalaries than domore attractive
districts. Hence, under most circumstances, equal ac-
cess to quality education would require a politically
unlikely solution: salary differentials mandated in state
law to favor the least attractive school districts.
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Moreover, both existingand potential teacherscom-
pare the status, financial compensation, and other satis-
factions of teaching to the rewards avzilable from career
opportunities outside of the teaching profession. Thus,
in recruiting and retaining teachers, districts compete
with both other districts and other professions. Those
that pay less than surrounding districts and less than
what teachers could earn locally outside of teaching
must have offsetting advantages, such as prestigious
reputations or students from highly educated families,
to equalize their attractiveness. Otherwise, they are left
to hire the teachers that other districts and other profes-
sions reject. .

This study recognizes that upgrading the quality of
teaching overall will require more than salary differen-
tials that rearrange how teachers distribute themselves
across competing school districts. In addition, the study
acknowledges that across-the-board salary increases will
produce higher teacher incomes but, at least in the short
run, are not likely to bringmuch improvement inteacher
performance if the same teachers continue teaching in
the same ways. To insure that salary enhancements
foster improvements in teaching, salary increases need
to be supplemented by efforts to assist existing teachers
in upgrading their skills; measures to persuade talented
and experienced teachers to stay in the profession; and
campaigns toattract academically stronger candidates of
all races into primary and secondary school teaching.
Each of these will cost additional money.

The second implication of the analysis is that very
large classes cause student test scores to be lower in the
primary grades. Conversely, because a threshold exists,
many classes may be unnecessarily small. The threshold
for districts in Texas appears to be at a districtwide ratio
of 18 students per teacher. When all teachers|e.g., special
education, music, art, gym) in a school are included, this
translates to an average class size in the low twenties.
Adding teachers to achieve aratio lower than this gener-
ally will not raise test scores. Adding teachers in order to
push the ratio down to the threshold, however, should.
For fifth grade, lowering the ratio from 21 to 18 is
comparable to raising the percentage of adults with
college educations in the district by more than 20, say
from 30 to 50. ’

Third, forcing all districts to comply with any
uniform set of spending rules or spending levels would be
very risky and difficult to administer effectively. Much
of the variety that exists is warranted. Schools have
different demands on their resources (e.g., necessary
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maintenance and transportation expenditures vary
greatly); conditions such as very small classes or appar-
ently excessive spending foradministration may insome
districts, under certain special circumstances, be neces-
sary and efficient; and the number and quality of teach-
ers that a district can attract depend not only on the
salary it pays but also on the salaries that surrounding
districts and other professions pay. Therefore, judges and
state policymakers should proceed with great caution
when regulating the spending pattems and expenditure
levels of school districts that operate in different local
economic environments and face different contingen-
cies.

In conclusion, this study provides new evidence
that skilled teaching is the most critical of all schooling
inputs. In addition, as is true in most other professions,
the study finds that higher salaries attract stronger can-
didates. Thirty years ago, teachers’ salaries were not
particularly high, but teaching attracted superior talent
because teaching was an occupational ghetto for tal-
ented women and minorities. Since the mid-1960s, fall-
ing social and legal barriers to higher paying and more
prestigious occupations have permitted the old pattern
to change.

Today, it is no secret that teaching in public pri-
mary and secondary schools is among the least attractive
of career options for this nation’s most talented youth.
Just as in the past, howevel, the quality of the nation’s

future depends on the caliber of its teachers. Wisely
spent to upgrade the quality of teaching, more money for
public schools can make an important difference.

—Ronald F. Ferguson

The rescarch described here is funded by the Meadows Foun-
dation of Dallas, Texas, and by the Rockefeller Foundation.
This article contains excerpts from a longer paper by the
author published in the Harvard Journal on Legislation, Sum-
mer 1991, on "Paying for Public Education: New Evidence on
How and Why Money Matters.” A related paper, “Racial
Patterns in How School and Teacher Quality Affect Achieve.-
ment and Earnings,” appears in Challenge: A Journal of Re-
search on Black Men, May 1991, published by Morehouse
College. Other papers from the project will be forthcoming.

Ronald F. Ferguson is associate professor of public policy at the
Kennedy School.
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Senator PELL. Thank you very much indeed.

We now come to Dr. Landa Trentham, a professor at Auburn
University, Auburn, AL

Ms. TRENTHAM. I too am very glad to be here and to have the
chance to speak with you.

I find myself in agreement with the gentlemen who have already
spoken, in many instances. But I think that money does definitely
make a difference in terms of resources.

Last year, as part of the Harper v. Hunt case in Alabama, James
McLean of the University of Alabama, Steven Ross of Memphis
State University and myself looked at disparities in schools in Ala-
bama. In terms of instructional resources, I think we know that
certain things are necessary for teaching and learning, including
up-to-date textbooks and reasonable laboratory equipment.

I'd like to show you the differences that we found in the State
of Alabama in terms of some of the schools in the less wealthy dis-
tricts and some of the schools in more wealthy districts. Senator
Dodd has already very eloquently addressed that issue, but I'd like
you to see what happens in terms of money and disparities.

.[SLIDES.]

Ms. TRENTHAM. The first of these slides is a typical 8th grade
science classroom in Pine Hills, which is Wilcox County. If you look
closely to the left, you'll see one of the water spouts, but it is not
hooked up to anything.

This slide is in Alberta. It is a typical classroom. Alberta is one
of our poorer districts.

This slide shows the difference in wood, which is an elemen-
tary school in Homewood, AL, up near Birmingham.

If you want to talk about special classrooms, this slide shows an
EMR portable at Fort Deposit in Lounds County.

This shows another special classroom, the “Write to Read” room
at Edgewood School again.

Resources. This shows the newest encyclopedia that we could
find in Alberta School—notice 1975 is the date on it.

This slide shows resources in Edgewood.

This shows again a classroom, not a special classroom, but a
classroom.

If you want to look at special education facilities, this is at Fort
Deposit Elementary School. It is a portable that is used for gym
classes when the weather is too bad for the children to be outside.
We pulled the rug back to show the holes in the floor, and unfortu-
nately, the children only have half of the trailer to practice in or
to do any of their activities, because the other half is filled with
broken chairs.

S This is the gym at Edgewood, another elementary school in the
tate.

If you are interested in performing arts facilities, this is at Pine
Hills. When I went there to look at Pine Hills, I couldn’t really be-
lieve what this was. That is a coal pile out in front that is stacked
up against the building, and you know, when the rain 'goes through
a coal pile, the kinds of things that happen, and the dirt goes
across the sidewalk. I thought it was a derelict trailer becanre it
had only one window that was not patched in one way or another.
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But if you look closely, you can see the brass; the children are in
there in band.

This is a performing arts facility at Edgewood.

This is a playground at Alberta School in Wilcox County. The
children call it their “imaginary playground,” because even though
the frames are there, there are no swings or seesaws. One little girl
came up to the data collector who was there and tugged on h.r
skirt and asked—because we had told them why we were there—
“Are you the lady who is fOi togetusa swini.; .

This is the playground at wood. They have facilities there
that make a difference.

This is the exterior at Pine Hills. It is not a prison. This is look-
ing at the cafeteria and the media arts center from the main build-
inﬁ;h'{‘he playground is what you see in front of you.

is is also the exterior at Pine Hills. These are the kindergarten
classrooms, and those are the rails that the children have to use
as they go into the room—s ing of safety.

is is another exterior, but this one is over at Alberta instead
of Pine Hills. That is the restroom. Notice the covered walkways
and the general quality of the facilities.

This is the outside of wood Elementary Schools.

c Now let’s look at the high schools. This shows the stage at Bibb
ounty.

'I‘hisy shows the stage at Mountain Brook, which is a high school
near Birmingham.,

This shows the Bibb County gymnasium. ) )

This is the shower room in the Bibb County gymnasium
. T{nlis is Mountain Brook’s gymnasium, their separate gymnastics

acility.

This is the outdoor sports facility at Bibb County.

This is Mountain Brook’s track, and baseball complex, and sepa-
rate soccer field.

We could either leave you at Bibb County High School, but I'm
sure most of you would prefer to be at Mountain Brook.

The children in the State of Alabama have a lot of differences to
cope with. Even in Mountain Brook, the general expenditure per
student per year is slightly under $5,000. In some of the other sys-
tems that ~\lf_:m see, it is shghtly more than $2,000. The students in
the poor schools of Alabama and other States do not have the basic
resources that are needed for an adequate educatio». These chil-
dren learn a lesson, though. Some of &em do very well in spite of
their situation. There are outstanding individuals everywhere, but
our children expect us to help them succeed.

They do learn a lesson, and that is that the pe'i)‘ﬁle who have the
power to make a difference don’t always care. They don’t always
try to make that difference. Alabama’s Constitution guarantees an
adequate education to every child in the State. You see what we
have in our State.

I'd like to hope that we will say something to the children across
the country and that you gentlemen will be able to say something
to the children across the country that will make a difference in
their lives and the futures of all of us.

Thank you. ‘

[The prepared statement of Ms. Trentham follows:]
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PREPARED STATEMENT OF LANDA TRENTHAM

In the state of Alsbama, there are 129 local school systems—67 county and 62 city—
with an average of about 5,500 students per system for & total of about 714,000 a X durough
12. Schools for these students are financed through & mix of state, local, and federal funds
with loca! funds raised mainly through property, ssles, and other taxes. Federal funds go b
the State Departiment of Education and are distributed according to federal mandates. State
funds go through the Minimum Program Fund which I8 supposed to allocate state firvds in
inverse proportion to local revenues to equalize funding of state-determined minimum
educational programs for students across the state regardiess of the local "ability to pay.* -
The process, however, is so out-of-date and so oflen circumvented that it no longer scrves
the purpose for wi ich it was designed. In fact, current use of state funds has become part of
the equity problem not part of the solution.!

In terms of state and local revenues for one recent year, schools in Mountain Brook
{(AL) received $4,820/student per year, the highest rate in Alabama. At the other extreme in
Roanoke City, state and local revenues provided $2,371/student per year. These differences
accounted for a disparity of $61,225/year for & class of 25. These discrepancies do not
appear n just the wealthiest and poarest systems in Alabama but are widespread und
systematle. Federal funds which are generally "earmarked”™ do not close this gap in basic
educational programs. Disr sities have been present for at Jeast 20 years so there is
probably a cumulative effect. The funding gap Is not closing but, In the fast six yeass, has
gotten more pronounced.

Last year, In Alabama's Harper v Hunt casc, the courts found that the funding system
for schools in the siate denled children in certain locations an equal opportunity to education.
James McLean of the University of Alabama, Steven Ross of Memphis State University, and
T conducted & study of school disparities in connection with Harper v ngt. Our purpose
was to detesmine If inequitles in funding did result in resource differences that could lead to

denying students in cestain districts the opportunity to gain an adequate education.

'Information here and in selected other portions of this statement is taken from the Harper v
Hunt decision written by Judge Bugene W. Reese (March 31, 1993), Montgomery, AL.
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We selected 16 districts for study based on their 1989 local expenditures per pupil
average daily attendance. The :ight highest and eight lowest expenditure systems were
selected. We actun_ily only collected data In 17 systems since one of the wealthy systems
declined participation. In each system, we collected data in one clementary school, one
middle school and one high school for & total of 45 schools. Our teams recorded their
obscrvations of the facilities and resources, talked with the school administrator, and
collected pertinent information from teachers at each location.

. Wealthy districts included in the study were Hoover, Mountain Brook, Homewood,
Opelika, Vestavia Hills, Dothan, and Huntsville, Muscle Shaals was invited but chose not
participate. The poor, or low'wullh. districts included were Butler County, Hale County,
Bibb County, DeKalb County, Perry County, Dallas County, Wilcox County, and Lowndes

County.

In terms of the study, an adequate education was defined as that required by the
minimum-programs for K - 12 defined of the Alabama State Department of Bducation (SDE).
It was easlest to sec inadequacy in the high schools because the Alsbama SDE mandates two
types of high school diplomas: standard and advanced. Data gathered from our study and/of
cited by Judge Bugene W. Recse in the Harper v Hunt decision indicate:

Forty-nine percent of high school students in wealthy systems are enrolled in

advanced diploma programs; in low wealth systems only 20% of the high school
students are in such programs.

Some high schools in low wenlth systenis (i.e. Lawrence County, Monroe County)
cannot even offer their students the advanced diploma programs which in tumn limits
their opportunities for college enrollment (i.e., must have an advanced diploma to
enter the University of Alabama as of 1995).

In my own county (Lee), not & single student graduated with an advanced diploma in
1991. 1n addition, not a single Lee County school is accredited by the Southern
Association of Colleges and Schools.

In some low wealth systems (i.e. Choctaw, Lowndes, and Wilcox counties) most of
the schools are not even state accredited, .

In some low wealth schools there is no enrichment program of any kind. In fact in
some schools (i.e. Montoe County High) there is no math above algebra I and no
science beyond general science, Many offer no forelgn language, music, art, or
drama.
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Some low wealth schools lack adequate textbooks and other support materials. For
instance, in some schools students must share textbooks and are not allowed to take

I;g(;?hometomdy. In at least one school library, the newest encyclopedia was

Bven in some new school buildings, chemistry 1abs have virtually no chemicals or
other equipment with which students can work (i.e. Wilcox and Macon counties).

One acience teacher had to show students a picture of & microscope because she had
none for them to use,

Some schools have totally inadequate computer facilities, for instance, there 1s one
eomputer for 500 students at Camden Middle Schoot in Wilcox County.

It is estimated that about 40% of high achool graduating seniors in Alabama need

some remediation before they can begin college work.

A good portion of the disparities and inadequacies listed are tied direcily to school
funding. When the resources for leamning are not available, students do not have a
reasonable opportunity to leamn. Slides taken duting our observations in the schools provide
graphic evidence of the conditions in Alsbama schools. Rsther than just tell you what we
found, 1 would like to show you what our poor and our wvealthy systems look lke,

Not only are there disparities, it is impossible to believe that children who go to
school in some of these facilities can get an up-to-daws, adequate education. Children in
these poorly equipped, poorly maintained schools do learn & significa it lesson—that people
who have the powet 10 make things different, to make things better for them do not choose
to do so. Rightly t;r wrongly, what these children leam to believe is that we do not care
sbout them. What this does to their spirits, I hate to think. What it says about us as a

nation and about our future, I do not like,

43




39

Senator PELL. Thank you very much indeed.

I'd like to pursue the slides you showed us. If you had additional
money available for education—and the Federal Government is
only contributing about 6 percent of the total amount, 5 percent to
general education—if you had some money to spend, wouldn’t Lg'ou
still rather it be spent on the quality of teaching instruction than
on the buildings, or the bricks and mortar? .

Ms. TRENTHAM. | atiree with Dr. Ferguson that the quality of
teaching is obviously the most important thing—but the quality of
teaching is also based on the fact that those teachers have some
resources to use. In our State, the average teacher spends between
$500 and $700 a year of his or her own money to buy supplies for
the classroom.

Senator PELL. Could you repeat that, please? The average teach-
er in Alabama pays what?

Ms. TRENTHAM. Spends between $500 and $700 of his or her own
money to buy supplies for his or her classroom. That’s in the study
we did, but that 18 not necessarily every teacher.

Senator DopD. That'’s the point I was tlﬁring to make earlier, that
my sister is not an isolated case. She tells me that goes on every

day.

genator PELL. I must say that’s a shocking figure.

Ms. TRENTHAM. So when {ou are looking at 1975 encyclopedias
and one computer for 500 children and situations of that nature,
yes, good teachers make a difference, but good teachers can’t do ev-
erything with nothinﬁ.

Senator PELL. I will turn to Dr. Ferguson whose statistics were
interesting and ask you where you would put your emphasis if you
had your choice.

Mr. FERGUSON. I suppose I would want to see some minimum
standard in the physical facilities, no holes in the roof, for example.
But again, my emphasis would be on the quality of teaching.

I am currently studying an initiative in Oklahoma that 18 trying
to use some of Marva Collins’ teaching techniques in the elemen-
tary schools there. Marva Collins is a name that you may know;
she is a very successful black teacher in an inner city private
school in Chicago who left the school system and takes children
from the same neighborhoods but appears to achieve a great deal
more.

What is hap enini there is they are taking teachers out of the
classrooms an(f teaching them things that they never learned in
education school. The teachers say e}y; were never actually taught
how to teach in education school. So here, we are giving teachers
sayings that they can use to praise students; helping teachers to
know how important it is to get children to speak in complete sen-
tences; starting the day with a creed that has sayings in it that can
be referred back to during the day to remind students about their
behavior and so on; heavy emphasis on phonics and chants and
techniques that children can learn to use phonics appropriately.
And I could go long for quite a bit longer.

I ?st left a 2-week training session for teachers in Oklahoma to
teach them these new techniques. That training session does not
have any money from the State department of education.

Senator PELL. What would be an example of a creed?
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Mr. FERGUSON. The creed is essentially a long poem that has in
it language that emphasizes that the present is preparation for the
future; that we are all special people; that smart people don’t waste
their time. So that, for example, when a student is misbehaving
during the da{, a teacher can say, “Johnny, please stand and ex-
plain to the class why, if you are too smart to waste your time—
as you did say this moming, didn’t you—why you were doing what
you were just doing.” Children don't like to have to stand up and
do that, and teachers have found that to be an effective method in
the classroom.

Senator PELL. Can the name of God be used in the creed?

Mr. FERGUSON. No, the name of God is not used in the creeds
in Oklahoma. But there is a heavy emphasis on mcial reasoning
using various kinds of poetry and proverbs in_some cases, where
children memorize the poems and are asked to discuss the meaning
of these poems for moral decisionmaking for their everyday lives,
for example.

I asked one 6th grade class, Does anybody do things outside of
school diﬁ‘erentw from the way you did things before you were in
this kind of a classroom? Everyone’s hand went up. And I asked
one kidhwho was kind of hesitant, and he said, “Yes—I don’t fight
as much.”

And 1 asked, “Why don't iou fight as much?” and he recited me
a line from a poem, that when you lie down with pigs, you come
up with mud. So that's the reason why he doesn’t fight as much.

But there are a number of other things that we could go on to
talk about. .

hSel?at.or PELL. Thank you. We can learn from that in politics, I
think.

Mr. FERGUSON. In-service teacher training.

Senator PELL. I would turn now to Dr. Hanushek and Dr.
Hickrod. How much good do you think it does to give money out-
right, without strings attached, to poor school districts? In other
words, should there be strings attached, or do you think the local
community can handle it?

Mr. HANUSHEK. 1 think we have gotten in trouble by trying to
attach strings. My own view is that the educational process is a lot
more complicated that we can describe in any simple way. So when
we try to put strings on mone?, we try to boil it down to very sim-
ple things that can be checked easily, audited and so forth, and we
end up doing mischief.

I agree with Dr. Ferguson that putting money into quality in-
struction is terribly important. We have an extraordinarily large
amount of evidence to suggest that there are such t.hinﬁu as good
and bad teachers and that it makes a huge difference which teach-
er you have. What we have not been able to do is find out the se-
cret, the recipe for making a ﬁod teacher, and we have been very
poor at getting the recipe for how to select a good teacher in our
past system. So that if we provide more money, we are not assured
:l;ath e school systems will pay that more money to get a good

acher.

All of the studies suggest when we look at the existing teachers
that the good ones are not necessarily paid more than the bad ones;
in fact, frequently they are paid less. We just don’t have mecha-
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gisdms to make sure that there are more of those good ones than
ad ones.

That is Whéoit is not a matter in my mind of putting strings from
the Federal Government down to a locality, but to try to get a lot
more local control on decision about whom to hire and how to run
the educational system, and if anything, then, try to put strings or
carrots or lumps of sugar on those school systems that do particu-
L:r(lﬁy well and to take them away from those that do particularly

y.

Senator PELL. Thank you.

Dr. Hickrod. .

Mr. HicKroD. Well, Pm going to surprise Professor Hanushek by
agreeing with him. I think money for merit schools makes a lot of
sense. I mean, if you are going to introduce innovation into the sys-
tem, I believe that you do have to reward new ideas and innovation
in a merit sense.

However, one must be very careful about incentive grants, be-
cause very fr uentlf on incentive grants, the incentive grants
to the large and wealthy school systems. That happens because the
large and wealthy school systems have people who can write the

t proposals, and in small, poor systems, very frequently, if you

o not provide some assistance, you just simply do not get the

grant proposals, and therefore you can't get the money into the
poorer systems, '

So if one is going with an incentive grant operation—and I do
support an incentive fan_t operation—you have to be very careful
that everyone has a shot at the incentive grants. Otherwise, they
will sitaf y io to the affluent.

I would like to reinforce Professor Trentham’s testimony. I have
no horror stories equivalent to Bibb County. I have been to Bibb
County, and I happen to know the situation there. But I can testify
that when you relate expenditures to the curriculum, you will find
that in the wealthier schools in Illinois, they have a much broader
and much deeper curriculum, and in the poorer, low-spendin
schools, they have a much more shallow curriculum; they don’t
have remedial classes, they don’t have college prep classes, they
don’t have foreign languages, they seldom have advanced mathe-
matics. In other words, there is a direct correlation between the
spending and what is offered in the schools; this is true. You can
find it in virtually any State, and certainly it is true in Illinois.

Senator PELL. Thank you very much.

I turn now to Senator Dodd.

Senator Dopb. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, and thank you all for
your testimony.

I doni't hear a lot of disagreement here. If there is any, it is on
the fringes. I don’t see any debate on Dr. Ferguson's point about
teachers. Is there any disagreement among the four of you on his
major goint that the quality of teaching vught to be the primary
focus of our attention?

Senator Dobb. I see all heads shaking “no” for the ,Yurpose of the
record—it is hard to record shaking heads here, so I'll say there is
no disagreement there at all.

I wonder if you might comment on the administration of schools.
We focus on teachers, but there is still a labor-management envi-
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ronment, it seems to me, in our school tystems. Today some of the
most innovative corporations and businesses in the countrf are
tearing down the traditional walls between management and labor.
Working together, management and workers have designed a far
more of a cooperative environment, not the sort of adversarial envi-
ronment which reigned in the past. But that is not a healthy envi-
ronment for rroducing a great product.

I am wondering in your examination of these issues whether or
not we have looked successfully, or looked at all, at the administra-
tion of schools and whether we are finding that institution laboring
under what business labored under for a long time. Is that some-
thing ::l}},at ought to be the focus of our attention, or has it been ex-
amined?

Mr. FERGUSON. I'll start. Focusing on administration is part of fo-
cusing on teachers, because teachers can be much more effective
when they have enlightened and supportive administrators. We
have seen &"ust from the project I mentioned a little while ago, there
is a vast difference across schools in the quality of the lead'ership
exercised by the principal to have their teachers involved in the ini-
tiative that I was just talking about. You can go to one school, and
the principal will announce to the teachers: If we are going to do
this, we have all got to do it; we are going to have continuity across
grade levels in what we do. "

You can go to another school, and the principal will say, Well,
they don't all really want to do it right now. I've got a couple who
are interested, and I'm going to helgl them do it for now. They don't
feel authorized to require their teachers to participate.

Now, there are some ongoing ‘meetings and trainings for prin-
cipals that hopefully will help to empower them and equip them to
be more effective, but every story I hear of a major turnaround of
a weak school has to do with a change in the principal and some
chanﬁe in teaching persannel very soon after the 'Frincipal chunges.

I should also just mentica that regarding the Texas work that I
did, this is only suggestive, but instructional expenditure always
mattered; it is simpg that how much it mattered started to dimin-
ish after you got substantially above the average. There is some-
place way above the average where it doesn’t really matter much
if you spend more on instructional spending.

f you are simply talking about predicting test scores, spending
more on administration stops mattering significantly below the av-
erage. If you are way at the bottom tail, not spending much for ad-
ministration, spending a little bit more tends to help in test scores.
But when you get to—to use the technical term—one standard de-
viation below the average on adminstration, spending more doesn’t
apg:ax to give you any more bang for your buck on test scores.

there may be some scope to transfer some resources out of ad-
minisiration and into other uses.

Senator Dobpb. Particularly at the lower end.

Mr. FERGUSON. Well, at the lower end, we still need money in
administration. There is some payoff. But I am saying that some
schools are spending much more on administration than they need
to, or than they appear to need to, although I wouldn’t feel very
comfortable trying to regulate that from the Federal level, either.
Some probably need to spend what they are spending. '

Q
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Senator DoDD. I should say I'd be very surprised if you would
find much of a desire here to reverse what seems to be a healthy
trend, general‘}g, whether it is in housing or a lot of other areas.
I have a lot of faith today generally in the local decisionmaking
process. That may have come about because in the 1980’s, there
were a lot of bad decisions being made at the Federal level, but
nevertheless I think there is generally a pretty food feeling that
there are good people out there at our local levels that care a lot
about these issues, and they’ve got plenty of terrific ideas. In a lot
of cases, it may be a question of resources and support.

Yes, Mr. Hanushek.

Mr. HANUSHEK. I have three things to say. One is that the record
on administrative expenditure increases has been very strong. The
only decade in the 20th century in which administrative expendi-
tures per pupil did not tgo up more rapidly than instructional ex-
penditures per pupil is the most immediate decade of the eighties,
and it is the first time that it has turned around now in the whole
century. So we have put a lot more resources in. Now, some of that
might be trying to deal with regulations from more central authori-
ties to deal with things and so forth, but administrative expendi-
tures have gone up very rapidly.

Now, there are many stories of very strong leadership from prin-
cipals and administrators in schools that appear to be effective.

ere, I think it is important to try to understand what is going
on. As far as I can tell, it is almost accidental whether you have
FOOd leadership or not, because there aren’t very many incentives
or leadership to particularly perform better on tests or any other
measures of cutcomes. There are lots of cross-pressures that all ad-
ministrators feel, and student performance is usually far down the
line past all kinds of other things that are going on. So again, the
sort of incentive theme that I was talking about before I think is
velﬁnimpcrtant for administration.

ird, once we identify good administrators, we don’t know quite
what to do with that because we don’t know how to make ad-
ministrators or good leaders; we just don’t have much information
on how to produce other leaders that will come in and be as force-
ful as the ones we see. And that is the policy concern if we try to
somehow work on the creation of leaders; on the supply side there,
we don't know how to do it.

Senator DoDD. I just assume that most principals were at one
point teachers. Is that generally true?

Mr. HANUSHEK. Yes, that is true.

Senator DODD. And this is, I think part of a societal problem of
a preoccuPation with vertical ambitions, as I call them, rather than
horizontal ambitions. You may be a good teacher, but the ideal is
to become the principal rather than to become a better teacher. So
that promotion is teacher-principal-superintendent, I suppose, on
an ever-escalating ladder. So how you do break that cycle? Should
we be training prmcigals who are not necessarily teachers? I don't
necessarily agree with that. I'd be a little nervous about that lack
of experience.

Mr. HANUSHEK. It could be that you'd end up with people who
were once good teachers that are ineffective administrators.

Senator Dobb. More than likely~—the Peter principle at work.

18




Mr. HANUSHEK. And in fact, that seems to be some of the com-
mon wisdom because we don't have, again, selection mechanisms or
other mechanisms very well in place to judge administrators and
their performance, either.

Senator Dopp. Dr. Hickrod.

Mr. Hickrop. To further that point, Senator Dodd, I have
worked in these educational administration programs for 25 years
or more, and I have always found that the brightest and the best
teachers usually end up in the wealthier school districts. They ve
frequently begin in a small, poor district, but very quickly they will
seek a higher level of pay, and as a consequence, they will be gone.
Now, I am not sure what you can do about that. They are acting
like economic men and women, and they are reacting to a higher
salary level, but it is just simply a statement of fact that there is
considerable mobility within the school administrator ranks, and
the more talented and more educated end up in the wealthier
school systems. It is a real problem.

Senator Dopp. Dr. Trentham, do you want to comment?

Ms. TRENTHAM. I think the sequence you described earlier of
good teachers becoming administrators and moving up the line is
at least in part a function of the kinds of things that the gentlemen
have already said, and that is that rewarding good teaching and
giving teachers additional opportunities to make progress, if you
will, in their careers without having to go into administration
would be very helpful to keeping good teachers in teaching.

Senator Dopp. How about recruiting teachers? Again, going back
to the disparity issue, a physical plant will have a lot to do with
attracting a good teacher. If I looked at the two school systems of
Bibb and Mountain Brook, and o’you asked me, “Where would you
like to be for the next 20 years?” There is enough of the old Peace
Corps volunteer in me, I suppose, to want to spend some time at
the Bibb School, but I suppose I'd like to know that at some point
I might be able to move on to something else where the environ-
ment on a day-to-day basis would be more appealing, easier to deal
with, and with better facilities.

So it seems to me you've got a situation where trying to separate
administrative expenditures versus instructional expenditures gets
pretty blurred when trying to attract high quality teachers.

How do you attract that terrifically qualified teacher to stay in
a rougher environment? I don’t mean just the physical plant that
looks pretty; I'm talking about where your life is in jeopardy. We've
got 130,000 kids who bring a gun to school every day in this coun-
try, and putting aside whether or not the school smells right or
looks right, just consider the fear of whether or not you'll get home
that night. It seems to me there is a good argument to made
that we have got to attract the most qualified, the most energetic
to teaching. How do you do that in the absence of some financial
remuneration, other than appealing to the Peace Corps in every
one of us—which may get you 6 months or a year but doesn’t sus-
tain a lifetime commitment? To use the Willy Sutton argument,
which is “Why do you rob banks?’ “Because that's where the mone
is,” Wh{ are you going to go to a rough schools except that that’s
where the money is, I suppose.
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Dr. Hanushek, since you've questioned whether or not
expenditures—

r. HANUSHEK. I certainly couldn’t agree more that having safe
conditions and a pleasant atmosphere makes a big difference. I
have watched professors make chcices of what schools they’ll teach
at on those arguments all the time, and they also make decisions
on the basis of how much they are paid all the time. And I can’t
agree more that those are important things.

What we have'is a longorecord of paying more for teachers and
providing more funds in both rich and poor districts and not get-
ting pert%rmance out of the students, so that we don’t have a mech-
anism that guarantees that just paying more will in fact improve
our schools and the performance of students.

I am quite certain that it is a necessary condition tc be able to
improve our schools that we have to pay teachers a competitive
wage, provide them competitive surroundings and so on; it is not
a sufficient condition, and we don’t have the mechanism now, to
make sure that we just pay those higher salaries to the good teach-
ers. We have lots of evidence that we don’t do it that way; that in
fact some very bad teachers are earning just the same as some ver 7
good teachers, and vice versa.

I mean, if you look through Jonathan Kozol's book, which de-
scribes some despicable conditions, conditions that we should not
allow to exist in this Nation, you see in there also that there are
some teachers that are very good by his own measures, found in
surprising places.

What we need is mechanisms that expand that number and ex-
pand the number in places where it is terribly important, where we
are misserving the population now.

Senator Dopb. Dr. Ferguson.

Mr. FERGUSON. My disagreement with Frofessor Hanushek is
really just a matter of degree, not fundamental. I think we want
to distinguish the quality of teachers and teaching across the sys-
tem as a whole versus the relative quality in neighboring districts.
I think your comment and question had to do more with the rel-
ative quality in neighboring districts. You were talking about
where people choose to go given that they are going to be teachers.

Senator Dobp. Right.

Mr. FERGUSON. And I have found clearly in the studies that I
have done for both Texas and for Alabama that the relative salary
of competing districts does matter, and where teachers who have
good, high test scores go. It appears that districts are able to dis-
tinguish in their screening which teachers are likely to be stronger.
Ttey do agpear to hire from the front of the queue, and the weaier
districts that pay the lower salaries tend to get the teachers who
are leftover after the other districts have had their pick of the lit-
ter—not that there are never any mistakes made, and not that
there are never any other criteria that corne in in selecting teach-
ers, but on average in these two States, it looks like your assump-
tion about that process is correct.

Senator Dobp. Well, Jaime Escalero is a classic example. He
couldn’t get a job because he was a Bolivian who didn’t speak Eng-
lish all that well, so ended up teaching in an inner city Los Angeles




school where he ended up becoming a star, but was rejected by
other schools. That was an accident.

Pve taken a lot of time, and I apologize. Qur colleague from Ver-
mont, who has a deep interest, has been waiting.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Senator PELL. Thank you.

Senator Jeffords.

Senator JEFFORDS. Thank you very much. I am sorry to be late,
but there are a lot of other things going on today, some of them
related to what we are doing here.

First of all, I am gust very pleased we are having this hearing.
I think it is incredibly important. I believe strongly that we just
are not doing enough for education. It should be a top priority in
this country. We have to reorder our priorities, and the time to re-
order our priorities as far as making money available is now; when
we are downsizinﬁ the military, we ought to discipline ourselves to
channel additional money to high-priority needs. And to me, edu-
cation is one of those.

I look at what we spend now, and less than 2 percent of our na-
tional budget &oes into education. If it is a top priority, it has to
be more than that. The question is where do we spend it, and how
do we get the money to spend.

First of all, I am a strong believer that responsibility for edu-
cation must be shared by all levels of government: Federal, State,
and local. But I also believe that it is best to leave the curricula
to States and local governments. But it seems to me we are asking
the schools to do so many more things now besides just teaching,
and they are so underfunded that it strains the capacity of the
teachers to teach and of the students to learn.

We had a hearing last week that highlighted the inequities faced
by our schools, on the availability of technology, computers and so
on. There is a huge disparity in the quality of and the location of
technology in schools. If we are trying to help our teachers teach
and only a small percentage of our schools have the educational
technology to make up for some of the other inequities, we have a
Federal interest, in my mind, in making money available for tech-
nology. In Head Start, still, we aren’t anywhere near fully funding
that. In special education, we said we would provide 40 percent for
that, and we only provide 8 percent. And nothing drains a school
more, and yet it is a very important area, than trying to take care
of special ed students. Health care, preventive health care, diet,
mentoring, after school activities are all important, and yet there
are no resources, in my communities, anyway, and I think this is
true around the country.

So why I am here today is to try to at least urge people to push
for reordering our priorities. The national service program is on the
docket right now on the Senate floor, and we are reducing the
number of young people who can go into the military now b
100,000 a year. I was in the military, and I believe it is an excel-
lent educational experience for younf people. That is almost $2 bil-
lion a year less that we are spending on Koun people for edu-
cation, and yet not one penny of that was shifted over to the edu-
cation side, and I am trying very hard to get the national service
program funded at a reasonable level, saying, look, we are cutting
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$2 billion out of education for yo people—why don’t we shift
some of it over and gut some of it on the deficit? .

So I hope these hearings are a beginning of an opportunity to
convince the ‘fublic that the future of this Nation depends upon
education, and if we are going to take advantage of the huge world
markets that are opening out there, we have to help the students
coming through, from grade school students all the way up, in
order to do that.

So I'd just give you a little idea about where I'm coming from.
I look back, and I have been around a long time, but we used to
have sometfxi:F called revenue-sharing, and that started in Califor-
nia_in the California school system. sident Nixon at the time
said we've got to help provide more money for the local commu-
nities to be able to support education. Well, we passed it, but un-
fortunately we didn’t limit it to education, and then everybody
started spending it on swimming pools and whatever else, so we
killed the program. Yet if we had, as I wanted to at the time,
changed that so it was for education only, and then, of course, ev-
erybody screamed at that saying, Well, now, the Federal Govern-
ment is going to take over the school system.

Anyway, I would just ask for your comments as to what factors
are important at the school level to make it possible for teachers
to teach? It seems to me there is s0o much schools have to do and
are being called upon to do to replace what perhaps used to be the
family is_responsibility, which is totally different now; it used to
also be the churches’ responsibility which are different now, and -
the schools are being called upon to take on new roles.

Mr. HICKROD. The revenue-sharing item that you mentioned is
terribly, terribly important. The only time we made real progress
on reducing the disparity between school districts in Illinois was
when we had the revenue-sharing program back in 1973. We did
reduce the variation in expenditure per pupil between the Illinois
school districts for a period of about 4 or 5 years, and the reason
we were able to do that was because we had that revenue-sharing
money. It made all the difference in the world.

So absolutely, you should look at that possibilit{.

Another thing occurred to me as you were talking. There is aid
in kind as well as aid in cash. As you are reducing the size of the
military and these other operations, is there some way one could
retrain individuals who were in the military, who might be inter-
ested in working in an inner city, or something of that nature?

What I have in mind is maybe I can meet Professor Hanushek’s
problems with aid in cesh by sl:fgesting that there might be aid
in kind; you could actually send people into these difficult edu-
cational environmental situations rather than send cash.

Senator JEFFORDS. Well, that's what I am suggesting with the
national service program, and I have been working with Eli Segal
on that. I think one of the critical areas where young people could
be helpful is to go back into the schools via mentoring, or after-
school activities, or whatever else, to try to fill the void, to help
kids finish school—our dro&out rate is terrible, as we all know—
or teachers’ aides, or to work with special ed children, or whatever.

It seems to me that if we are opening up the national service
line, which I think is an important thing to do, and giving edu-
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cational benefits to those who participate, we should expect a lot
out of them, and we should put them where they really can per-
form a helpful activity, and certainly in the school system is where
I think they could really do so.

Dr. Ferguson.

Mr. FERGUSON. I guess my inclination would be to use them not
in the school systems, but in the ne rhoods after school and on
weekends. Particularly for youni olescents, the time that they
get into trouble is right after school, before mom gets home from
work. There is a lot of potential for neighborhood programs
that operate out of churches ana rec centers and other local institu-
tions to provide health'fhdevelopmental activities for children that
can reinforce school. The most effective of these programs are
structured in ways that they have tutorial assistance immediately
after school and then recreational activities and other developmen-
tally appropriate activities for children.

Senator JEFFORDS. Thank you.

Mr. Hanushek.

Mr. HANUSHEK. If I might just saying something about the over-
all spending on schools, which I react a bit strongly to, it turns out
that the peek in terms of the proportion of GNP going to education
was somewhere in the mid-1970’s, maybe 1974, and that it has
been downhill ever since then. And when we think about what is
ﬁoing on there, what is really going on is that there was a tremen-

ous drop in school-age population from the 1970’s until a few
years ago, and that allowed total nditures to grow veri slowly
and to be very low relative to GN? even though per-student ex-
penditures were growing very rapidly.

We are now going into a period where just the opposite occurs,
where we are going to go back to a growing school-age population
so that the growth in per-student expenditures is compounded by
the growth in the number of students, so that the rate of increase
in spending is going to go up automatically in the next few years,
without doing anything, just to serve the same students at the
same level.

Senator JEFFORDS. You're talking percen of GNP.

Mr. HANUSHEK. Yes, as a percentage of GNP and total spending.
The reason wh¥ I am concerned about that is that I think schools
have gotten a lot of support in the last 15 years from the popu-
lation because the taxpayers’ tax bills just have not gone up at the
same rate that real spending on schools has gone up. It has been
masked by the fact that the total population has been declining so
that a school district can maintain its old budget, no new taxes on
schools, and yet the expenditure per student goes up 3 or 4 percent
real in any year.

When that turns around, I think that we are going to go into a
period of much more fractious local politics that is going to be very
divisive, and that is why I keep saying that this is an extraor-
dinarily important time in our consideration of school finance and
education reform to get it right, because you have to get that proc-
ess ahead of this almost automatic increase in expenditures that is
going to come about from the change in the student population.

Senator JEFFORDS, Thank you.
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Mr. HICKROD. Just one qualification on that. The revenues from
the local property tax source have gone up enormously in Illinois
to the extent that Governor Edgar felt constrained ts try to put a
ceilini on the growth in local property taxes in the entire State.
Now, he withdrew that because he didn’t have the votes to pass it
in the Illinois General Assembly, but around Chicago, the local
property taxes have gone up enormously, and they are following
the escalation of the property valuations themselves at a constant
rate; if your valuations are going up, as I said in the previous testi-
mony, 100 percent over 5 years, then of course your local property
taxes are going up enormously. So there is a real bite on the local

ayer.

nator JEFFORDS. I know in our schools, many of them are turn-
ing down budget after budget now; we are still trying to get budg-
ets passed in some of our communities. So this is a serious, serious
problem, and I don’t think anybody disagrees with that.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

{The prepared statement of Senator Jeffords follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF SENATOR JEFFORDS

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I am glad that we will have the og-
portunity today to begin exploring this sensitive issue of school fi-
nance. We have all heard stories and seen examples of the inequi-
ties that exist among schools and districts within a State and
among States. It is clear that some children are being shortchanged
and not receiving the top quality education that is a part of our
American tradition.

When we look at the present s¥lstem of how we finance education
in this country, it is not clear where the responsibility lies to cor-
rect these inequities. Although there are wide variations across the
country, the Federal Government contributes on average only
about 6 percent of all the costs for public elementary and secondary
education, while the States contribute almost 50 percent and local
districts are responsible for raising the final 44 percent.

In my home State of Vermont, an even larger share of the cost
of education is financed by local property taxes. Vermont ayers
pay on average 65 percent of public school costs at the local level,
which results in wide variations among districts based on the prop-
erty wealth of different towns and communities. Still, Vermont
spends an average of $6,850 per pupil which is well above the na-
tional average.

Despite overall high spending in Vermont, our State legislature
is still trying to devise a plan to reduce disparities among districts.
They have debated plans to negotiate teachers’ contracts at the
state level and to increase the State income tax and sales tax to
ease the burden on property holders and to shift the responsibility
to the State. They have considered consolidatin&small school dis-
tricts and maintaining control of schools at the regional level.
Whatever is finally decided, it will be a result of long, hard delib-
erations and will most likely reflect significant compromise and
consensus.

What disturbs me is that although we call education a top na-
tional priority, the States and local school districts still pick up 94
percent of the tab. I have argued in the past, and I continue to be-
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lieve, that we must demonstrate our national commitment to the
young people in this country by fully funding all existing education
Frosrams and doing what we can to ease the burden on States and
ocal governments.

The Committee for Education Funding has estimated that to
fully fund all the elementary and secondary education programs on
the books, we will need to double our spending on education from
the current $10 billion to a total of $20 billion. However, fully fund-
ing the programs that exist now is not enough. I believe that the
time has come to take a long hard look at all the programs we have
now, small and large, and to reprioritize where we 8 end our Fed-
eral dollars. We need a coherent, comprehensive plan to ensure
that all our children receive a quality education.

Senator PELL. Thank you very much.

Thank you very much indeed for being with us. We'll now move
to our second panel.

Senator DopD. Mr. Chairman, can we leave the record open for
some written questions? I know we want to move on, but I have
a few more questions about the constitutional amendment and a
few other issues that I'd like to solicit some opinions on, so I'll do
that in writing.

Senator PELL. Absolutely, yes. We'll leave the record open for
several days.

Senator DobD. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Senator PELL. We now welcome our second panel, which includes
Dr. Charles Benson, professor of education at the University of
California at Berkeley; Dr. Bob Berne, associate dean of the School
of Public Service at New York University; and Dr. Albert Cortez,
of the Intercultural Development Research Association in San An-
tonio, TX. Mr. Jack Renny was not able to be with us.

Dr. Benson, we’ll start out with you, please.

STATEMENTS OF CFARLES S. BENSON, PROFESSOR OF EDU.
CATION, UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA AT BERKELEY,
BERKELEY, CA; ROBERT BERNE, ASSOCIATE DEAN, SCHOOL
OF PUBLIC SERVICE, NEW YORK UNIVERSITY, NEW YORK,
NY, AND ALBERT CORTEZ, INTERCULTURAL DEVELOPMENT
RESEARCH ASSOCIATION, SAN ANTONIO, TX

Mr. BENSON. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, members of the commit-
tee. I appreciate the opportunity to speak here.

Very quickly, I would like to fo ck to some recent events in
school finance. In the 1970’s and into the early 1980’s, there was
considerable interest in the topic. There were groups of academic
types, including lawyers, around the country who concentrated
their efforts on school finance equity. In California, if modesty per-
mits, I was a member of a foup that brought about the first suc-
cessful Siate constitutional challenge to school finance.

It is a matter of being careful what you wish for—’you might get
it. We now have equality in California, and we don't like it. This
was not entirely due to the school finance process; Proposition 13
helped out, too.

But the point is that in those days, the emphasis was on dispari-
ties in achieving equality, and if not equality, something called fis-
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cal neutrality, which was a straight-line relationship between ex-
penditure per student and local tax rates.

I would submit that there was no national constituency for school
reform as we knew it in those days, and when the foundations,
Ford and Carnegie Corporation particularly, withdrew their funds
from what came to be called the school finance community, there
was no national outery; no one seemed to feel deprived.

The activity came to be called the school finance reform move-
ment. I suggest that there was too much school finance and not
enough reform. In other words, the Federal leadership not being
much in evidence could have directed the allocation of funds to-
ward major educational objectives and pret‘:i much it was what-
ever happens happens with the money. I think oftentimes in school
districts that are the beneficiaries of extra funds, pretty much the
same instructional processes were carried forward, simply, but in
a somewhat more expensive manner.

So I would, with respect, suggest that this time around, a school
finance reform movement from the outset place emphasis on seek-
iing tcshange in the way that educational services are offered to stu-

ents.

To me, the weak point, the single weakest point, in our American
educational system at this time is the secondary schools. Secondary
schools. still today are run pretty much the way that we are told
business firms should not be run; they are top-down institutions,
the teachers work in severe isolation from each other, students
ratchet around durini the day from one class to another, in 50-
minute periods, with lecture, text, chalk and blackboard. No con-
nections—or few, I should say—are drawn between the content of
one subject and the content of another, and few relationships are
drawn between theory and what the theory can be used for. Stu-
dents oftentimes are in a puzzlement as to why they are expected
to learn the abstractions laid before them.

Reference was made to the military and the success of military
education. One thing about the military education is that the mem-
bers of the armed services in traininﬁmderstand very well what
the theory they are being taught is to be used for; there is a blend-
ing of the instruction which, in the cognitive science community, is
now called contextualized teaching and learning.

And as a footnote to the last testimony, there is presently a pro-

" gram to bring retired military persons into the schools called “jun-

ior ROTC.” It is now being evaluated by the Rand Corporation and
simply in anecdotal evidence, it seems to have many good points,
in any case.

. So we have what I would call a dysfunctional educational system
in terms of its secondary component. Now, it is not wholly dysfunc-
tional, because some students like the liberal arts and they like
the courzes in the college prep program. But we have a fixation
about the liberal arts, and elementary school students are divided
into those who will go to a 4-year college and those who will not;
middle school i pre-college prep; and in high school, we have col-
lege prep, and then we have 4 years of college, often taken by stu-
dents with no clear idea, even upon graduation, as to what their
education is to do for them. In other words, we encourage, or if not
encourage, allow, people to exercise their taste for schooling.
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So what I would suggest is that we connect the school finance re-
form movement with a major effort to establish a technological
stream standing alongside the college prep program and competérixg
for students, and in the technological stream, there would be dit-
ferent ways of presenting learning to students—contextualized
teaching and learning; cooperative learning, so.successful in the el-
ementary grades; a productive connection to the business commu-
nity. Our economy needs this different kind of education, and our
students need it in order to gain access to learning.

Thank you very much.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Benson follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF CHARLES S. BENSON

In 1955, with a frelhliiminted doctorate in economics and lodged in the Graduate
School of Education at Harvard, 1 began an attempt to change the nature of edu-
cational finance in the United States. Over the years, those of us interested in that
quest became & group, known as the “educational finance reform movement.” We
received generous support from Ford Foundation and Carnegie Corporation. Our ef-
forts were directed in part toward tryinﬁnto persuade education committees of state
legislatures to change patterns of state-local support for schools. In addition, our ef-
forts, particularly those taken up by the lawyers among us, posed challenges on con-
stitutional grounds to existing school finance schemes in state courts.

In both approaches, our concerns centered, excessively I now think, on the for-
mulas that linked state support from general revenue to funds drawn from local
school district tax bases, most commonly property tax bases. Some progress toward
greater equity, as we then defined equity, was made, but 1 am chagrined to see,
nearly 40 years afler I started own quest, that the basic conditions that dis-
turbed me'in 1955 still prevail. First, disparities in real resources per student are
vemide, with, in general, students who need the most help getting the least of
it. s is still true in California, even though the dollar differences in current reve-
nue per student, one school district to another, have become quite narrow.) Second,
some schools at the bottom level of support (some in inner city, some in low-income
suburbs, some in impoverished rural places) continue to be of a truly deplorable con-
dition. Third, the performance of students in American schools is very uneven, and
the differences in student performance appear to be related more to social class than
to anything else, Hence, we observe a process of inter-generational transfer of pov-
erty and its corollary: life that is'short and nmowlfr conscribed.

m what I have noted above, one might conclude that I think that there is a
close, positive correlation between revenues (or expenditures) per student and stu-
dent outcomes. With respect to real resources available in a given school, yes, to a
degree, but with respect to dollar resources at the district level, certainly not. Some
very high spending districts enroll concentrations of students who display very low
educational achievement. So here we have two other ways I think we went wron,
in the earlier school finance reform movement. For one thing, we concentrated al-
most altogether on disparities in district level revenucs and expenditures and gaid
little heed to intra-district allocations to individual schools. Ideally, we would like
an unequal dollar distribution per student among institutions in our large cities, fa-
voring low achieving schools that show a capacity to upgrade themselves substan-
tu;lly, and we would also like the wisdom to justify such a distribution in the politi-
cal arena, -

Secondly, we went wrong in highlighting disparities per student in dollar terms,
without regard to what dollars bought—or were allowed to buy—in different edu-
cational settings. As an example of such a problem, consider the following. Imagine
that a big city district has a policy of placing newly-hired teachers in its deprived
schools and a second policy of allowing teachers to use seniority to bid themselves
out of their initial placements. In effect, such a policy, if it should still exist, dis-
allows deprived schools from bidding for experienced, ambitious instructors.

I would also goint out that there has been a very limited constituency for school
finance reform. It has consisted of low wealth districts in a particular state at a par-
ticular time, reform-minded academics in schools of education, some public interest
lawyers, and in earlier years, a few foundations. In_ my observation, civil rights
groups at the national level have not been interested. Middle class families who be-
came involved with the issue oftentimes see it as a threat to the quality of education
of their own children.
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The cause of school finance reform has not been aided by education production
function studies, such studies commeonly showing no strong positive relationship be-
tween egenditum per student and student achievement. To say that money can’t
make a difference in education violates common sense. To say that the studies show
mone&doe-n’t make a difference can be explained in various ways. One is to say
that the data so far available for study of egucation roduction are not appropriate
for identification of the determinants of student achievement. Or one can say that
schools are 80 inefﬁcientg‘gmniud that it takes a very long time for the injection
of resources to make a difference in educational production. My own view 18 that
having more money available in a school district does not cho.nge the production

— function of that district in any significant way. If there are two schools one rich and
one poor, each will try to conduct educational programs in the same fashion. If a
poor school gets more money, it does the same things for students, only in a more
expensive fashion. Students who could not tolerate the ways that theoretical con-
structs were presented to them before the new money arrived cannot tolerate the

— same basic kind of instructional program afler it has {)ecome more expensive, New
money could buy a different kind of program, a program that places rigorous learn-
ing within the delighted grasp of virtually all students, but that is not what has
been happening.

WHAT TC DO THIS TIME AROUND?

We need a strong Federal presonce in school finance reform to help states reach
a_pattern of inter-district expenditure allocations that is reasonably uniform. We
also need a Federal presence to help establish a common standard of provision for
all students within any given district. Only a common standard of provision can es-
tablish the level playinﬁ field, such level playing field being a necessary condition
to assure that targeted Federal appropriations for elementary and secon schools
are truly supplementary to the atateﬁocal revenue base. (This strong Federal pres-
ence was not much in evidence the last time around.) A strong Federal presence in
school finance reform '::glies that there will be guidelines for state action. In what
wsiys should policy for school finance reform proceed?

. To pick a negative point, let us avoid discussions about preferred formulas to
link state and local revenues in support of schools. Foundation plans, district power
equalizing, state guaranteed tax bases, etc., if fmperly designed, all do the same
thing. There is no magic in equalization formulas that attempt to even resources
in the face of very uneven local tax bases. In the last round of school finance reform
efforts, a lot of time was wasted in rarefied discussions of formula equity.

II. Let us encourage states to take action to make local tax bases (per student,
of course) more even. As long as tax bases are very uneven, states face an insur-
mountable problem. The only way to reach a reasonable degree of fiscal neutrality
among districts, meaning that there is a fairly close positive relationship between
local tax rates and local expenditures per student, is to engage in “recapture,” mean-
ing that the taxable resources of richer districts are put in service, explicitly, for
suggort of educational pmgl;amn in poorer districts. State courts have not looked
wi n fatzor dgntrecapture schemes. In addition, it is a politically divisive policy for

states to adopt.
One way around the problem, admittedly extreme, would be for states to ignore
differences in local tax bases and provide all the money for local schools out of state

. coffers. I suggest the experience of California indicates this is not a good way to go.

California is well above national aversge in personal income per capita, but it is

- below national average in school expenditures per student. In real terms and rel.

atively speaklng, support of schools in California has declined since the state took

over school finance completely as affecting the vast majority of its districts. It is not

- hard to see why full state fundilég leads to diminished school mrport under our ex-

isting public finance practices. Even if voters have positive feelings toward public

education and want to provide more money for it, there is no mechanism in state

fiscal practices, initiatives for bond issues aside, for people to express such positive

feelings. Even if there were, even if, for example, voters every year could vote on

whether to increase revenues fur achools, voters who were parents would reasonably

ponder how much of the corres nding state tax increase would end up in the

schools their own children attended. This is precisely where the small, rich, subur-
ban district has such an advantage in raising handsome funds for education.

So we have a dilemma. Leaving tax base inequalities alone and trying to take care
of things through equalization formulas doesn’t produce inter-district equity, or not
enough of it. Ignoring tax base differences and di)nying for schools altogether out of
state revenue sources could, in {:.n'nciple, handle the etiuit roblem in the near
term, but the longer term effect is gradual diminishment o

e overall support of
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schools. Getting an equitable slice of a pie that is far too small is not good for stu-
dents, especially low-income students.

Fortunately, there is a middle ground between the two extremes of doing nothi
about local tax base inequality and do'% too much, namely, pm&m to even ou
but not eliminate tax base inequality. In public finance terms, objective is to
get tax base inequalities down to a point where the state can provide equalization
grants to bring school districts into a reasonable balance of expenditures, one dis-
trict to another—and to do this without political stress and an undue burden on the
state’s budget. There are three avenues toward tax base equalixation known to me.
One is to subject industrial and commercial property to statewide, not local, taxation
for all local tax jurisdictions. What such a move would do to the total yield of pma
erty tax on industrial and commercial properties is not easy to predict. It depen
on concentration of industry, its effectiveness in influencing m& tax decisions as
com d to local, and the propensity of state officials, as com) withlou.lﬁ‘to
trade tax concessions for jobs. I suspect the change in total yield would be rather

small.

A third approach to tax base equalization, and my preferred one, is to shift levies
from pmpertw personal income, as a local add-on to state nal income tax-
ation. This obviously wouldn't work in states without personal gmme taxation, and
1 would not recommend, as an alternative, that there be a local add-on to state sales
taxation. Differences in local sales tax bases can be even larger than differences in
property tax bases. In a state where there are many small school districts, costs of
administration of a sales tax add-on would be high and the annoyance to chain dis-
tﬁk{“ym?:lébﬁ:}:“&m}*hxm alization is placing local taxing authorit;

e ative for ion is autho
for .cmll into regional or count bomll The mtulr’e% base ;gnlolidatioz
would vuzfmm one state to another, depending on a state’s fiscal history, but 1
find the idea basically simple. This nppnuE has some of the effects of revenue stul-
tification of full state funding: “how much of the region-wide school tax increase is

ing to end up in my school for my own child’s benefit?” However, regional revenue
stultification from tax base consolidation should be less than it would be in a state-
wide ngproach. Whatever stultification exists might be moderated by allowing mod-
est add-ons to the regional levy for the exclumve use of the I district voting
them. This approach of reducing disparities in local tax bases, in share with dis-
tribution of state equalization funds, would not produce complete equality of ger stu-
dent expenditure across districts, but it should take us close enough. As 1 noted
above, complete equality mandated bguthe state appears to be associsted with a di-
minishment of financial support for education

1I1. State governments should be encouraged to accept a new role in elementary-
secondary education. This I regard as extremely important. It is commonly stated
that “education is a state function.” States regulate teacher certification, specify re-
quirements for high school graduation in terms of student hours in courses, set en-
trance rements for their public universities, approve textbooks, and devise
state aid formulas, but few states address directly the question of individual school
performance. The technical assistance that states provide to individual schools is
quite limited. Fli]ing‘::hooll are allowed to continue in existence decade after dec-
ade, serving létm‘iln\_r children of the uneducated parents they enrolled twent
years earlier. of superior schools are not encouraged to share their bench muz
practices with staff in schools that are not doing so well.

Part of the state’s assumption of responsibility for individual school performance
should be a concern with intra.district allocations of real educational resources.
With data processing cag‘ubilitiu now available in both state and local offices, it is
possible to determine what specific resources a particular school should have to
meet a common standard of provision. At first, these estimates will not be perfect
but if the inventory is conscientiously develo&d. it should become more functional
and comprehensive as we learn more about components of a common standard
of provision. Once the estimates are developed, real resources should flow to given
schools to meet their necds of a common standard. If some schools have resources
in excess of a common standard, there should be a re-allocation in favor of schools
{)elo:v th: standard, absent some extrmordinary r ion to maintain preferential

reatment.

If resources are still not available in a given city school district, let's say, to meet
all the needs of a common stan then the state should assist districts to ration
scarce resources equitably and efficiently. My preference would be to give priority
z schools that show low student achievement and that also demonstrate capacity

improve.

With a common standard of provision in place within school districts, the state
and the management of the district are in a strong position to demand accountabil-
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it& for student performance of all achools within a given district. Yet, despite best
efforts, it may turn out that some schools, even with a common standard of provi-
sion and with their fair shares of Federal subventions, still have too many students
who perform poorly. These schools may need something extra from state and local
sources. In my oheervation of inner-city schools, to take an example, one thing that
seems to make a difference to students is whether the school is open in the after-
noon and evening and on weekends. This kind of extra service does not necessarily
cost a great deul.

SCHOOL FINANCE REFORM: DEFINING THR CONSTITUENCY

I noted above that the last major school reform effort lacked a strong national
constituency, and, in many cases, had not even a statewide constituency. In my
view, the question of where to find support for school finance reform remains a prob-
lem. I try to t a solution. The school finance reform effort requires &
focus. Last time, the focus, insofar as it was defined at all, was the abstraction of
social justice. 1 believe in this country at this time, nlyi.:ﬁ upon the concept of eg-
ility to win broad national and statewide support for school finance reform, is a

oser. .

I propose instead that we link school finance reform to a significant issue of in-
structional chnn&e, namely the nature of education offered to those who lack a deep
commitment to the liberal arts. By their demonstrated behavior, such are the major-
ity of our students today.

Before the attacks start coming down, let me say that I am not anti-intellectual.
I believe in rigorous instruction in mathematics and science for all, and I wish the
great majority of our students appreciated the beauty of mathematical and scientific
reasoning. I am passionately devoted to the visual ut&und I don't think my inter-
est in any way reflects my Ivy League education. Nor do I think it would be a good
idetg' if move students enrolled themselves in narrow, job-specific vocational edu-
cation.

What we have in this country is & system of education in which all serious efforts
are centered in the liberal arts. In elementary school, students are divided into
t.ho-ewhomluabdforfour-yurcolkge.ndthonwﬁomnot.mddknchoolil
precollege prep for some and pretty much for everybody else. The only

mm in seco! schools is college prep. Everybody outside college prep
in high 1 gets wate down college prep, ted with blackboard, chalk,
text, and lecture to students who are silent, putr\:.:zd immobile. Few if any con-
nections are drawn between the content of one fifty minute period of instruction and
the content of the next subject. No connection is drawn between such theory as is

iven and the uses of knowledge in real life. Let's face it, one of the main things

at renders our educational system ineffective is a void in secondary education. Ex-

cept for the favored few who are in colll‘? prep and find they like the courses, sec-
ondary students in this country are bored to distraction.

What I propose is to link school finance reform to development of a powerful tech-
nological stream of education, standing alongside the liberal arts stream. Please let
me repeat this is not an anti-intellectual position. Leonardo, Benjamin Franklin,
Thomas Jeflerson and Alfred North Whitehead, to name four, would find a place for
technolnY “knowing how things work,” within the liberal imagination. Nor is the

ition T have stated anti-economic growth. In terms of arguments now thoroughly
tamiliar, the enhancement of technological sophistication in our &}pulation is a nec-
essary condition for preserving good jobs in this country and for the creation of more
good jobs. I note also that the for technolo sophistication in work is not
confined to manufacturing. Service industries, banking and finance, communica.
%iox;u, ltymd.el;.tﬂ' health, and agriculture all require a work force that is techno-
o adept.
re are attributes of education in a technological stream that are worth noting.
Many believe, and our research in NCRVE indicates, that these attributes of techno-
logical education make rigorous learning in math, sciences, and languages accessible
to a far, far, broader swath of our you ‘]:pulation than conventional college prep
and its watered down versions. One attribute is contextualized teaching and leam-
ing, such that real life :gplicationn illuminate the meaning and uses of theoretical
ideas at the very time those ideas are put before students. Another is cooperative
learning, practiced in secondary schools—students lpendinﬁ a significant part of
their school time working‘in groups in a project-based curriculum, with the teachers
role transformed from that of lecturer-incharge-of-all.student.activity to that of
coach. Yet another is establishment and maintenance of educationally-productive re-
latioas with industry. Lastly here, I mention the practice of teachers’ working in
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teams for the development of pw for their whole school and establishing part-
nerships with teachers in other 1s for benchmarking exercises, .

There are other practices in techno education, of course, but this short list
is sufficient to give the idea that education in a technological stream is a quite dif-
ferent process from what we see in schools today. It is a much more active process
for the development and of knowledge than most of our teachers and stu-
dents now enjoy. It is a process that can be seamless from secondary through
community col and on to the baccalaureate in a technical field. It is also a sys-
tem of choice, in that students are able to chooss their secon and college majors
from a variety of technical fields, helped by todmobgully- ormed counselors—
and to switch fields should the first choice turned out to be inappropriate. Students
can also when to leave formal education—and when to retum to it. At
point after high school graduation, students should be able to exit from formal edu-
cation with economic benefit.

In closing, I propose that school finance reform be linked to the goal
of creating an economi functional education system, not replacing our liberal
arts stream but standing alongside it and competing for students as clients. Federal
leaderahip toward the twin goals of finance reform tnd the creation of & more func-
tional education is essential. State governments would alsc have a lot of
work to do, not only in providing financial mp&oﬁ_andtechni assistance but also
in re ing barriers to 1n their local districts. I am confident that this ap-

mcdacﬂ tap a reservoir of knowledge and energy in our teaching force almost

{ thank you for this opportunity to prese rial to the Sub-Commi
on Eduuho,:,“Al?:l, undotﬂoﬂun:zi&. nt this mate Sa Hee

Senator PELL. Thank l;)")ou very much,

We now come to Dr. Bob Berne.

Mr. BERNE. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, thank
you very much for giving me the opportunity to talk with you today
about school finance.

For the past 15 or so years, I have been doing research on equity
in school finance, but I come to you today in my 5-minute period
with a very specific recommendation on the Federal role. Others
have started to talk about different avenues for Federal involve-
ment, including re'uvena!:i;xf the teaching force and, as Dr. Benson
talked about, a technological stream in education.

I want to talk about a much more specific and in some sense,
narrow, recommendation for you to consider. I think you should not
underestimate the role these hearings will have in the school and
education community. For the Federal Government to get back into
school finance, an area from which it has been absent for quite
some time, will send ripples through the system. And I know, with
budget deficits, and health care crises and problems ond our
borders, we aren't talking about large sums of money. But even
with small sums of money, Federal attention on this 1ssue can be
very important.

It is in fact Federal leadership that I am talking about, and I de-
fine leadershig ver{‘ simply as being able to take you someplace
that you would not have gone by yourself. I use the example of spe-
cial education, where I would submit that school districts would not
in fact have put together programs for disabled youngsters in the
form that they do now, albeit far from perfect, without some sort
of Federal leadership. It was an example in an intergovernmental
system of the Federal Government taking the leadership and mov-
ing school systems toward—I say “toward,” because we aren’t there
yet—a system of humane and effective education for all of our chil-
dren. The analogy is a rough one, but I think in the area of school
finance, over time, with some thought, Federal leadership can play
an important role.
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Now, I understand that we have a locally drive, property tax
dominated system. It has gotten us where we are today, which in
no small measure is a great accomplishment. But within that sys-
tem, there is still a Federal role. And that Federal Government role
is not to solve the problem of school finance inequities, but to be
part of the solution, a situation that it has not been for the last
dozen or 8o years.

If one were to ask what the Federal role should be to deal with
inequities in school finance, you will get, through these hearings
and other processes that you are involved in, many recommenda-
tions: reconfigure Chapter I; prepare general aid for education;
change the definition of equity and impact aid. There will be no
shortage of methods for dealing with this. But I submit there are
two prerequisite issues that can start the path to Federal involve-
ment that are in some ways narrow, but very important. They are
prerequisites for doing anythins about equity in school finance.

First, we have to decide—and Congress clearly plays an essential
role in this—what is the definition of equity from the Federal per-
spective. We talk about disparities, we talk about wealth neutral-
ity. We in school finance have, it seems, a monopoly on technical
terms. But what do we mean from the Federal perspective when
we say the school finance system is inequitable?

It involves value judgments around which reasonable people can
disagree. And I think you need to start the process now of thinking
through, through your staff and congressional process, what the
Federal definition of equity should be.

Should it be different resources for children with different needs?
Should it be eliminating the relationship between wealth and
spending? Should it just be eliminating the relationship between
spending across school systems?

Moreover, you have another difficult question: Should you be fo-
cusing on the differences across States? When you look just at the
average spending form State to State, you see vast differences. Or,
should you be focusing on the differences within States—examples
we saw vividly in the slides presented earlier, but also referred to
in some of the earlier testimony. Or, should we be looking within
cities and within districts, where I submit there are in some sense
large and uncovered disparities that still exist in our system.

e Federal Government can make significant mileage by paying
attention to those differences, by looking at them, 1 debatin
them, by calling attention to them, and by, as you are doing, hold-
ing hearings around the country. People are sensitive to the fact
that the Federal Government will now be looking at this, and I
submit this attention itself will make a difference.

Second, the Federal Government can get back involved in collect-
ing information that is required to better understand our school
system. For the last dozen years, the Federal Government has
gradually withdrawn leavins to individual States data collection
around outcomes, doliars, and the ver(z1 teaching force that the pre-
vious panel agreed was the most significant factor in education.

One thing the Federal Government is good at is doing things
across States, where no one State in itself would do it, and collect-
ing the information in a rigorous, precise, valid and accurate way
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is an important Federal function and one that existed up until the
late 1970’s and has been mostly absent since..

If the Federal Government combines the information that is re-
quired to look at outcomes, to look at teachers, to look at spending,
and seriously debate that equity definition, I believe that that ac-
tivity itself will start to elevate the J‘)roblem of disparities across
school systems on evelgone's agenda throughout the education com-
munity. And when and if you are ready to move in bolder ways—
bolder ways, by changing the way in which you distribute Chapter
I dollars, focusing more on concentrations of poverty, or thinking
about general aid dollars that may be tied to State or school dis-
trict improvement in school finance eq 'tK-—if and when you are
ready to move in that direction, you will have the background in-
formation and experience to debate, to in fact move in a direction
that is alppro riate for this deliberative body. .

Now, I realize that is a little different than a broader call for im-
groving the teaching force or fully funding Head Start, but you

ave to start somewhere; you have to take the first steps in movin,
the Federal Government back into school finance debates. And
submit these are doable, not very expensive, and the ratio of atten-
tion to dollars that you will receive for moving back in will bring
attention to the spending and will start io elevate this on the agen-

a.
Thank you very much.
[The prepared statement of Mr. Berne follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF ROBERT BERNE
Mr. Chairman and Members of the Subcommittee: Thank you for giving me the

opportunity to discuss with you a most important issue; the potential role of the

ederal government in elementary and secondary education finance, grticular‘lg in
the area of equity. For the past seventeen years as & professor at the Robert F. -
ner Graduate Scf\':ool of Public Service at X‘feew York University, school finance equity

as been one of the focal areas of my research and I am pleased that are raising
an important set of questions through these hearings. I have prepared a short state-
ment and then would be pleased to discuss the issues further. (I was out of the
country until July 20 and learned about these hearings upon my return. Thus I
have not had the time to prepare a lengthier analysis.)

Let me atate my bottom line conclusion first, and then return to several ideas that
form the basis of my position. Despite the fact that it is well-aece%t:d that we have
not one but fifty plus educational systems in the United States, ] lieve that there
is an important role for the Federal government in the issue of school finance eq-
uity. The specifics of that role are not simply determined, but to walk away from
a state of affairs that may have more to do with the quantity and quality of edu-
cation received by the youth of America than almost any other issue is inconsistent
with my definition of Federal leadership.

Let me provide a brief example by unnlo%, rough as it may be, for the potential
Federal role in school finance. I have found that a useful definition of leadershi
is the sbility to take people to a desired outcome that they would not have reach
by themselves. When ﬁu in public school, the education provided to students with
f ysical and emotional disabilities was either ina ate or non-existent. It was not

hat long ;fo, but students with learning disabilities were not treated humane
and certainly ‘were not receiving appropriate education. The situation today, whi
not perfect, is significantly impm:wedb e in lnrg measure to the leadership role
played by the Federal government, By moving the U.S. education system in the
right direction, and in a direction that it would not have moved by itself, the Fed-
eral government changed education in a fundamental way. I believe that in the area
of school finance equity, the Federal role can be similar, although there will need
to be some debate over the best approach to take.

There is little doubt that the intergovernmental system set out by our Constitu-
tion has many advantages in general, and for elementary and secondary education
in particular. American education permits substantially more local input and control
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than other more centralized national systems, and this matches a strongly-held be-
lief in our culture. But it is also part of our culture that the Federal government -
should and does take action when the results of this decentralized m do not

who are most in need. Ex-

eld desirable cutcomes for all groups, parti those
{‘mplu in elementary and secon p:'duution include low ineomc,i:(!i-:dEvm I:
; an

upils; with ties; ils whose native

?npﬂ' mto mh&uhu&d?h&wh?%mhnotu-
pﬁhnhaﬂnmﬁuuvbhm.hthwwben&nlﬁuntputofthe
solution.
It is also a fact that the US. education system relies heavily on the pro tax,
which through most of ocur nation’s history permitted edu:u“gon to .:cml:rtze re-
sources it needed taxation. Again, an examination of the full effects of thi
reliance today may be nd the reach of any individual state, and this may be

a place where the odenlmmmtmplnyamlo. .
main argument for this Subcommittee is that the current inequities in our
school finance system are every much as serious a national education problem as
imd:az::e e childhood education, overly bureaucratized schools, non-existent or
tional standards, and sub-standard preparation of our teaching force. In

fact, if the finance inu&xty issues are not addre simultaneously with these
other problems, the solutions, if they can be found and implemented, will only bene-

if
fit a subset of our students. We all have to acknowledge that no system is perfect,
but the results of our state-based, property tax-dominated, locally controlled edu-
cation system, appear to be lud.im an unacceptable outcome. That is, unless
there are substantial chi in 1 finance, the basic notion of et?:ni oppor-
tunity for all American n will be impossible. It is this unacceptable catcome
that cannot be ignored by the Federal government.

With my bottom line conclusion that Federal intervention is called-for in the area
of -chooﬁnmce equity, proposed action must be assessed in light of the pressing
problems fi the Nation, for le, the budﬁ. deﬁcitA-tlle health care crisis
and the need to help solve pmbmnd our borders. As it turns out, even if
there was & consensus at the Federal level to take action on school finance equity,
the basic information needed to define and establish such a »olicy is not available,
In other words, before we can debate seriously the appropriate form of Federal
interventi&n—,for mte p;:’.' new Clupwi %hMi:ﬂ Fxpedeﬂlodl,rd a2 new xteoneral m:g

rogram mo , or new regulations on e rograms 0
:chool ﬁnnngem equityo—?:o need to address two basic questions But the Fede‘;-nl gov-
ernment has avoided over the last dozen or so years. The two questions are as fol-
lows: (1) What is the appropriate definition of 1 finance equity from the Federal
perspective? and (2) Once a definition or definitions of equity are selected, how can

“each state’s level and trends in equity be assessed? The answers to both of these
questions are prerequisites to formulating a Federal policy, regardless of what it
turns out to be. Moreaver, it will take time for the answers to the two auestions
to be obtained. Thus I mﬁue that work on the answers to the questions ahould pro-
ceed immedintetlx. especially because the activities required to answer the questions
do not commit the Federal government to any particular policy option. But without
the answers to the two questions, no effective action is possible.

Let me conclude with several observations concerning the two questions and about
directions for Federal intervention in school finance equitgl. First, what is the np?ro-
priate definition of equity from the Federal perspective? Close to twent; of re-
search on school finance equity can be used to provide part of aeknow{eg:?hut no
system is perfect, hut the results of our state-based, property tax-dominated, locally
controlled educatios system, appear to be lendinq to an unacceptable outcome. That
is, unless there ar: substantial changes in achool finance, the basic notion of equal
opportunity for a'i American children will be impossible. It is this unacceptable out-
come that cannst be ignored by the Federal government.

With my bottom line conclusion that Federal intervention is called-for in the area
of school finance equity, proposed action must be assessed in light of the pressing
problems facingthe Nation, for example, the bﬂdf: deficit, the health care crisis
and the need to help solve problems %eyond our borders. it turns out, even if
there was a consensus at the Federal level to take action on achool finance et}uity,
the basic information needed to define and establish such a policy is not available,
In other words, before we can debate seriously the appropriate form of Federal
intervention—for example, new Chapter 1 allocation methods, & new general aid
program to promote equity, or new lations on all Federal programs to promote
school finance equity—we need to ad two basic this answer and it has both
conceptual and empirical dimensions. At a conceptual level, school finance equity is
not a term that can be defined in the absence of values; that is, it is not a value
free concept. Another way of saying this is that two peopie can dfugree reasonably
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over the definition of school finance ty. A second conceptual point is that school
finance equity can be examined from the perspective of the child as well as the tax-
payer, and at times the choice of a perspective can lead to different and competing
concepts tﬁﬁty. Historically, if I were to derive the Federal definition from cur-
rently en: programs, I would conclude that the child perspective dominates, but
the past does not have to constrain the future.

From the child’s perspective (as well as from the uxgayer’n), there are different
equity principles that can be developed conceptually. For example, if we assume
that all children are the same from a finance perspective, then the principle of hori-
zontal equity, or equality, agﬁl.iu. The differences in education spending per gupil
within a nnge state or ‘erences in spending across states, inequities that are
well known to members of this Subcomml:go. are examples of the measurement of
this equity principle. A different principle of equity focuses on the differences among
pupils with different wealth or ability to pay for education. Unequal resources, by
themselves do not necessarily violate this 'prindple, sometimes known as eTul o'p.;
portunity with respect to wealth, but the fact that spending per pupil is related
wealth or abiliz to pay is the key problem. Many state court decisions are based
on this principle. A variation on_this theme is fact that there are often dif-
ferences by geographic areas, such as urban versus suburban versus rural, or dif-
ferences by racial and ethnic group. Finally, a different principle of equity recog-
nizes that all pupils are not the same, and that equity may translate into unec{l\lul
spendi r ﬁ“ il, once factors such as resources available outside of school, ability
to ape:f ish, and physical and emotional disabilities are taken into account.
This principle, often called vertical equitg, focuses on the &pproprintely unequal re-
sources for Jmpils who are different and deserving of different treatment.’ Thus,
part of the debate at the Federal level needs to include the de to which one or
n}ore qtf these three equity principles will be incorporated into the Federa] definition
o ity.

ﬁ?gn {ﬁer choices have been made about the equity principles, there are decisions
that need to be made about how to measure ty according to the different prin-
ciples. The point here is not to decide the issues of the best equity principles and
measures from the Federal perspective here and now, but only to indicate that con-
ceptual choices need to be made before argl policy can be formulated to respond to
the inequities, and that these conceptual choices can be informed by research. The
conclusion that is directly related to the deliberations of this subcommittee is that
the answers to the conceptual questions will take time to develop and if the process
is not begun now, no Federal action to address school finance inequities will be

The second question is also important. That is, once a definition or definitions of
equity are selected, how can each state’s level and trends in equity or the differences
in equity across states be asc2ssed? Assuming for the moment that we can answer
the conceptual questions, the actual measurement of school finance equity in the
fifty states with the precision that is necessary for Federal policy is not possible
with current data. This is not the appropriate time to go into the numerous data
problems such as the measurement of revenues and expenditures, student and dis-
trict characteristics, cost of living differences, and ability to pay, and the absence
of coterminality, but with 50 states and close to 15,000 school districts, this is a
complex enterprise.

The problem is all the more serious because, until recently, the Federal govern-
ment had retreated on its traditional commitment to data definition and_measure-
ment in school finance. Even now the activities of the National Center for Education
Statistics would have to increase to develop gmperlxna data base that could be relied
upon for Federal school finance equity 11 policies. And, because this takes time, the
development of this data base is a nd activity that needs to proceed as a pre-

isite to a future determination of the Federal role in school finance equity. such
a data base in not only needed for equity measurement, but can be important for
the assessment of alternative taxation approaches to the traditional property tax.

Research has shown that %rog'reu toward school finance equity over the past fif-
teen years has been uneven. In some cases the state courts have acted as a catalyst,
and in other cases states themselves have developed reform agendas, but in many
cases poor, needy children receive fewer educational resources than their wealthier
neighbors. Unfortunately, even in states where ss has been made, often there
is a tendency for the improvement to be short-lived. During these hearings you will

LElsewhere the uFument has been made that vertical equity is the equity principle most con-
sistent with Federa g:::m See Robert Berne and Leanna Stiefel, "E;;uity tandards for
State School Fingnce ma: Philosophiss and Standards Relevant to Section 5 (d) (2) of the
Federal Impact Aid Program,” Journal of Education Finance, vol. 18, no. 1, Summer 1992, pages
89-112 possible.
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be presented with a variety of steps that the Federal government can take to im-
rove school finance equity across states, within states, and even within districts.
ile ] am confident that you will take these arguments seriously, given the cur-
rent state of Federal involvement, it is unlikely that the Federal 12 government will
enact & bold intervention very soon, despite the obvious need. But this does not
mean that the Federal rnment must remain silent on the issue. In fact, there
are two activities, both of which will take some time, both of which are prerequ isites
to broader interventions, that the Federal government can engage in ately.
The first is to befin a process to define and measure school finance equity from the
Federa) perspective. The second is to enlarge Federal data collection efforts so that
school finance equity levels and progress can be measured across states, in each of
the fifty states, and within districts with the requisite reliability and validity to sup-
port Federal &liciu. Not only are these steps necessary prerequisites for broader
policies, but actions themselves will be an important sign that the Federal gov-
ernment is prepared to enter the battle for achool finnuce equity.

Senator PELL. Thank you very much.

Dr. Cortez.

Mr. COrTEZ. Mr. Chairman, members of the committee, we want
to thank you for giving us the opportunity to address you this
afternoon.

I am the director of the Institute for Policy and Leadership at the
Intercultural Development Research Association, which is a non-
groﬁt research and training and advocacé/ organization based in

an Antonio, TX, specializing in issues and programs impacting on
minorities, low-income students, and students with limited English
proficiency. The organization was created by Dr. Jose Cardenas,
one of the country’s foremost experts on minority education issues.

It is ﬂttingethat the committee address school finance and hear
from Texas because it was in Texas that one of the earlier battles
for school finance reform and school finance equalization originated
back in the 1970's, with the filing of the Rodriguez case involving
the poor Edgewood school district in San Antonio.

In Texas, we are currently in the third round of court challenges
to the State funding system, and although there has been some im-
provement in the system over the last 3 years, we still cannot say
that every student in Texas has access to the same amount of
money for education.

In our decade-long struggle to achieve greater equalization in our
State, we have also come to learn that the systems that are in
place are often created by design and that there are many groups
with vested interest in maintaining the status quo. We have also
learned, however, that State equalization efforts can be facilitated
by the presence of incentives to make progress toward cqualization.

In our State, that incentive has been delivered by State court
mandates which have required the State to decrease the amount of
funding disparities between property poor and property rich school
districts. Yet despite legal victories in the courts which date back
to 1988, Texas continues to struggle with creating a system which
will provide similar levels of return for similar tax effort for all
children in all school districts in our State.

Despite a decade-long ?ush for reforming the State system, Texas
continues to have one of the largest expenditure differences of all
the 50 States. According to data compiled in Education News in
1992, Texas ranked number one among all the States in the extent
of the funding disparities between the poorest and the wealthiest
districts. While the poorest district in 1991 spent $2,150 per stu-
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dent, the State’s wealthiest district was spending $14,514 to edu-
cate each of its students. .

Federal funding for education has consisted of targeting funding
to address specific issue areas. While this has contributed to some-
what improving services available to some students, this approach
has-often resulted in the laying of Federal dollars on very unequal
State funding bases, therefore often supporting continuation of the
unequal status quo. .

It is not surprising, then, that in these past Federal efforts, we
have seen mixed results as these moneys have provided low-wealth
school districts a few resources to shore up minimal programs
while affording wealthier school districts additional revenue to fur-
ther enrich already adequate programs.

While all children are affected by inequalities in school funding,
minorities tend to be particular hard hit by inequalities. Researc
on the economic status of minorities reveals that most Hispanics
and African Americans are concentrated in lower-income commu-
nities, which correlates to having fewer resources available for edu-
cation, ‘

In the Rand Corporation study on inadequate minority student

rformance in math and science, entitled, “Multiplying Inequal-
ities,” the authors found that extensive lack of success experienced
by minority students in math and science was primarily attributed
to lack of access to quality teachers, lack of access to quality pro-
grams, and lack of access to adequate school resources.

It is obvious that the lack of resources for basic programs is car-
ried over into lack of rescurces into specialized areas like math and
science.

Studies on the extent of equalization in State systems are helpful
in setting the context, but will probably do very little in terms of
creating change at the State level. One way for the Federal Gov-
ernment to encourage and support funding equity is to take the ex-
tent of equalization into consideration when determining Federal
education funding to the various States. Formulas can be developed
to uﬁe the extent of equalization within the State, and Federal
aid could be adjusted in J)roportion to the extent to which States
are achieving an equalized system.

Federal funding incentives could also be develo‘)ed that reward
States that make substantial progress toward equalization. The cri-
teria for determinini the degree of equity could use statistical
measures assessing the extent of variation within a State system
and eligibility for incentive aid could be based on the extent of
variants from some federally established equity level.

Let me conclude my remarks by saying that i» his book, chron-
icling the inequalities in many of the State funding systems, Jona-
than Kozol, the author of Savage Inequalities, observes: ere is
a deepseated reverence for fauir play in the United States, and in
many areas of life, we see tl'e consequences of genuine distaste for
loaded dice. But this is not the case in education, health care, and
inheritance of wealth. In these elemental areas, we want the game
to be unfair, and some have made it so.”

We in Texas do not believe that education has to remain un-
equal. We do not believe that equal educational opportunity has to
be a distant dream for children who have been waiting for decades,
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and we su?port this committee’s effort to make education a fair

game for all children, regardless of where they happen to live.
{The prepared statement of Mr. Cortez follows:]
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STATEMENT OF ALBERT CORTEZ

. ¥r. Chairmen, wmemherse of the committes, %y name Albert
Corgez and I am the Director of The Instituts For iay end
Leagership of the Interculturel Davelopment Reseaxch Aza {etion
(1 AI. . TDRA im & non-profit resemrch and treining and hdvocscy
orggnixzation group based in San Antonio Texes specialf{zing in
lespes and programs impacting on minorities, low 3 e snd
stugente with 1{sited mEnglieh proficlency. ‘The organigalion wes
crepted in 1973 by Dr. Jera Cardenas one of the oountry’s foramonst
expbrta in ninority education. Our current Prscutive D: tor is
Dr.f Haria Robledo Montecel, a national-level lemder $n dropout
projention and other programs serving students at riek.

. Tt is fitting for the cosmittee to hear twetivony £ Texas,
bechuse it wae in one of the statee in which the sarly tise tor
schpol fiasnce equalizetion were etarted, and where !the uzor
fedpral court euit challenging the legality of grose inpdquelitiees
in pchool funaing SAID ve. Rodriquex was waged back in 1970'e.
Tevhe hae lorg been a key battle~ground in the £ight for] dohieving
sore equity in the money available to educats studsnts. 1% is eleo
imbrtant to heaf from Taxas because it is s state wherd {he legsl

betitle to schieve gqualization in funding continues the new
state cess, EXdgewood vs. Neno.
;i Achieving greater echool equalization im not a rafpin synride

1ifited to Texas hovever. Texas im buit one of 28 states lefound the
ﬂv\try in which the steste oyetem of school finena Fo baing
1langed. .

! In Texam we ara .rrently in the third round| bf court
challengas to the state cunding systes and although thexe] has.been
soye isprovewant in the system over the iaet thras YoXrs, we can
not yet say that svery student in Texas hae acbess to sqis apounte
ofirevemis., In our atate, as in nany statesa around tiejcountry,
the quelity of a child’s educetion ie etil} e gnificently| artected
by :the wealth of the neighborhood or camsunity in which:that chilg
hagpens to 1ive. 1In the tvo_deonde-long. etruggle k4 echieve
greater equelization in Texse, we hevé also cime to ienfr{ that the
eyptows that ers in plece vers often areated hy deriqn, |thet thare
arg sany groups with e vasted intersat in ndinteining ({the status
qut, end that etate equalization efforts ers facilitat4d by the
pryeence of incentives to make progrese towsrd equelisgtion.

L]

i In our state thet incentive hee been delivared 14 te gourt
unbdstes vhich have required the etate to decreass the hmount of
fuhding disparitiee betwaen property rich and propérty poor
stidents., Yet @eapite legxl victories in the courts vhich dete
batk to 1988, Texas continuee to struggle with avantisg'e systen
which vill provids einiler lesvela of raturn for eimilar: Hax effort
for ell children in a1l echool districta in the state, .

Befpsuse of long stending conditions, schieving funding equaliszation

in Texas has been not unlike rolling & boulder up a lonqtn gh hil1;
& long difficult procees requiring persintence, with constent
neasd to guard ageinet s tendency to backelics. ’

Despite e decade-long pueh for reforming the ouL Systen,
Texns contimies to have one of the largest nditure 4i{fference
of ell tha 50 gtates. Acoording to data cowpiled in Mdudation Revs
in 1992, Texam rankead number 1 Apong ell gtates in thel ¢xtent of
the funding Ainparities hetween ity poorest achool Gistridt. While
the poorest dietrict in 1991 spent #2130 par et nt, the
weulthiest Aletrict wam nding #14,514. Rven atter tHe edoption
of two revised gtate fund ng plene the fssus yewaina mi in stote
oourte, and the u?ulatuto is still reluoctant to re to the
Bdgewood pleintiffs’ ples for s mors feir end equel sygthm.

Q
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Achieving funding equity is Aifficult not only becmge uf the
pover of certain vested intarests but bepause the| pducation
comunity is often split on the issus. This fragmentgtion smong
the atate’s atrongast education supporters prevents the!i

being et the top of many eduocation groups’ réform sys

¥hile many consider the achisving of agual ancess
be primarily a state probles, recent national sction in
national education goale and performance etandards raisp several
nzortent iesues. If the federal governmdnt ie serjidus about
chieving goals and having atudante perform up to certai
t wil}l have to coneider the statue of the resourc £ school
systoms that will he the primary vehicias tor mchiaving those gonle
ond etandards. Coal and standard eatting without attenffon to the
resources nasded to achieve then is 1like talking aboyt|{ reaching
sope diztant ehore without considering the money it will take to
build the ship to get there.

i
3
i

Faderal funmding has traditionally ocohsisted of | targeted
funding designed to address spacific issue ataan. WhilW this has
oofitributed to eomewhat iwproving the sarvidee availablp to some
students, thie appronch has often resulted in the layaring of
faderel dollars on very unaqual state funding bases. tle per
pupil amountm for federally funded programs may be |[rmletively
squal, they are put on top of axisting stats funding systemd that
are often vary unagqual,

H
.

It is not surprising then that thess prst fodarel efforts bave
had mixed rasults, as theeo monies provided to low weal tetriots
are used to shors up whet is 8 very minisal funding bage, whereas
funding going to school diatricts with highet tax rev e can he
used to more sffectively supplement and enrich &n alreefiy sdequate
progras. . :

¥hile all children are affected by insgualities| in school
funding minorities tend to be particulerly haxd hit by
in.qualitiol in etate funding eystems.

In a Rand Corporation study on inadequate minority student
performunce in math an eclence, Multip pagualities, the
authore found that the extoneive lack of siccess axppyience by
winority students to in math and sclence ware primarily jaftributed
to 1) lack of access to quality teachers, 1) lack of| gccess to
quality progress, end 3) lack of adequata school remour . It ie
cbrious that the lack of adaquate rescurces flor basio proqrams is
carried over into leck of resourcee in speninlised ar such as
math and scienas.

t
) Research on ths sconomic status of minorities reyapis, that
most Biapanios are concantrated in lowsr incoke cosmunitips, wbich
correlates to having less resources availeble for uoation.
Pr:gran for minority pupils, while assisted by currednt federsl
funding, could have eignificantly mora impact if they [whre built
upon an equalired funding eyetem within a etita.

Acoording to a etudy of tha impact of Chapter 1 |fhnding on
state policies and funding practices, providing incenfife ald to
4

encourage states to develop new initiativesd hae contributed to
state level educational reform and the oreation of etabs fundaad
Programs garving under-achieving students. RNow wight
governsant use this exporienca for the creation of

equality in etate funding eystexs? !

faderal
funding

1
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Studies of the extant of squity in stats eystees
in setting ths context, but in end of theasslves will P
lend to extensive changes in the astatus e, In y tes
stodies have hesn conducted of the equity the fundi :ntu
{aB suggeated by the utigotion which has oucurred in2B states)
an@ the extent of inequality may slready be well Xnowd.] What is
le¢king in our mtate, as in meny other statms, is th
\v!.n or the resocurces to mske funding equelity happen.

~ one way for the federal governmsnt to snooursge
tunding uity f{a to teke the extent of egualls
considerstion when detarmining federel education fun
various gtetes, Formulse can be developed to gauge th
squalization within a state, and fedsral sid. could be
proportion to the extent to which states sre echiavin 2
syrtews. lLegislation related to conplisnce with oceqthin oivid
rights standards could serve as e model for a comp
epproach to an equalized funding etandard.

Federal funding incentives could also be developed
states making substantial itogtﬁ.‘ toward funding e
The oriteria for determining the degree of cquit{
statistios)l wmaamures ensesmeing the axtent of verietidn| within e
etate eystem. Riigibility for incentive aid could be brgded on the
extent of variance from some todotanx estadlished o y level,
This carrot approach to support fund equity mighty have more

afpeal tor stetes, particularly those facing qriticel s tunding
shortagen. )
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Senator PELL. Thank you very much, Dr. Cortez.

I have one question, and I'm sure the answer will probably be
in the affirmative, but should the States be forced to equalize edu-
cation spending across school districts? Should that be the respon-
sibility of the States?

What would you say, Dr. Cortez?

Mr. CorTEZ. The responsibility for equalization should rest with
the States, but the Federal Government can play a very significant
role in equalizing resources. In studies that we have reviewed of
Chapter I, Senator Pell, what we noticed is that the Federal Gov-
ernment’s allocation of money to help underachieving students ac-
tually resulted in the creation of State-level programs that provide
State-level resources for underachieving students. So I think that
if the Federal Government created movement and incentive for
equalization, it would set standards and provide leadership that
States like Texas are sorely in need of.

Senator PELL. Thank you.

Dr. Berne.

Mr. BERNE. Clearly, it is a State responsibility, but as Dr.
Hickrod pointed out earlier, the evidence is very grim on what
grogress we have made on equalization in the last 20 years. The

tates frankly need help. I have had many occasions of talking
with State legislators, and the legislature clearly is where the ac-
tion is in those State ﬁecisionmakmg Tocesses.

Where the{ will say one thing p lic& to represent their con-
stituencies, they will say privately that they would love to have a
solution to the problem that does not mean taking resources away
from their constituents. Well, it is a case where a system that has
served us well for 2 couple hundred years, developing schools
through first an agrarian and then a more mixed economy, has led
to a system that the political differences across States have created
a logiam. In some cases the courts have to help, in some cases, the
business community will come together along with advocates. But
the Federal Government is a very powerful level from which to talk
gbimt these changes. Yes, it is a State responsibility, but they need

elp.

Senator PELL. Thank you.

Dr. Benson.

Mr. BENSON. Yes, Senator, it is a State responsibility, but I think
that for change to occur, the Federal Government does need to ex-
ercise leadership which includes financial incentive grants. I am
impressed with the power of rather small amounts of Federal
money in certain fields of education. One of these is the Education
for All Handicapped Children Act, which is not fully funded by the
Federal Government. An even more striking example is in not ev-
eryone’s favorite subject, but vocational education, where roughly
fl'Olz:lent,:zs on the dollar is succeeding in changing the nature of that
ield.

The States respond, in my view, to a grant even when the
amount of money is not phenomenal. It is in part a symbolic pres-
ence of the Federal Government. I think some dollars need to be
attached to that presence, but I don’t think one has to imagine at
this time that the Federal Government has to provide all of the dol-
lars to close those gaps that should be closed.
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Senator PELL. Thank you very much.

Senator Jeffords.

Senator JEFFORDS. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

I want to again thank you for holding this hearing, and the Sen-
ator from Connecticut, who has been a leader in this area.

I am committed to trying to imgrove the financial capacé&y of
States and local governments and by more help from the Federal
Government, but my basic question is where do we start. Is the
best way to start by fully funding those things that we have? That
would go on the basis that we know the present programs we have
are working. I would like some comments on that as to whether
you know of any true analyses on some of these things that indi-
cate that we would be best suited by fully funding these, or should
we look to other ways to improve and increase the Federal Govern-
ment’s role in the questions of what needs to be done in this coun-
try to make our education better?

Dr. Benson.

Mr. BENsoN. Thank you.

I think a very strong argument can be made for fully funding
what already exists. I think also, to support Dr. Berne's position,
the time is now to begin a Federal discourse about inequality in
American education.

And third, knowing where I come from, I would like to see seri-
ous Federal attention given to what is variously called transition
school to work career pathways, and I just heard today school to
work apprenticeships.

Senator JEFFORDS. Thank you.

Dr. Berne.

Mr. BERNE. Coming at this from a New York City perspective for
a moment, and wearing one of my other hats aside from school fi-
nance research, I am currently evaluating one of the 32 Head Start
transition programs that exist across the country. These are pro-
grams to take dollars and provide resources in K through 3 schools
that have significant numbers of Head Start children, to try to
emulate to some degree the Head Start model in the early gra-es.

My reading of the literature suggests that the Head Start model
for preschool children has enormous dividends. I don’t want to take
away from the elementary and secondary education community.
But for my money, given a marginal dollar, I would look very seri-
ously to giving children some equality of learning opportunities
coming into the public school system. So much is formed in those
early years that I think fully funding Head Start would make a sig-
nificant difference. We can't prejudge what the evaluation will say
on the transition program, but I do have to say that the spirit and
the idea of merging these two planets, these different worlds of
Head Start and public schools, I think could pay huge dividends.

So I believe that there are opportunities for examining the exist-
ing programs and increasing the Federal role. At the same time,
however, I do think you have to look at some of the ways you dis-
tribute some of the existing resources, including Chapter I, and
even small programs like impact aid, where again, the Federal

resence makes a real difference. You make a statement from the
ederal Government level, and it carries with it much more, as Dr.
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Benson suggests, than the small amounts of resources that you
may be able to gather.
I think loogking both at what you are now doing and develop-
ing some new programs would have some payoff in improving eq-
ui&for all children.
nator JEFFORDS. Dr. Cortez.

Mr. CORTEZ. I agree with Dr. Berne that you will probably see
differential impact depending on where you invest your resources,
and the notion of fully funding early childhood education where you
can early in the child’s educational experience do many things to
equalize opportunities is a verglgood thing.

On the concept of fully funding all existing programs, 1 want to
reemphasize the point that if you full fund Federal programs and
layer theni on top of unequal State systems, you probably will not
l&e doing much to narrow the gap in disparities among the various

istricts. '

So I agree with Dr. Berne’s point that we should be willing to
take a step back and look at existing Federal resources, put more
money into Federal funding if we want, but at the same time use
as a criterion for State allocations the extent to which the State it-
self is allocating its own resource to create greater equalization.

I think when you do that, you are generating incentive for in-
creased State commitments to equalization.

Senator JEFFORDS. Just one last question. Dr. Berne, you men-
tioned a concern about the lack of evaluation of results of various
programs, and maybe I didn’t hear you right, but what concerns me
is that we have run a whole number of experimental educational
programs, and maybe I just have not been alert, but I have not
seen any longitudinal evaluations of any consequence in these pro-
grams. Do we do a good job at evaluating these programs? ,

Mr. BERNE. I think you are making a slightly different point
than I made, and I'll come back to that. My point was that I think
in terms of just basic data collection for those evaluations, the Fed-
eral Government has in fact stepped back from what I thought was
its traditional role in the 1970’s of providing a baseline so that peo-
ple_ c&uld come from different perspectives and evaluate these
projects.

I think the evaluation question is a tougher one, and in general
I think it is mixed. But even in a major program like Chapter I,
I'm not sure I can go to the literature and fully understand from
that literature Chapter I's effects. There are certain advocates who
claim it has very precise effects in particular schools and others
who claim it is being spread way too thin for too many students.
And despite the episodic examinations of Chapter I and the atten-
tion to outcomes that has recent’y been put in there, I would say
I could not look at that and, from that evidence alone, make a firm
judgment as to its effectiveness.

Senator JEFFORDS. Dr. Cortez.

Mr. CorTEz. I agree that more information on the effectiveness
of categorical programs would lend some iood insights as to where
the emphasis should be in the future. I agree that the results
would probably be mixed, and that from data we have seen in the
State of Texas and in the regions where we operate, there are pro-

’
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grams that utilize these resources very effectively and produce very
good results, and there are grograms that do not. )

However, I think we need to keep in mind that, as was pointed
out by Senator Dodd, the Federal investment in education at the
State level overall amounts to no more than 6 nt. So that for
us to make judgments about the effectiveness of programs that pro-
vide very limited resources and that do not take into account the

ding disparities that exist within States that affect the ability
of school districts to deliver on those resources I think has to be
taken into consideration.

Senator JEFFORDS. Thank g:u, Mr. Chairman.

Senator PELL. Thank you, Senator Jeffords.

Senator Dodd. :

Senator Dopb. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman.

I thank the panelists for their very helpful testimony. I have a
couple of observations and some questions. You always hesitate to
talk about your own particular State or area, and there is nothing
scientific ut it, but I am always curious about where people
want to see their tax dollars spent and often raise this question
with constituency groups in my own State of Connecticut. Invari-
ably, education comes out about at the top. Maybe there are excep-
tions from time to time given some peculiar circumstance that war-
rants attention, but by and large there seems to be a tremendous
amount of at least initial support for the idea that this is one area
where taxpayers believe their tax dollar investment makes some
sense.

Now, they may break down once you go bei/ond that initial ques-
tion, but I am always impressed by the public’s response to those
surv?'s. And I have been intrigued about asking people about this
would you be willing to support tax increase if it were a dedicated
tax for education, such as a value-added tax, for instance, where
it would be exclusively focused on improving the quality of edu-
cation—and I would include Head Start. I am amazed at the re-
sponse I get. Again, it is an easy enough question to ask, and it's
easy to raise your hand in an audience, and I'm not sure I am
prejudicing the answer because of the way I ask it, so I wouldn’t
want to rely on it as terribly scientific. But I am sort of impressed
by the positive response people seem to give in we know, particu-
larly these days, there is vehement opposition to an: suggestion of
a tax increase on anything. But when we ask and link it to being
dedicated to education, I find the response pretty strong.

So I think there ic a lot of room to do something in this area,
provided it is not just, as you pointed out, Dr. Benson, just dump-
ing money in without talkins about reform or changing the struc-
ture of the system. If you didn’t insist on change then I think the
investment would be a total waste of money, and whether people
might support it initially, I think the; would be terribly dis-
appointed in the results.

'd like to focus on a group that hasn't received a lot of attention
here today in this discussion, not because we don't think it is im-
gort,ant but it just hasn’t come up get., and that is parents. We

ave talked about the various roles of teachers, administrators, the
Federal Government, the State and local and so forth. Yet, I find
the correlation between parental involvement and the quality of
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schools one of the strongest. It is the old “squeaky wheel” theory—
we are looking at several factors: first, the parents themselves may
be children, or just out of their teens; second, they may have
dropped out of school in many cases and so did not have a positive
experience themselves in an educational environment and are
therefore very reluctant to step back into school even as parents.
And particularly in our minority community there is another factor
to consider. In my memory, certainly, members of the minority
community clearly had a ceifing on what their opportunities were,
despite a good education. So transmitting to their own children the
idea that there is an economic opportunity associated with edu-
cation is something they may accept theoretically, but in terms of
their own practical experiences, there has been no correlation be-
tween education and economic advancement. And we are looking at
this issue barely a generation away from that experience.

So I would be curious as to your response to those three points,
and of course, to the underlying question of how do you increase
parental invofvement; how do ycu get parents, particularly in our
urban and poor rural areas, to be excited about education and to
gee it as important in terms of their own children’s economic oppor-
tunities? What stuns me is that I am seeinF private businesses pro-
mote sneakers and do tremendously well, or jackets or caps or
whatever, and they are able to penetrate those communities in
terms of their marketing ideas. Why haven't we done a better job
at marketing education in there communities? If we can market a
ﬁair of Nike sneakers, we ought to be able to market having your

ids stay in school and become involved. Why aren’t we doing a
better job of that? Why aren’t we reaching those parents?

Let me begin with you, Dr. Cortez.

Mr. CORTEZ. Let me first say that we would whole-heartedly
agree with you, Senator, that parental involvement is a key ele-
ment of school success, and all the research we have seen and con- -
ducted reinforces that view. But I want to emphasize that what
works with minority parents may be a little bit different than the-
traditional approaches that might be used with middle income,
educated individuals who may have more positive past experiences
with school systems.

The key point we want to make in terms of parental involvement
is that it has to be meaningful, it has to be relevant, it has to use
approaches that take into consideration the cultural ci\aracteristics,
the linguistic characteristics, the economic realities of minority
communities, and structure parental involvement opportunities in
ways that enable minority parents to meaningfully participate in
their children’s education.

Senator Dopp. Do you agree or disagree with the points I made
about having their own bad experiences in the education environ-
ment, and second, beyond the theoretical appreciation, not havin
any practical experience in their own lives about their own level o
education and economic performance.

Mr. CorTEZ. We agree that there is that experience, and there
is the realization that sometimes education does not provide all of
the keys to success. However, in our conversations with minority
communities, there is a firm, unyielding conviction that educaticn
is the key to their children’s future. And despite negative experi-
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ences and despite having experienced glass ceilings in jobs, they
still believe that education is the way out of the barrio or the ghet-
to and into the mainstream,

- I believe what happens, Senator, is that schools, because of their
inability, or sometimes unwillingness, to adapt to the needs of the
minority community really miss a tremendous opportunity to in-
volve parents not only in areas of curriculum reform and mentoring
and tutoring programs and the like, but also in being at the fore-
front of issues like school finance equalization.

In Texas, we were very fortunate that one of the most outspoken
advocates for school finance equalization was a community-based
organization, originally Communities Organized for Public Serv-
ices, based in San Antonio, which is a grassroots organization of ev-
eryciay people, took this issue on as the most important issue that

that organization could support. And that organization and its sis-
ter groups of the Industrial Areas Foundation in Texas have been
one of the key elements to keeping school finance equalization at
the top of the State agenda.

Senator DoDD. Dr. Berne.

Mr. BERNE. I just want to say I agree with Dr. Cortez, and I
want to add a couple points. I spent 2 years recentlgelooking at the
school governance system in New York City. Maybe if there is a
more intractable problem than school finance in the country, it is
the school governance system in New York. But as a result of that
process, I had the opportuniéy to hold hearings and move through-
out a number of schools in New York City, and I came to the con-
clusion quite simply that parents are not welcome in New York
City Schools. It is the rare exception where a parent would be lit-
erally welcome in a school. And I think this gets back to the point
that was made with the previous panel.

We need to think about a professional development model for
teachers that recognizes the role of parents and doesn't treat it as
a “we-they,” or “us-them” advocacy relationship. Parents were per-

“fectly well invited to keep track of the kids during the lunch hour
so the teachers could get a break. If you want to talk about class
size, or if you want to talk about why my child was in a special
program, or why a particular school was doing it this way, the par-
ents were shown the exit door.

So we have a serious problém, at least in urban areas, about how
parents can get involved, and I think that in some ways, it reflects
the fact that the public school system may be on its last chance
here. There are a lot of advocates out there who want to move
away from the gublic school system, who want to break it up, who
say they have had their chance, and they have perhaps blown it.

nator DoDD. You are dead right on that.

Mr. BERNE. It is this “circle the wagons” mentality in some cases
on the part of professionals that in some ways will break apart that
system, not by reform, but by moving to another system.

ain I return to the Head Start model, where the professionals
in the Head Start program view parents and children as the cli-
ents, plain and simple; they are both clients of the program. And
the parent involvement is a foreign word to Head Start profes-
sionals, because it is part of the way they do business. But it is a
different climate in public schools.

Q
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Senator Dopp. That’s a very good point. In the hearing we held
the other day on Head Start quality, our witnesses were parents
who had been volunteers who ended up becoming permanent staff.
There are a lot of relationships that develop there. That's a very
good point.

Yes, Dr. Benson.

Mr. BENSON. Senator Dodd, just to comment on one piece of re-
search with which I am famifiar, the nature of the interaction be-
tween parents and teachers was studied in two classrooms in Pitts-
burgh, CA, one classroom of ¢*ildren from very poor families, and
this was compared with a classroom ir Piedmont, CA, a very rich
classrooms. These were both white classrooms.

Now, the lower-income parents on average tended to be very,
very deferential to teachers. It was as if you have the knowledge,
you know how to teach my child, and y~— do it—an attitude many
people have toward their medical doctors.

Senator Dopb. Toward their Senators, too.

Mr. BENSON. The richer parents tend to engage the teachers in
a dialogue about their particular children and raise fguest.ions with
the teachers such as why did you do this instead of that with re-
gard to some :geciﬁc problem.

Now, what this suggests to me is—this is picking up on the CBO
notion—that it might be a good thing to encourage parents, and 1
think it would be especially nice if the lower-income tﬁarent:s re-
sponded, to make themselves groups and to a%proach e teachers
in a_group fashion rather than trying to handle this individually
on their perceived shortcomings and raising questions of profes-
sional behavior.

Senator Dopb. Good point.

Let me ask all three of you and take advantage of your presence
here—our six national education goals are a new statement of Fed-
eral leadership. We are looking at $400 million a ¥ear for the legis-
lation which implements these goals. I wonder if you would com-
ment, since this is a matter that will be before the Senate, on
whether this is a large enough incentive to get States to sign onto
these voluntary goals that we are identifying in the legislation.

I don’t know how many of you are familiar with this, but I pre-
sume most of you are.

Dr. Berne.

Mr. BERNE. It is hard to say *hat a specific $400 million amount
is adequate or not. Again, consistent with my earlier testimony, the
fact that the Federal Government is going to get into this in a seri-
ous -vay could have the potential to change the terms of the debate.
And whether you agree with national testing or local testing or any
of the specific goals, it is the seriousness and the commitment, the
sustained effort in this area, that will make the Federal Govern-
ment a plgyer aqain. I focus less on the specifics because in some
ways the Federal Government is a little bit too far removed to get
into the classroom. But if they can help shape the debate in the
professionalization of the teac it}g force or in the development of
national standards or in school finunce equity, then this in itself
creates a new g]ayer in the game that for the last dozen years was
dominated by States and localities, knowing that the Federal Gov-
ernment was not going to look over them.
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So_whether it is $400 million or $800 million, it is obviously a
small amount in the total picture, but it is coming out of a process
with some State-level input that gets the Fedzral Government back
inht}\e ame, and I view that as the most important part of the
whole .

Senatao??)onn. Do either of you want to comment on that at all

or diaagree?

Mr. BENSON. I think the response of the States will be uneven.
I think some are ready to do it now and might do it without any
Federal encouragement. I started out in economics, and back in
those long :ﬁo days, there was something in the economic lit-
erature called the demonstration effect. en good things are
shown to people, theg start wanting them.

I think if one could so arrange that the leading States had oppor-
tunities to display their programs and what comes of them to
the other States, that that may be a way to Fo In other words, in-
stead of the Federal Government thinkin of categorical programs
as its main approach and fully funding those programs insofar as
it can, the Federal Government's role may be to try to help States
and localities build into the fabric of their system bright ideas.

And I think this process is helped along by relying upon progres-
sive entities to encourage those who have some trouble initially un-
derstanding the idea.

Senator Dopn. Dr. Cortez, I don’t want to misquote you, but
fou’ve talked about a plan that would distribute finances at equal

evels to all districts. You may want to clarify more what you mean
by that. We have heard earlier testimony ing about using pov-
erty numbers as a way of trying to distribute those dollars so that
* we are targeting those students who need help more than others.

You went through a referendum in Texas very recently, an un-
successful one, I might point out—

Mr. CoRrTEZ. Three of them, all unsuccessful.

Senator DobDD. Yes. I'd like you to clarify what you mean by that.
ng not try to target those resources based on numbers——

r. CORTEZ. Let me clarify, Senator, We were not necessarily ad-
vocating the allocation of Federal fundinﬁ in terms of equal dollars
per student for every student across all States. That would be
counterproductive in that we agree with the notion of targeting
Federal dollars on the basis of some kind of need.

Now, to use a low-income student as a proxy for equalization
may not be as effective as looking at the tax base available to edu-
cate children in school districts, and somehow or other weighting
Federal funding on the basis of that State and district's ability to
come up with equalized resources.

again, we wouldn’t necessarily target it on the basis of low-
income students, but agl?in. we would encourage you to look at the
resource that are available within the school district and within the
State and whether or not those are equal for students.

Senator Dopb. How would that be different? I'm trying to think
of a situation in which poverty statistics and resources in that
school district would be somehow different, where your tax base
has deteriorated, and yet the incomes of the people to be served
wouid be higher. It seems to me we are talking about one and the
same thing, aren’t we?
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Mr. CoRTEZ. Not necessarily, Senator, at least as 1 understand
it and as we have studied systems, You can and you possibly
should consider the concentrations of low-income students as one of
the criteria used to allocate Federal ﬁmdinq.

We know about the research that correlates the need for addi-
tional resources among lower-income communities. So there is no
problem with that. But what we 813; is that if the base for generat-
ing money in many States is still the local property tax, you some-
how or another in your formula need to take into account the abil-
ity of that community to generate resources for their children.

Senator DopD. All right. I understand.

Mr. CORTEZ. On the point of the $400 million, let me just observe
that $400 million, frankly, with all due respect, would be a drop
in the bucket. If we divide the $400 million by the 50 States, that
amounts to about $8 million per State. And if we start subdividing
the amount of that money among the 3 million children in Texas
that amount of commitment from the Federal Government would
not do a whole lot to create school finance equalization.

I would agree with Dr. Benson that if, however, you use that
same resource as an incentive mechanism to encourage States to
gch%:ave greater equalization, you will get a lot more bang for your

uck.

Senator DonD. Dr. Berne.

Dr. Berne. If I could make one point that I don’t think has been
made in the course of these hearings, we have talked a lot about
incentives. There seems to be a strange component of both Federal
and State funding systems that sort of boggles the mind that it
continues.

We understand that conditions like poverty can make it more dif-
ficult to achieve outcome levels, so we provide more resources. And
then, if a school or a district has a good program and raises the
scores of those children, in some of our programs, they are in dan-
ger of losing the money. Here, we are talkin% about using incen-
tives, and yes, we are using incentives exactly the opposite way
that they should be used. People who have a good program and
move themselves up on those outcome scores are in danger of los-
ing resources, which to me is exactly the opposite of what we'd like
to do. So that if nothing else can come out of a changed Federal
law, at least you can look at Chapter I and some of the other pro-
grams where in fact this effect is operating and try to remove it;
try to develop incentives that encourage the outcomes that we all
want to see.

Senator DoDD. Let me ask one last question—and the chairman
has been very patient—and then I'll submit some questions to you
in writing.

Nowhere is it written in the Federal Constitution that I am
aware of that element.asy and secondary public education in this
country has to be funded out of a property tax. To me, that seems
to be the source of so much of the difficulty here. I suspect in Texas
and other locales when this issue is raised, it is not so much that
people who live in the suburban or the more affluent communities,
are opposed to doing something about kids in San Antonio, Hous-
ton, Dallas, Hartford, Bridgeport or Providence it is this notion
that; I am already pressed against the wall, I have watched my
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property taxes ge up on an annual basis. When will this end? Our
own kids aren’t getting enough, and now you are going to take my
tax dollar and dump it somewhere else. It is this tremendous sense
of frustration about a lot of things you have talked about. So this
continuing effort to raise the pro%ertg tax, to lay the burden for ad-
dressing all of this on people who have worked hard, achieved a
certain level of economic success that allows them to acquire a
home in an area where there is a heightened degree of security and
qu:}llity of life, is like fingernails on a blackboard, to put it mildly,
to them. :

And I am just wondering if we can’t somehow ﬁet beyond that
debate a bit, because I think there is a general willingness to sup-
port education. I think people have connected the dots and recog-
nize that what happens to a kid in San Antonio, Dallas, Houston,
Providence, Hartford does affect their future, does affect the eco-
nomic success and well-being of this country. If in fact, statistically,
we are going to have less than 1 percent of the new i'obs in this
country available in the next 5 years to people with less than a
Ligh school diploma and only about 18 percent of the jobs available
to people with just a high school diploma, this country is going to
be faced with a choice. We will either have to lower our standard
of livin%lsigniﬁcantly and compete with Third World countries, or
we will have to educate our population and continue to provide the
high-tech, high-skill, high-lpgiymg jobs that will lead us into the
21st century as a successful Nation.

I think most people would clearly opt for the latter choice. But
too often this leads us back to the concerns about taking it out of
my pocket once again through a tax on my property. If we could
somehow break through that particular question and start talking
about a different fundmfg scheme, I think we'd be in a much strong-
er position in terms of coming up with resources to meet these
challenges.

Now, maybe I am wrong; maybe I am terribly naive on this. And
you Feople are the professionals out there who deal with this eve%,
single day, and in fact went through a referendum, am I totally o
base in that my general sense that that's where the opposition
comes from?

Mr. BENSON. I think you are certainly correct, Senator, that the
way the property tax is administered today is very harmful to edu-
cation. Now, there are several ways to go. One, you already men-
tioned. I would myself be in favor of a dedicated Federal VAT for
education and related services.

But there still is the matter of local taxation, and our experience
in California would indicate that without the local districts havin
some voice in the level of support of schools, the total State-loca
rever.ue for schools falls.

So, are there ways to have local taxation without the property
tax? Those States that have a State income tax could offer the lo-
calities the chance to specify a surtax on the State income tax col-
lected through the same mechanism and refunded to the district.
There could be a range of rates available to the district in that

way.
’there are also, I think, ways to improve the adinistration of
the property tax to make it less noxious. One is to put the indus-
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trial-commercial property on statewide taxation. This reduces some
of these very large disparities among districts. And another way
is—I think this was considered in Texas; I'm not sure whether it
went in or not—but it is tax-based consolidation depending on the
structure of the State, either countywide taxes or regionwide, some
other kind of regional basis.

This, like statewide taxation, may reduce somewhat the willing-
ness of people to vote school taxes, although I think not much, and
in any case, one could offer a small local add-on in additicn to the
regional levy.

enator gODD. I'd like to see some testimony or documentation
or pieces that may have been written about those various ideas; if
you know where any exist, I'd be interested in looking at them.

Mr. BENsON. The regionwide or metropolitan-wide taxation—
Canada has this in some of their major cities. Also, to a certain ex-
tent, the Minneapolis-St. Paul area has had it. I am just faking
this in that I have not concentrated on school finance now for some
years, and I am not aware—I hope Dr. Berne is—of current articles
about these things.

Senator DobpD. Let me ask him. Dr. Berne?

Mr. BERNE. There is some work that is being done, although not
as much as one would think given the tax limitation movement and
the surveys of taxes that su%port your point 100 percent. The prop-
erty tax 1s the least favored tax, and the property tax limitation
movement has been a response to those rising property taxes.

Actually, there are some innovations that are trying to be worked
in. Certain cities have tried moving form the property tax to the
income tax. Actually, Governor Cuome in New York this past year
during the debates over school finance proposed that increments to
taxation in individual districts come out of a county-wide income
tax as opposed to a property tax. Now, since this was the first time
that this was thrown into the debate, it obviously wasn't put into
legislation, but it woke people up to the point you made, that how
ly:lou raise the money is part of how you distribute it, and the two

ave to be linked.

Senator DoDD. Yes, Dr. Cortez.

Mr. CoRTEZ. Senator Dodd, you must .ave spent a lot of time in
Texas given your demonstrated familiarity with the context. You
are ri%‘t that there is a lot of State-level, local-level hostility to-
ward the level of property taxes being levied all over the State, and
there is a growing frustration and disillusionment with the notion
that that one source is being overburdened by not only the local
schools, but many other governments that use it as their prime
source of revenue.

The notion of a need to move away from property taxes, we to-
tally ee with. Property does not, in the case of residences, for
example, generate any income, 80 we understand the frustration of
a homeowner at being taxed for a commodity which doesn’t gen-
erate money for them. And the idea of encouraFing States to move
to alternative sources of revenue if the Federal Government could
create some mechanisms for doing that, I think would really be a
contribution to where we are trying to get.

Senator DopD. Particularly it we could show that we might actu-
ally be able to lower property taxes.




‘and the like in one direction, that are actua
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Mr. CorRTEZ. Exactly.

Senator DoDD. If you knew you were going to end up with a
lower property tax as a result of some different funding scheme, I
:,ll;:ink you could generate some tremendous support for a different

irection.

Mr. CorTEZ. The conversation in Texas seems to be in that direc-
tion, Senator, where individuals have indicated, and groups have
indicated, that thegewould be willing to support some other kind
of tax that would be dedicated to education in exchange for some
type of proportional reduction in their local property tax.

It is given that for many years, at least in our part of the coun-
try, there has been a growin overdependence on that resource,
and we need to reallg iversigr our revenue options, or we are in
for some real big problems. And part of the reason for that is that
in Texas, as in many other parts of the country, some of our popu-
lation is aging, and there are some mechanisms for limiting prop-
erty taxes on some of our older citizens; however, in Texas and in
manai States, you don't really have effe.tive what they call “circuit-
breaker” mechanisms, which were mechanisms that were discussed
and used in different parts of the counsry to limit the property tax
burden on those citizens that had fixed incomes.

Senator DoDD. And last, it goes to the point where we are now
competing with each other as States. I am sure my Governor, and
I have supported it with all due respect, will say, look, if you've got
a business in San Antonio, we can offer you a better tax abatement
program in Connecticut than they offer you in Texas. You come up
and spend a few years in Connecticut, and you won't pay any prop-
erty taxes. This kind of competition goes on all across the country,
so that you end up pulling businesses and employment opportuni-
ties out of places on the promise you'll pay no taxes. course
when that happens, it puts a greater burden on the residential
property tax owner, plus you have eliminated job opportunities so
that people end up not being able to stay, and they can’t move in
some cases because opportunities don't exist—it kind of has a
snowballing effect. And obviously, the poorest districts are the ones
that re most adversely affected By that, particularly as we try to
draw these businesses and employment opportunities into those
areas sometimes on the promise they won't pay any tax to come in.

So it is one set of Federal policies workinﬁ, with enterprise zones

y working against the
whole notion under the present structure of supporting an edu-
cational system which is necessary for those new, modern busi-
nesses to exist. It is a clear example of the right and the left hands
not knowing what they are doini;n terms of common goals.

Well, I have taken too long, Mr. Chairman, and I apologize. It
is a very interesting subject, and I thank you very much. ]

Senator PELL. Thank you very much. I think we are all guiity of
exactly the same thing in each of our States, making these rash
promises.

We thank Kou very much, Dr. Cortez, Dr. Berne and Dr. Benson,
for being with us, and the hearing will be resumed tomorrow under
the chairmanship of the Senator from Connecticut.

The subcommittee stands adjourned.

[Whereupon, at 4:32 p.m., the subcommittee was adjourned.]
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HOW WE PAY FOR OUR SCHOOLS

¢ TUESDAY, JULY 27, 1983
U.S. SENATE,
SUBCOMMITTEE ON EDUCATION, ARTS AND HUMANITIES, OF
» THE COMMITTEE ON LABOR AND HUMAN RESOURCES,
| Washington, DC.

The subcommittee met, pursuant to notice, at 9:23 a.m., in room
SD—430, Dirksen Senate 8fﬁce Building, Senator Dodd presiding.
Present: Senators Dodd, Simon, Wellstone, and Jeffords.

OPENING STATEMENT OF SENATOR DoODD

Senator DopD. The subcommittee will come to order. Let me wel-
come everyone here today for a continuation of the subcommittee’s
hearing on an issue that is critical to our schools, our children, par-
ents, for everyone, in fact, in this country, and that is the issue of
school financing.

To some, school financing may seem somewhat removed from our
children, an issue that on its face strikes one as much more likel
to affect State bureaucrats rather than children. But %a:tmﬂay%
striking testimony, especially the slides presented by Dr. Landa
Trentham of the conditions in some of Alabama’s public schools,
provli(iil?r:trong evidence of the critical impact of school financing
on ¢ n.

School finance definitely affects children where there are no
swings or. slides in the playground; where the most up-to-date ency-
clopedia is from 1975, as we saw in those slides; in Texss where
the wealthiest school district spends nearly 7 times what. the poor-
est spends; or in Al:bama where the average teacher purchases
$500 to $700 of supplies out of his or her pocket each and every
year.

These disparities exist in schools across the country, not just in

a or Texas. I can testify they exist in my home State of
Connecticut. Certainly, many here would be shocked to see the con-
ditions in some of Connecticut’s schools, and I am sure that other
members of this committee have had similar experiences in their
own States.

Yet, we are asking more and more of our schools. We have de-
fined new goals and we are working to set new standards and de-
g:lop new assessments. But the assistance we offer is limited, at

st.

States and localities are feelinﬁ the pressure from other sources
as well. As anyone in politics knows, taxpayers are demandi
lower taxes andy greater efficiency in services at the State and loca
level. Schools are being asked to shoulder some of the problems of
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the larger community that their students bring with them into the
classroom—drugs, violence, poverty, hunger, and the list seems
endless. States are being pressed in the courts with challenges of
inequities in the schools. .

It is clear in my mind that cur schools are not meeting all of
these challenges. How could they, in fact? It is probably too much
to expect. In some communities, they do well; in others, they are
st ling valiantly, and in some they are failing miserably and
children are suffering. .

I believe it is critical that we look at the challenges facing
schools and at the bottom line of the resources we provide schools
with which to meet these challenges. The Federal Government
must, in my view, be a partner in this effort. I believe that means
we must deal with the difficult issue of school finance and somehow
provide our schools with the necessary resources.

With these hearings, we are beginninﬁnthis critical process. Our
witnesses today include Governor Roy Romer from Colorado, sev-
eral expert witnesses, and several individuals, including Mr. Tom
Jackson of the New Haven Board of Education, who face the in-
equities in our schools every sin&lg day. I :fpgreciate our witnesses
being here, and particularly the Governor olorado, who has had
a strong interest in this subject matter for a long, long time and
has accommodated us with his schedule.

I am going to announce that what we are going to do is hear
from you, Governor, and then we are going to have a series of votes
coming up shortly after 10:00. So I am going to recommend that
we have our own opening statements, hear from the Governor, and
then take a break until we finish those votes, come back, and begin
the second panel.

I realize my colleagues have other scheduled a?pointments to
meet, and so forth, snd may not be able to be here for all of it, but
we wanted to get you on, Governor, and hear not your views as
well as the views of governors in general because you also can
speak to how the National Governors’ Association and others feel
on this issue.

But before hearing from you, Governor, let me turn to my col-
league from Vermont and colleague from Illinois for any opening
comments they may have, and then we will hear from you.

OPENING STATEMENT OF SENATOR JEFFORDS

Senator JEFFORDS. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I have little to add
to your opening statement. I would just like to emphasize again
how important I believe it is in this stage in our country’s history
to refocus our national priorities.

In the past, we responded to the threats of foreign enemies and
rallied our troops and our Nation behind what we believed were
important causes. Today, we must rally around those same troops,
our young people, and indeed our whole Nation, behind another
cause. There is a new danger threatening the United States, the
danger that our children are not learning the skills and the knowl-
edge they will need to be successful in an increasingly competitive
world, and with their future goes our future. I hope that we can

take this opportunity to provide them with the best that the world
has to offer.

85




81

The Federal Government only provides 6 percent of all the funds
for elementary and secondary education in this country. We spend
less than 2 percent of the Federal budget on what we consider a
top priority. The Council for Education Funding suggests that in
order to fully fund the education programs that we now have on
the books, we would need to double our spending on education, not
to mention the increases in funding that would be necessary to
meet other needs, such as the needs of latchkey kids, etc.

I look forward to hearing more from the panels today and from
Governor Romer about how we can take advantage of this golden
opggrtunity to provide all children with a first-rate education.

ank you, Mr. Chairman.
Senator Dobp. Thank you very much, Senator.
Senator Simon.

OPENING STATEMENT OF SENATOR SIMON

Senator SIMON. Thank you. I join in welcoming Governer Romer.
I knew him when he was a State treasurer and was very much im-
ressed bﬁ' him then. I want to commend you, Mr. Chairman, for
oldjn%ut ese hearings. There is basically nothing more important
to the future of our country than this very basic question that basi-
cally undergirds the pre-college years.

I just issued a report yesterday. I went around and visited 18
Chicago schools primarily on the west and south side of Chicago,
the poorer areas of Chicago. I took no reporters along with me jusi.
to really get a handle on what was happening. I found much that
was encouraging, but also much that was discouraging. The reality
is we are just not providing adequate resources.

en you have one school with 730 students and you have one
half-time counselor in an area that is high with crime and drugs
and everything else, you know we are just not doing the job that
we ought to be doing. The Illinois statistics are not quite as grim
as you mentioned in Connecticut. We have about a five-to-one ratio
in terms of wealth, but when I see a student in a Chicago school
with a workbook that someone already filled out the previous year,
but they can’t afford a new workbook, you know, something is
wrong in this wealthy country.

It is very interesting that in Sweden they spend two to three
times as much—they do not have the disparities of wealth and pov-
erty that we have, but in Sweden they spend two to three times
as much in the disadvantaged areas as in the more advantaged
areas in terms of education. We do the opposite, and that just
doesn’t make sense. We are the only industrialized Nation that
funds education on the basis of wealth, and I think we have to rec-
ognize that we are going to have to get away from that.

One final note. In order to get a little hit of a comparison—and
I am not suggesting that my visits to Chicago schools were in-depth
vigits or I have an in-depth knowledge, but I also visited two
schools in New York City. I don’t suggest that New York City’s
schools don’t have problems. Obviously, they do, but they spend on
the average $2,400 more per pupil than Chicago schools, and the
difference is very clear in terms of what is available.

We clearly have to make some chanﬁes. I recognize the resources
of the Federal Government are limited, but somehow when we re-
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authorize the Elementary and Secondary Education Act, we have
to address this question of inequity in supporting our scfxools, and
I commend you, Mr. Chairman, for holding this hearing.

Senator Dopb. Thank you very much, Senator.

Senator Wellstone.

Senator WELLSTONE. Mr. Chairman, I understand we are tryins
to move along before the vote, and if I get started I will go on an
on because I have a lot of strong views about this, I think, as do
all of my colleagues. Why don’t we just go ahead with the Gov-
ernor.

Senator Dopp. Thank you very much.

Senator SIMON. Governor Romer, that is the shortest statement
I have ever heard from Senator Wellstone.

Senator JEFFORDS. This is an olympic moment.

Senator WELLSTONE. I am trying to be nice. I don't need to hear
from Jeffords over here. [Laughterﬁ

Senator DopD. Roy, we thank you for being with us, and let the
record reflect, obviously, Governor from the State of Colorado since
1987, on the panel that set the national goals. In fact, you are
meeting later this morning, I gather, on that very subject matter.

Governor ROMER. Yes, that is right.

Senator Dobb. So, again, we thank you for coming before us.

STATEMENT OF HON. ROY ROMER, GOVERNOR, STATE OF
COLORADO, BOULDER, CO, ON BEHALF OF THE NATIONAL
GOVERNORS’ ASSOCIATION

Governor ROMER. I am really pleased to be here. I have a written
statement on behalf of the 50 governors, and the last two pages are
a succinet summarf of what you can do within the pres:nt system.
I would like to talk to you about some solutions, and I have to
sgeak about them personall{ because I can’t talk about them from
the other 49 governors, but I want to get to the heart of the matter.
So if you don’t mind, let me dive in.

Senator Dopb. Absolutely.

Governor ROMER. I have lived with this problem a lot. Last elec-
tion, I went to the people to raise a one-cent sales tax for schools
in Colorado and I lost it. So I have been here in a whole host of
ways in terms of finance acts locally, trying to raise additional rev-
enue, and I have thought about it a lot.

Let me say to you I think that we need to think very basically
in three areas. One, we have got the wrong tax Lase in this coun-
try. We inherited some traditional forms of taxing wealth and
transactions that are past. For example, in the West—well, basi-
cally, country-wide we use real property tax, but the general reve-
nues are income and sales. Sales tax is based upon the traditional
buying or hoes and shovels and picks, and we put sales tax on it.

ut we don’t buy hoes and shovels and picks. What we buy is
cable TV, and there is no sales tax on that. There is going to be
a revolution in telecommunications in the next 5 years in which
500 channels come into the home. You are going to do marketing
through the television. There is an absolute revolution in the
change in which commerce is going to occur. Nobody is thinking
about how you apply the appropriate tax base to that revolution.
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So the first and fundamental thing I want to say to you is not
just educational tax, but the whole tax base of the country is out
of kilter and we need to have some very thoro realignment of
Lt; So the first point is we do not have an inclusive enough tax

se.

Second, we tax from the wrong jurisdictio: :. Let me use the fac-
tory outlet store as the illustration, or the Wsi-Mart in a local com-
-munity. You will have concentration of sales tax revenue go into a
particular geographic location and it doesn’t serve the people who
shop in that location, so that is another problem.

ird, we have got a problem of competition between jurisdic-
tions. Many States, or even jurisdictions within States, will not
change their tax base because they will be whipsawed by business.

So I laid those out very quickly, but it is an inadequate and
wrong tax base. We are collecting from the wrong jurisdictional de-
scriptions and we have got a problem of business competing with
jurisdictigns and keeping them from making some changes they
ougnt to do.

lution? I think you need a national value-added tax. I think
you need to go to some form of a national tax that is all-inclusive,
and I use value-added simply because that is the most easy de-
scription, but it may not necessarily take that form. But if it were
a national tax based upon transactions that are broad enough to
include the new forms of commerce that would avoid jurisdictions
competing for each other, and earmark it to education, that is step
one.

Step two: The danger here, though, is to get the Federal Govern-
ment micromanaging education. I am going thro this very rap-
idly. I have just finished one thought pattern, and that is why you
need to have a national tax and get it on the right equity base.

But then you turn into another discussion, and that is, is it safe
for the Federal Government to begin to put this kind of money into
education. Then you get into a whole new debate, and I really
think that there is real danger of the Federal Government
micromanaging education from the top down, a very real danger.

My current scheme would be, if you could get a value-added tax,
don’t ever let Congress appropriate it, but collect it and put it into
a bin and then distribute it upon some prearranged formula with
some factor of equity in it, but don’t make it subject to annual ap-
propriation. Maybe that is the barrier that you can put it so that
you do not micromanage education in the country. But if you had
a value-added tax, put it into a bin, have it then distributed auto-
matically on a capitated basis with an equity factor, and that obvi-
ously taies legislation, but do not get into the annual appropria-
tion point of it.

Now, why do I suggest that? I think that we need to have some
help in financing education, but I think we need to be very, very
careful not to begin to dictate educational policy from the top down,

Now, let me go back to the State level. We in government at all
levels have got to reengineer. There are some very, very interesting
things happening in private industry. You take any major corpora-
tion, they are reengineering; that is their word. Reinventing gov-
ernment—that is our word, and it is real.
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The basic concept here is flattening the corporation, moving out
to the reo‘fle closest to the action, the decisionmakers, the ability
to really deal with the work of the day and the prod’uct of their
work. That, I think, has real sense. In Colorado we are trying to
do that, trying to decentralize appropriately decisions in education.
Therefore, even though I think we need assistance federally to fi-
nance education, I am very, very concerned about one size fits all.

Now, let me just tumm dlrectli'uto the issue on standards and op-
portunity to learn standards, which is a very current debate within
these halls. We all know that we need to reach world-class stand-
ards. We all need to have higher performance levels, and we all
know it is not fair to expect of that students unless tjaey have an
opportunity to learn.

But for us to begin to proscribe in detail what the opportunity
to learn is for students in a local school or a State, I think, is dan-
gerous. It is dangerous because Congress historically has not been
able to resist micromanagement. Let me tell yov as a governor
from a State, we can improve the delivery of services to people by
vast amounts if you would not micromanage as much as you do.
Now, this may be direct language, but I share it with you.

So therefore, in summary, 1 believe we do need to have some in-
novative ways to get a broader tax base for education and to relieve
some of the inequities of jurisdictions, but I think it ought to be
done in a way in which gou do not get Congress into the business
of annual legislation and micromanagement of educational policy.

1 would be happy to answer agestions about anﬁ of that.

[The prepared statement of Governor Romer follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF GOVERNOR RoY ROMER
INTRODUCTION

I pleased to have this opportunity to testify on behalf of the nation’s Governors
on issue of school finance. You are beginning to examine critical issues that the
states have struggled to address:

+ How do we pay for our schools?
o How do we ensure the equal distribution of resources?

e How do we assure that funds are used to help all students achieve high
standards?

Since states provide the largest share of support for elementarly and secondary
education, states bear a greater responsibility than ever before for providing an-
swers to such important questions. Yet, the combination of weak state economies,
voter resistance to new investment in education without reforms that include some
form of accountability, and the intervention of the courts, has made the achool fi-
nance issue all the more complicated. This tumultuous state issue clearly cannot be
resolved simply by federal intervention. Within each state, the school finance debate
is part of a larger discussion about the collection and allocation of revenue and the
baiance between state responsibility and local control of education.

The Governors are serious about their responsibility to improve the nation’s edu-
cation system for ALL students. This is part of our long-term commitment to achiev-
ing the nation’s six education goals. Across the nation, Governors are leadinfg edu-
cation reform initiatives that will help all students meet the goals. School finance
is ope of the most highly political t:rcu of education reform. As some members
of this committee have already stated, it is irresponsible to set high standards for
all students without providing them the educational opportunity to meet such stand-
ards. The question is how will states and local school districts provide such opportu-
nities. While there is a national consensus on the need for high educational stand-
ards for all students, there is not consensus on the respective federal, state and local
roles in ensuring that all students have the opportunity to meet the standards.
Clearly, school finance is only one aspect of this important debate.
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HOW ARE SCHOOLS CURRENTLY FINANCED?

In 1990-91, overall ﬁ.lnding for schools came from the federal sgovernment (6.2 per-
cent) state government (48.3 percent) and local government (45.5) percent. The fed-
eral &vemment targets the majority of its aid to disadvantaged students through
the Chapter One and provides some support for special student sopu-
lations, such as children of migrant workers, bilingual students, and gifted an -
ented students, through categorical programs, .

In most states, the majority of state education aid is distributed by formula to
local school districts. The formula generally is based on a combination of three fac-
tors: local need, wealth, and local effort. “Local need” includes the number and tyke
of students, teachers and school buildings within a district. “Wealth” looks at the
value of property within a district and effort” takes into consideration local
participation in school funding through property taxes. Such formula funds are de-
signed to provide a minimum level of mcgrort. that is often supplemented at the local
level. Some states also %r:ovide categorical program support—usually on a per capita
basis—to purchase testbooks, supplement teacher salaries, or to provide transpor-
tation services for students.

At the local level, most school districts turn to property taxes to finance schools.
This is due in part, to the limited authority given by states to school boards to gen-
erate revenues. As early as the 1930s, it geca.me evident that such heavy reliance
on local property taxes to support education would produce serious fiscal inequities
for schools. icd from the inequities between districts with affluent homes and low-
income housing, the location of high-value developments, such as shopping malls,
provides revenue for the district in which the mail is located while diminishing reve-
nue potential in the surrounding districts. In addition, lrropert.y values are not a
good indicator of income and, thus, ability to pay, especially in areas that have expe-
rienced high property value inflation that may have outpaced growth in incomes.

On a per-student basis, revenues generated b{ property taxes vary considerably
among districts, with differences related both to local per pupil property wealth and
average household income. Because they often require tax payer approval, such
taxes also are highly suscep*vie to swings in voter attitudes toward new or higher
revenues. Fimll‘:l‘y’il school spending is not a priority for all voters. Elderly home-
owners, whose children are no longer in school and who often live on fixed 1ncomes,
often are unwilling to support higher property taxes. The limitation on sources of
revenues and the willingness of voters to su 5:: such revenues provide a difficult
challenge for a community strquling to a s equity concerzs, improve their
schools, and maintain local control.

HOW HAVE THE STATES RESPONDED TO LOCAL INRQUITIES IN FUNDING?

Over the past twenty years, states have respcnded to funding inequities in a vari-
ety of wayn‘.mS'ome hnvey responded to chlllegges in the courts, while others have
made changes to avoid court intervention entirely. As always, the approaches to
support equalization vary by state but generally fall into the following categories:

) “Leveling up” to raise the level of revenue provided by states in districts that
are least able to generate their own revenue,

¢ “Leveling down” to cap state npendin% for the wealthiest districts and then
redistribute the excess revenue to poorer localities.

o Cutting state aid in proportion to a district’s ability to pay for its own schools.
) iring that, where able, local government share in the cost of categorical
prgﬁnms currently paid for by the state.

¢ Eliminating or modifying those features of the state aid formula that
disequalize resources among districts, such as aspects of the formula that do not
fully recognize the full costs of providing an education to certain students such
as higher transportation costs for students located in rural areas.

. Eliminatingl::tegoriul programs for districts that can afford to pay for such
services from local revenues.

These approaches have been applied in various combinations and have met with
varying success across the states. Qver time, some originally found to be acceptable
have more recently been questioned in the courts. Today, ap roximately half of the
states are involved with the courts on school mlity issues. It is clear that each of
these states have not yet found a fully acceptable and time-honored solution that
meets the nceds of their respective states. Part of the problem of working with the
courts is that states are held to changing standards of e(‘mty. As the courts explore
new tests of equity, states are working to meet these evolving standards. Only time

willr:.ell if states can resolve the school finance question to the satisfaction of the
courts.
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Despite these problems, states have had greater success in providing additional
funding for schools than have either the federal or local governmenta. Due to signifi-
cant increases in state funding during the past two decades, states have become the
primary resource for school funding. Projected increases in enrollments and the de-
mand for additional services at schools will place greater pressure on states o con-
tinue such increases. Finding the such resources will be difficult.

WHAT FACTORS ARRE LIMITING STATE INVESTMENT IN SCHOOLS?
A number of factors, both internal and external, have made it especially difficult

for states to increase spending or, in some cases, even maintain spending in edu-
cation or other discretionary pro . At the same time, school enrollments are
growing and a larger portion of the student population requires special and often
more costly services.

State revenue systems depend on growth in the private sector to generate growth
in government revenues. recent recession restrained revenues and spending
across the states and the rapid growth that has traditionally followed a recessiva
is not expected in the 1990s. While in fiscal 1993, fewer states were forced to cut
their enacted budgets, this was a result of more conservative revenue estimates,
rather than improved state finances.

Problems in the economy also have dramatized problems in state and local tax
systems. Such systems are designed to provide revenues through the production and
sale of goods, but production and consumption are shifting from goods to services.
In addition, fxigher proportions of wealth and property now are being held by the
elderly, a group that is usually favored under tax policies. Increasingly business ac-
tivity is becoming multistate and/or international, making it harder for states to
ful‘lg capture revenues on such products or services.

ithin the state, pressure to support activities other than education may create
pressure to reallocate funds. Such activities include spending for new infrastructure;
economic development efforts; and jobs programs—especially to increase the employ-
ability of d\nirelfm rzcipients. While popular with the voters, these initiatives require
new spendirg.

Outgiede tﬁg state, federal mandates, especially in health care, are driving up state
costs by increasing service requirements, increasing the number of program partici-
Rmu, and prescribing the amounts that providers of such services must be e‘&:ild.

s a result, Medicaid has grown like no other program in state budgets. M id
expenditures increased 19 percent in fiscal 1991, 28 percent in fi 1992 and is
projected to continue to grow. Overall, Medicaid spending now consumes about 15
percent of state budgets.

Policies mandated by the courts are also increasing the costs of programs for
states. In fiscal 1992, 40 states were under court order to relieve prison overcrowd-
ing or improve conditions. At the same time, more offenders were bei convicted.
Overall state spending on corrections grew 11.4 percent from 1890 to 1991 and is
expected to continue to grow. While states are exploring alternative ways to deal
with offenders, the public still wants most criminals to be incarcerated.

The combination of slow revenue growth, revenue systems not fully capturing rev-
enue, and external spending mandates means that many states are facing structural
deficits. That is, current revenues are insufficient to mp&ort existing programs and
state constitutions do not permit deficit spending for such programs. Therefore any
increases, including those for education, must come from existing programs or new
revenues.

Faced with weak revenue growth, increased demands for government services, ad-
ditions] federa] mandates. and growing public resistance to further tax increases,
state are searching for ways to curb spending, while also improving effectiveness |
and accountability.

This comes at a time when the voters are calling for greater limits on taxes and
other revenue increases. In my own state, the voters of Colorado eliminated the abil-
ity of the state to impose new taxes on residents without their prior approval. This
is il:io pﬁrt a response to growing voter concern about how governments spend their
tax ars.

SCHOOL FINANCE AND SCHOOL REFORM

School reform initiatives across the states clearly are a part of the overall offort
to improve efficiency and accountability in state programs. Beﬁnnin in the 1970s
states began to impose new accountability requirements on school districts and to
provide additional dollars. This trend has continued as more states have adopted
educational standards or curriculum frameworks as part of overall efforts to achieve
the national education goals. The public seems more willing to support education
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reform imtintwes, inclu providing additional resources, when such prograrms are

tailored provement in student performance.
This -!utt in foc\u to imp stude; nt educational performance has raised new
questions for the school finan bate. If current reform efforts focus on how well

students perform against the model um standards, is it appropriate to maintain
a finance system that is driven by inpu
While local control has always been one of the traditional principles underlymg
the schoo] finance debate, can such local control be in an era of lutc
adopted standards and im, pmved student outcomes? In in some states, such as
New Jersey, the courts have declared that such control has already been assumed
by the state. At the same time, local control of schools encourages strong community
mvolvement. a key component in implementing reforms
dards-based reform efforts target the school building as the unit appro-
an or du.n&tnd as the nppmpnuh unit of lecounubﬂ:?r , yet state and fe eﬁenl
ormula dri ds to schools districts. As more states implement school-based
form stntegiel is it mmpnltc to funne] all funds through school districts?
e histori ] finance debate has foeuned on how revenues were
nented and dntnbu Governors have expanded such discussions to a consider
ow school finance form as can be used to ensure that all students are given the
opportunity to achieve the standards. By broadening the discussion, new players
have been brought to the table. Parents, tucheu and education experts now have
joined the debate and greater emphuu being given to the importance of school

Ty oo sace ot fColorm Jegielature o in the process of developiag
own [ re of develo a new
act that would not make the Colorado formula mor: eqmta.ble

school
but would build on the educational ltandu'dl bill that was passed in the last ses-
sion.

THE FEDERAL ROLE IN SCHOOL FINANCE

Measured in dollars alone, the federal government has a limited role to play in
influencing state and local finance structures. The federal mrnmont contrihutu
tlsbvillionnyur,compcucltot.ho‘l)Olnllionalloclt«'lzt and local govern-
ments Whﬂcmllindu.t.hofedeulcontﬁbution mlomfortholdnob
and students that participate in rdmml(ootfodualﬁxndlmmud
ntthemthn’lpoanr . Given the current mechanisms for funding Is,
it is mnﬁhndlmldhﬁmyupludbym.ndhulmw

should the terminate programs Chapter One or to use
mchnmmunkwrtofom Mlequdhaﬁonofdi&ict-lcwllpendingwithin

Other federal efforts to ensure access to students who might have a difficult time

mo&mﬂonhnwplmdn r strain on state bu For instance,
Conﬂlv- disabled children tboﬁd\ttomuheaﬁonun r the Education
for Handiu Act. However, Co appropriated e funds to cover
only about 8 pemnt of the expenses, though it oﬁzmdly to fund 40 per-

oont of the pragun‘
at there is a greater role for the federal government to play as the
nntion movu to achieve the six national education . Other Western democ-
racies that have a national curriculum and national assessments also have a na-
tnonal system to finance education. However, the current consensus supports a vol-
tar&:ymm of standards and assessments that is driven by the work of the states
nfon, does not demand a federal system of finance.
the same lines, some have suggested that the federal government could in-
ﬂuenco state finance practices by prescribing a federsl set of inputs or dolivery
standards that all lchooll should meet. Governors believe that it is the sta
lmnibility to create a delivery system that enables all students to achieve h
dards. They view the federal mleuhel states identify a range of poli
and practices at the state level that encou achievement.

If such funds were nvdllble, the federa vcmment could broaden its role in sup-
porting disadvantaged students b pm\n a substantial increase in funding for
schools that serve such students. However, as the Congress grapples with efforts to
redu&o the deficit, it is clear thnt such funds are not now and will not be available
any time soon.

e believe that there is a limited but appropriate role for the federal government
2 the challenge to address the serious inequities that plague our school finance sys-

¢ As Senators and as leaders in your states and communities, join the Gov-
ernors in educating the public about the need to provide ALL students with the
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opportunity to meet high educational standards. Recent research by the Public
nda Foundation shows that most Americans want to return to traditional
ools that resemble the *little red school house” of the nineteenth century.
Such schools will not meet the educational needs of thia nation in the twenty-
first century1 yet the public does not see this as a problem in their own commm-

nities.
o Join with the states in reforming education to focus on improving
school and student performmm this eommﬁm consideration of the
Elementary and Secondary Education Act, look for opportunities to move away
from prescribing inputs and toward greater flexibility for states and schools in
exchange for improved performance for all students. Provide incentives for
states to implement outcome-based rulorm initiatives.
® Su;')rn't e development of national content and performance standards to
help the public understand what students need to know and be able to do in
a grobclly competitive work force. Also lupron the development of a m of
fair and valid sassessments designed to help the public understand where our
students rank today and to provide a clear path to assuring the achievement
of the standards.
o Sponsor research on effective strategies to improve atudent and school per-
formance. This should include work on alternative public school programs such
as charter schools. .
. port the collection of comparable state-level data to help the public under.
-umf the nation’s progress in raising student performance.
o Oppose federal mandates that limit states’ ability to invest in education by
diveningumted state funds.
» Work to improve the delivery of federal human services programs to children
and their families. At the state level, Governors are working to provide inte-
ted human services to students and their families at or near schools sites
in an effort to reduce the burden on schools to 1prwide or direct families to such
services. Com programs should be developed at the federal level by com-
bining funds from the Department of Education, Health and Human Services
l.i:d r to provide a coordinated policy in support of children and their fami-
8.

CONCLUSION

The task before you is a difficult one. Governors have struggled to answer the
man{ questions raised in the school finance debate and then have worked to imﬂe-
ment equitable finance programs that meet the needs of our individual states.
Through our efforts in standards-based school reform, we are working to ensure that
all students have an opportunity to achieve high standards. With its current limited
}oll:.nnd resources, the federal government has limited tools to help guide these ef-

orts.

We welcome your participetion in the school finance debate and look forward to
working with you in the coming months to develor an appropriate role for the fed-
eral government that will help support the drive for equity and world-class quality
in the states.

Senator Dopp. Well, Governor, thank you very, very much for
that, and I find myself in complete agreement with your comments.
I have been surprised when I have brought this idea up with my
constituents, how many would be willing to support a dedicated
valued-added tax for improving education,

Now, ws all know that whether it is Colorado, Connecticut or any
other étate, talking about increasing anybody’s taxes doesn’t meet
with the warmest of receptions. Yet, I found a remarkably positive
response because there is a deep appreciation of the importance of
education. People have connected the dots; they understand it, and
they are not just talking about their own kids. They understand
that what happens in a Denver or a Hartford with these children
is going to directly affect the incomes and security of their own
children even if they are living in relative comfort ard with pros-
pects relatively high for their success.

So it is a question really of getting beyond this issue of how you
build support for this to a question of how you then translate that
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support into a financing scheme that will enjoy a broad-base? polit-
ical support in the country. I wonder if you would agree or care to
comment on this, but I think that we are going to lose this whole
battle very quickly if we don’t address this issue very shortly.

The tremendous attraction of choice in schools, of private schools,
of vouchers, and so forth—this isn’t some conspiracy out there gen- .
erated by some right-wing organization. These are legitimate con-
cerns by average people over what ﬂl% see as the failure of the
public school system, and they will be damned if they are going to
sit back and do nothing.

I think these issues get {)ined very quickly, and our failure to
deal with this issue, I think, liust drives us closer to the collapse
of the public school educational system in this country.

Governor ROMER. Absolutely, and let me again warn everybody
that these are my personal comments and not the 50 governors’.

Senator DobD. I underetand.

Governor ROMER. You know, nobody would allow that from 50
governors. It is mine.

Let me say it is even a deeper problem, and you were hinting at
it. What I have just described, you have got to put into the back-
drop of people who have an increasing disaffection from govern-
ment in cynicism about government. The Perot movement is a part
of the expression of that.

Colorado has the healthiest economy of any of the 50 States right
now, right at the top. Yet, la.t election our State adopted a tax lim-
itation amendment, like California, except even more so, and it
took away from legislative action all revenue-raising in the future.
Everything about revenue now is a vote of the people. Even the
changing of one small piece of the tax base has to go to a statewide
vote.

Now, let me tell you, when you put this problem of the needs of
education and other needs we have against an increasing conserv-
ative reaction of voters of, you know, I want less government, you
have got a veg, very serious problem. It is going to ex&lode; it al-
ready has in California. It is going to do it in some other States.
That is why, Senator, I believe that we are not giving a sufficient
attention to this tax base issue in this country. We just are blind
to it.

Let me just say, if I buy a book I pay sales tax. If I buy cable
TV, which is the new substitute for books, I do not pay sales tax.
Yet, you start making that argument ir our respective States and
immediately everybody says, well, if ﬁou do it, we will boycott you.
'll,‘hat happened in Florida when you began to expand the sales tax

ase.

Now, there is another phenomenon I have got to lay on the table,
and that is we have organized communities by splitting them in
half. One governmental organization is the schools, the other is the
municipality. I have thought very long and hard about why we did
that, but we gave the schools the inadequate tax base, the real
property. We gave the municipality the growing tax base, the sales
tax. Again, you will find in many, many communities very nice-
looking recreation centers and schools where the textbooks are
worn out. .
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Senator Dopbp. I think one of the things we {)robably all should
say, because I think the tendency is to say, well, there these guys
g}(: again, they are talking about new taxes and more money. I
think this concern is very legitimate. But obviously reform is eriti-
cally important—I mean, the idea that just more money is going
to solve the problem is one idea I certainly don not subscribe to.
I know you don’t.

You have got to have some clear ideas of how you want to change
the system. There is a significant debate over what that change
ought to involve. Yesterday, we heard from witnesses, and I agree
with them, about the qualty of teaching. If you had to begin some
place, I would certainly join with those who testified on that par-
ticular point as a major source of our difficulty today.

But defining equity is something that we are going to have to do
as well. You have spent a lot of time on these issues. Do we define
equity as being that each and every child in this country ought to
be getting in each and every community basically the same amount
of resources, or dees e;:...y get define 1 by sa{ing that there ought
to be an adequate amount of resources for at least some basic mini-
mum, recognizing that certain areas are going to have more be-
cause we are not going to be able to divide the wealth and spread
it around equallf' and leave it that way, necessarily? Which of the
two goals should we be sort of going at, in your view, as you have
looked at these issues?

Governor ROMER. We have to go at the equity issue and the re-
form issues simultaneously. Part of the reason we lost the vote in
Colorado is people were saying, I think, honestly, Governor, we
support schools, but go make them better and then we will pay for
them, do the reform. So gou have got to move with the reform at
the same time you get additional resources to help you with the eq-

uity.

]Zet me say that there are two questions on the table. One, how
do you defing equity. You need to be very careful about it because
there are greater needs in certain areas and there is greater capac-
ity in certain areas. So most States formulas are aiming at equity
bﬁ/ taking a definition of need, a definition of local capacity, filling
the bottle with State resources.

I think we need to continue to allow States internally to make
those decisions about equity. This is one of the tensions in my soul.
I really don’t believe we ought to give up on our ability to solve the
equity question locally if we could get some help from the Fe.deral
Government in the resource area.

Let me turn to reform. We have got to do some very fu::damental
reform of the sKstem. I will tell you one basic reform, and that is
the 9-month school year, the 9-month contract. We simply are not
efficiently using personnel or buildings or space or time by having
youngsters in school only 9 months. :

Teachers inevitably are going to compare their annual salary
based upon 9 months, and many taxpayers are very on to that
issue. I believe that you are not fundamentally ever going to com-

ensate teachers right unless you get them on a 12-month contract.

at grew out of a historical agricultural society, and that is one

{gform that is very difficult for this Nation to accept. I think it has
come.




1

91

But there is a series of reform steps that need to be taken simul-
taneous with equity, and let me give you the order in which I think
it has to occur. One, standards; it has to begin there. If we don’t
know what we are trying to have a youngster learn and be able to
do, you are never to be able to get there. So I think we are
on the right eourseggy efining what is the content of an education.

The second step is, how good is good enough; it io the perform-
ance level. The third step, then, is the curriculum materials. You
have to have curriculum materials that are related and aligned to
those standards.

The fourth step is the training of teachers. Let us take the Na-
tional Council of Teachers of Math standards. I do not believe they
are used in more than 15 percent of the classrooms of America.
Yet, they are the best in the world. The teachers are not trained
to use those standards. So the fourth step is the training of teach-
ers.

The fifth step is the reo?anization of the school day and the
structure of the school, the decentralization of it. The sixth step is
the engagement of parents. We have got to more effectively en
in the community and parents and the business community into it,
and there are some other steps along the way.

Now, obviously, finance and equity is one that kind of over-
shadows all of those. I can’t put them in the order, but I say it is
a very fundamental part that parallels all that. But if you don’t do
thosetreform steps simultaneous with the finance, people will not
accept it.

There is a lot of energy in this country to do educational reform,
but let me tell you, we need to do it like the skunk works at Lock-
heed. You need to send people off and give them some freedom.
That is why we bought into charter schools. I had a very tough
fight on charter schools in our State this year. The CEA, my local
union, whom I am ver{ close to, fought it hard. We ﬁnain gol, to-
gether at the end, but I bought into it because we have got to find
some ways to experiment and do things differently. We have be-
come so monolithic, so bureaucratic, so frozen in tradition that we
sit;ll?ly cannot break through some of the changes that we need to
make.

Senator Donp. Well, thanks very much. I don’t argue at all with
those standards. Let me turn to my colleagues here.

Senator Jeffords.

Senator JEFFORDS. Yes. I tend to agree with most everything dyou
have said, although I do have some problems. I am troubled by
asking this question because it is sort of the reverse of the normal
question from a_ Republican who would be tending to ee with
you. But I would be concerned if we are going to have a huge pot
of money from a value-added tax—I would agree that if we go to
any taxing for education, probably that is the best choice—without
providing some incentives or some way to break the inertia which
is prevelant in so many areas, as well as ensuring that we do not
relive the mistakes of revenue sharing.

e purpose of revenue sharing, as I remember, was to do the
very thing we are trying to do here, except there were no strings
tied whatsoever and it got to be a swimming pool instead of a class-
room and we ended up losing the whole thing. I fought very hard
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at that time to try to rededicate it to education only, but lost that
ﬁ%ht in the House, so I am concernec. )
understand what you are saying about micromanaging, but it
seems to me if we don’t have some incentives to knock down the
inertia, which I find is one of the biggest problems we have—when
we were t;lxing to reform things in Vermont, you run into the
school boards, you run into people who really don’t want to change
things. We are trying the school-to-work transitions now—just a
tremendous inertia in the business community. So it seems to me
ou have to have some carrot-and-stick type of agfroach with that
ind of money or else we could have a serious problem.

Governor ROMER. Senator, I think you are correct. I recognize
the gatg in mz logic as I laid this out because I don’t think you can
take that and give it to a State that has the gross inequities that
some States now have between urban and suburban kids. You just
couldn’t allow it, but maybe we could devise a way in which a State
could qualify to receive their funds without it being mandated in
law. Maybe there is a commission approval of some kind.

I will tell you what I want to try to avoid is that in the old Title
I program, in the new ADA law—I mean, they are so roscriptive,
it just doesn’t make a lot of sense, and there is lot o inefficiency
in government because we are doinﬁ(t.hese proscriptive things.

efore the hearing began, we talked here about the British pri-
mary school experiment, which in Denver we are trying to move
into the public schools. It was a fight, it was a war because it didn’t
fit the system. It is a wonderful, inventive, creative way to do edu-
cation. But, you see, there it was the micromanagement of a local
school district that we were fighting.

So what I am concerned about is 1 don’t want to get national
education into such rigid frameworks that you can’t really do the
experimentation, the flexibility, the site-based decisions that need
to be made. I think you are correct in ecriticizing my suggestion of
none at all. We need to find some appropriate criteria so that it
would be done well.

A .o, I think if you do that, you need to do it as a substitute for
som. Jther form of tax relief locally, or else lyou cannot get political
support for it. It cannot be just added on. People are saying, look,
you can’t just add another 50 percent to education costs; we won't
tolerate it; what we want you to do is to do a better job with what
you have %: then we will add some increment. Now, frankly, 1
personally fieve you need 50 percent added on, but I am a prac-
tical person and know you can’t get there from here.

Senator JEFFORDS. I am not so sure that if we redirect our prior-
ities—we can't do it ovemith but it seems to me that we have to
recognize the importance o education is such that we have to pro-
vide the resources in order to do it, but we have to do it in a way
which manages the resources properly.

What I worry about right now in the Congress is that we have
been so pressured in the deficit situation that we do not recognize
that this may be the only time in our history—as we look toward
the future, we will be reorderinipriorities and we don't just try to
keep downsizing everything we have and not reordering the prior-
ities in order to provide the resources necessary for such things as
important as education.
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Governor ROMER. I would like to say just politically I have been
thinking about how you could get this movement going. You have
got to remove the barriers. One of the barriers is we don’t want to

ave a federalized educational system. So if you can get it so that

you are not going to federalize it and people really can believe that,
then the next step is I think that we need to have some assist-
ance—we being the 50 States and governors—to have some assist-
ance to have a national dialogue on tax base because we are afraid
to start it ourselves because other States will steal our customers,
our business,

You see, if I begin to talk about a tax upon cable television, for
example—we have got the cable headquarters of the world in Colo-
rado. Do you follow? Then everybody says, hey, Romer, we will
move to Wyoming. So if you begin to give everybody a cover and
say there is a way in which we can talk about this together in
which we don’t lose from it—and I hope the press is not covering
this hearing today.

Senator DobD. There are some peopie over at that table. I don’t
know what they are doing. [Laughter.}

Senator JEFFORDS. It is a difficult area, but what I am saying as
far as reordering priorities is, for instance, right now we are
downsizing the military and reducing the opportunity for youn
people. We have sbout 100,000 already who did get a pretty go
educational experience, especiglly for some of those that had prob-
l(}alms, in the military. That is about $2 billion a year we have cut
there.

Yet, we are having a {)roblem right now in getting anything ap-
propriated for a national service program. But it seems to me that
when we start cutting back educational opportunities, we shouldn’t
just do that all with the deficit. We should try to take some of
those savings and put them back into education, rather than losing
a whole 100,000 opportunity for the sake of the deficit, and create
a worse educational problem. So I think we have to reorder our pri-
orities both sensibly from the perspective of cutting back and also
look at a new revenue source.

Governor ROMER. Let me get to another theoretical point. I have
thought about this for some time. One of the real arguments for
you to get this funding on the Federal level is the following. Most
national policy is made by people who run for national office, and
when you are running for national office you have your constitu-
encies” which are competing for your energy, and the aged are
there, or the elderly. The military is there, Western reclamation
projects are there, health is there, but education is not there be-
cause it is, quote, “not your business.” You orly do 6 percent.

So, quite frankly, in the priority allocation on a national basis
education has never really fairly had its day because, quote, “it was
a local matter.” If you get it to be a Federal matter witi the appro-
priate kind of restraints on how you manage it, then I think we
will have a better allocation of resources nationally.

Now, one other thing. When you run for national office, because
ou are interested in education and you know the mainstream if
ocal, what you do is you keep adding on on the ed'lees. You know

there are special programs here and there, like Title I. I would
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much prefer we begin to focus back into the central core of it be-
cag:e ift.hat is whcg:l lreal lrefotx}-‘ql neetllﬁ to Wby Br i iate

ou can really solve this problem ringing in appropria
Federalyassistance to the table without usurping local decisionmak-
ing that is appropriately local, that then, I think, is the key politi-
cally and also substantively to your solution.

Before I leave, I would hke to have {gu and Congress help us get
some_ national forum where we can egin to about this tax
base where we won't be hung out to dry one by one. As you well
know, I am willing to talk about it right now, but I need cover.

Senator DopD. Well, this isn’ J:mt a 2-day effort. Our hope is to
take these hearinin and to go with them around the eountlgl, ing
not only to learn, but to develop some support for some of the ideas
you have suggested here this morning.

I think we are late doing this, frankly, but we can’t wait an
longer. This is not a theoretical debate and discussion that will
have to be addressed at some future date. If we don’t address it
now, I think the underpinnings for support in this country for pub-
lic education as we know will continue collapsing by the hour, and
I think this will be a fruitless debate in another year or two.

Governor ROMER. You see, what has happened here is I have
been forced as a governor to spend money on prisons because the
courts made me. I am forced to spend money on municipal water
system~ because the Congress made me. Do you follow? All kinds
of things are coming down like that.

1, at night, dream_about how I can get sued in education, you
see, 80 that 1 can—that is a crazy way to make government deci-
sions work, and so we need a more rational way to go at it.

Senator DopD. Senator Simon.

Senator SIMON. I could not agree with you more as I listened to
you, Governor, you are a national resource yourself, and I just hope
that the President and Secretary Riley and everyone else takes ad-
vantage of your expertise as much as possible.

Let me just do a little probing because I find this a very signifi-
cant session. What if the Federal Government gives “x” number of
dollars—and this Jgoes a little contrary to what you were suggesting
earlier—we give “x” number of dollars to every State for each stu-
dent in grades K-12. Areas that have above a 50-;frcent %overty
level would get twice as much, whatever is collected by a VAT.

There was a story in the Chicago Sun Times the otKer day about
this, comparing a Chicago subur school with a 2-percent pov-
erty level and the Chicago schools with an overwhelming poverty
level. If they get the same number of dollars, you still have an in-
equity factor.

Now, we have compounded it by fiving that rich suburban school
district more money per pupil and less to the school with the great
needs. Are we getting too much into micromanaging if we—

Governor ROMER. No, no. I understand that movement. That is
not the kind of micromanagement that worries me. That is okay,
and that would an appropriate way to go. Let me say in Colorado,

ou see, we pay the highest amount per student to the lowest area.

e have our districts categorized in five, six areas, and so the area
that gets the highest per-student ﬁayment is the core inner city of
Denver, so we have already done that.

Q
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But I understand the thing you are attacking, and that is appro-
E‘riate. I think that there is such disparity that you need to do that.

o make money available like that is not the kind of
micromanagement that worries me. What worries me is the
micromanagement that gives it out on a Title I that says you have
got to categorize it, you have got to put it over here, nobody can
use these chairs but that group. Then you begin to screw up a sys-

tem.

Senator SIMON. Let me take micromanaging one step further be-
cause you have already referred to this other problem. We go to
school an averatie of 180 days a year; Japan, 243, Germany, 240.
I can go on with the statistics; you know them. The theory is so
our kids can get out and harvest the crops. I live at Route 1,
Makanda, Illinois, population 402. Even our kids aren’t out har-
vesting the crops in rural southern Illinois.

What if, as part of this, we said schools that offer at least 210,
or whatever the figure is §et a 1)-percent increment? Are we slip-
ping down the wrong patfl.

vernor ROMER. Yes. I like the gath, I like the path. You see,
I believe we need to move that way, but let me say I, like you, have
to compromise theory with practice. I think that if you had some
incentives, I don’t think you ought to mandate that you can’t get
Federal funds unless you buy our number of days. That is too far,
but you could have some incentive in a program.

Senator SIMON. A little carrot?

Governor ROMER. That is riﬁl"lt, a strong carrot. a very strong
carrot. You see, I have been thinking about this same problem,
Senator, as we work into the health care thing. You know, I have
been working hard on the health care business, and you are going
to have to come with us with a maintenance of effort, you know,
and some Federal program on top and some global budget. You are
going to have to then make the decision who takes the consequence
if you don’t stay within the budget, and then again we are going
to have to get into that shared responsibility.

So I think thure is something in the equity area that we also can
share. There has got to be a solution where you give us incentives.
You use the carrot and the stick appropriately, but you have got
to be very careful about the reach-out with the assumption that
one size fits all. That is what is dangerous.

Senator SIMON. Finally, because I want to get Senator Wellstone
in on this \}uestioning before we vote here, have you done any cal-
culations of, if we were to have a VAT, how much per pupil we
would end u%getting? I haven’t seen anything on this.

Governor ROMER. I have not done the calculations. Let me get
one other tax problem on the table; it is very serious. You try to
take a person off of welfare on to a job; you have got a jump of 15
ﬁercent Social Security, plus a 12-percent health benefit. You

now, you have got a 27-percent jump to bring somebody off of,
quote, “welfare” to get an employer to hire them.

So employers look at that and say, my God, I will buy a machine.
We are going very much more into automation because of that pay-
roll tax, and I think that is a very serious tax policy issue in this
country, also, because as we continue to make payroll taxes pay
health care and all the Social Security costs, it makes us, as em-
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ployers, want to use machines rather than people. I think you are
g?ingd to have a healthy economy and a very large group of unem-
ploy

Now, there again is a tax-based problem that ought to be at-
tacked, and there are different ways in which we can support some
of that other than, quote, “payroll taxes.” I just want to add that
one in before the day ends.

b Senator SIMON. For the first time, I differ with you a little bit
ere.

Governor ROMER, All right.

Senator SIMON. This is digressing, but what you do with that
machine is you add to productivity. at we haven’t done is then
train that work force and create jobs and have, frankly, some kind
of a WPA program for those who fall through the safety net.

Governor ROMER. Let me come to one thing. I like machines and
people to compete on an even playing field, and you don’t charge
that 27-percent tax on the machine and you do on the person.

Senator SIMON. All right. I will yield to my colleague.

Senator Dobb. By the way, we have got an expert on the VAT
this afternoon, Henry Aaron, not the same Henry Aaron that—-

Senator SIMON. I understand, from Brookings.

Senator Dopb. That is a bat, this is a VAT. [Laughter.]

Senator WELLSTONE. Well, thank you. Well, vernor, we are
going to vote, 8o let me try and be relatively brief. A couple of
points. One is I wanted to follow up on the comments of Senator
Dodd. I actually think tiat the genesis of these hearings is that we
were having a discussicn about Education Goals 2000 and oppor-
tunity to learn standards, and there were a number of us who
started zeroing in on the equity question and I think at that point
in time we sort of made a commitment that now is the time, as
Senator Dodd has said.

I think when you were talking about a cover, I would really like
for us to work together because I think we can begin to get a na-
tional focus and begin to get people talking about different ways of
raising revenues 8o that a particular governor isn’t put in the posi-
tion of having people say, well, we will leave your State and go
somewhere else. I think we ought to coordinate this. I think it is
time; I think we have to do it now and I think we are all quite com-
mitted to that.

I was going to just ask you a couple of very quick questions. One,
when we are talking about equity, however we define that—I don’t
know that we are quite clear on the operational definition of that—
are we also talking about not just the question of disparity within
States, but between States? We ought to be clear about that.

Governor ROMER. Yes, yes, and if I were to do the value-added
I would have an equity a$ustment in that distribution.

Senator WELLSTONE. Yes. I think that is important because I
think we have been sort of focusing on within the State, but I think
we have another issue, which is relative wealth versus relative Dov-
ertg'eof States.

cond, I think I understand your distinction, and Senator Simon
kind of zeroed in on this when you had init.iai‘l]' said the Federal
Government could maybe go to some kind of VAT, but then stay
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out of the micromanagement. I think I now understand what you
were saying. ) ) )

I was thinking that on this basic question of who controls ex-

nditures and equity, we have been deciding—and that is why we

ave so many court cases kind of challenging the disparity, but
what you are talking about is more the decisions that go on about
how to teach and how to learn and what happens there at the
school. Is that correct?

Governor ROMER. Let me be very specific because on the oppor-
tunity to learn standards, for example, if you were to write oppor-
tunity to learn standards one of the first ones that is going to come
to somebody is how many teachers in a classroom. We ought never
to get into that at a Federal level because there are too many dif-
ferent ways in which you educate children. We ought not proscribe
teacher-student ratios. That is the thing that is dangerous on
micromanagement. Yet, there are principles of opportunity to iearn
that we clearly can agree upon, but we ought to not get over the
line on that degree of specificity. i .

Senator WELLSTONE. Right. Well, I really tnink one of the best
conservative critiques, and I don’t always find myself in agreement
with conservatives, has been on centralization and bureaucratiza-
tion of policy. I think education is—you know, you want the action
to be at the local community level.

Governor, what do you think of the proposal as we look at Ele-
mentary and Secondary Education Act reauthorization of trying to
figure out not the stick, but the carrots whereby we might be able
to put together a set of incentives, if you will, that have to do with
maybe some tilting in the formula for allocation of money, maybe
summer institutes where teachers can rejuvenate themselves,
maybe circuit-rider principals and teachers who have been great
teachers of the year and principals of the year who take a year off
and travel?

You can sort of put that together and say those States that begin
to move toward equity, this would be available; those States that
don’t, less. I mean, it wouldn’t be the stick, but the carrot. What
would you think of that?

Governor ROMER. I think that is very appropriate. I think that
is very apgorggriate. Let me just say, do we need to have the nudge,
the hel& the carrot and the nudge? Yes, we do. There is a Iot
of apathy out there, and I think that as a national Government
education is the most important business of America and you can’t
leave it alone. You have got to find a way to apply your leverage
in the most creative way that allows for the appropriate decision-
making made at the local level. I would encourage you to think
about equi%m that way.

Senator WELLSTONE. I think we will, and I just would like to
echo what Senator Simon said. I deeply aprreciate your leadership
in this area. I am honored you are here. 1 really appreciate what
you have been trying to do.

Senator DobD. Thank you very much. Governor, we appreciate it
immensely. We will stay in touch with you.

Governor ROMER. Thank you.

Senator DopD. The subcommittee will stand adjourned until, I
will say 10:45, and it may be a few minutes after that. For those
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of you who are part of our second panel, we have a series of votes
here and rather than trying to run back and forth, we will just re-
convene hiare about that time.

88.

Senator DobD. The subcommittee will come to order, and let me
apologize. It was a half hour longer than I promised you it would

, but we ended up with one more vote than we thought we were
going to have. Someone came up with what they call a motion to
recommit with instructions, which is their right under the rules,
and so we ended up spending a little more time over there than
we anticipated. But I apPreciate your willingness to wait and vo be
before us, and let me welcome you here.

course, Tom Jackson is well-known to us in Connecticut, a
member of the Board of Education, and we thank you for coming
down. I hope I pronounce this correct, Sedonia. How 'did I do?

Ms. WiILL:AMSON. Fine.

Senator DobD. Close enough?

Ms. WILLIAMSON. Yes, that is close enough.

Senator DobD. Sedonia Williamson is a teacher at Douglas Hlixih
School in Baltimore, MD, and I know Senator Mikulski would like
to be here. Everyone is 8o busy with so many different committee
hearings. I know she may try and get by, but I know she appre-
ciates immensely ti'our wiangness to be before us toda&, as well,
as we wrestle with the issue of school finance. So we thank both
of you for coming. ‘Tom, we appreciate you coming down from Con-
necticut and we will take your testimony.

By the way, any supporting information or data you would like
us to have will be included in the record, and I would ask you to
kind of keep an eye on the time. I am going to put this timer up
here, it will go off at about 6 minutes and if you will just sort of
try and wrap up at that point when the red light goes on, I would
appreciate it, and I will apply that to all of our witnesses.

om.

STATEMENTS OF THOMAS C. JACKSON, MEMBER, BOARD OF
EDUCATION, NEW HAVEN, CT; AND SEDONIA WILLIAMSON,
TEACHER, DOUGLAS HIGH SCHOOL, BALTIMORE, MD

Mr. JACKSON. Thank Kou, Mr. Chairman. Too often, the voices of
urban children are not heard in discussions of school funding, and
this morning I am honored to speak for the students of one ¢f our
elementary schools in New Haven, CT, one of the elementary
schools in one of America’s most impoverished urban centers. Their
school, the Clinton Avenue School, is their place called hogﬁ.

Earlier this year, many of the students wrote to the President-
Elect to tell him about their school, the Clinton Avenue School, and
some of their needs and some of the hopes they have. I would like
to share some of these letters with you now.

“Dear President Clinton, we need more books in our school. We
need our own playroom. The school needs more computers. We
need a pool. The walls need to be repaired. We need some rugs. We
need a place to read. We need some windows and we need a hot
breakfast.” Signed, Jennifer Orr.

“My place of hope would include a new school with a library, a
place where we can read. If we have library, I would be able to
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read books. We need a full-time school nurse. Sometimes the kids
in the school get sick and they need the nurse, so we need a nurse
working 5 days, every day, from 8:00 to 2:15. Our school needs
large windows so we can see out and see what is going on outside.
We would love lockers to hang up things. *Ve need a new rug. The
rug is ripped up. We need one because wiien people come to see us,
they are going to think we don’t know how to take care of our
school.” “Sincerely, Michelle Jemes.”

“My place of hope includes a school park because we need some
place to play. The park monkey bars are falling apart. You can fall
and get hurt. In our classroom, the ceiling is falling apart piece by
piece. The teacher needs more supg‘l‘i‘el cause she doesn’t have
enough paper or crayons or pencils. The gym room mats are falling
apart; some of them are cut, The office is so small you can't get in
there.” “Sincerely, Natalie Walker.”

“My flace of hope would include the school park because it is the
only place we have to play. We need a hopscotch area, some
swings, and maybe even monkey bars. We need a me -go-round.
The rugs are just about staying together. The teacher has to tape
them together, I just want the school to be fixed right. We need
more reading books because there is not enough to read, and we
need a bathroom. My place of hope would include a library. I am
the type of kid who loves to read. There are other children like
me—definitely more thick chapter books. I also think there should
be more classes so the teachers won’t have such a hard time. I
would like to have lockers to secure our things and more comput-
ers. They are fun and educational. Also, it would be nice if we had
a place to play outside the school; if possible, a better lunch, then
maybe I would be able to eat it. There should be a bathroom for
the bo’ys and the girls, and maybe even a bigger locker area in the
gyms.” That is from Cynthia Garcia.

Finally, from Tashante Reddick, “My place of hope would include
an elevator for classes for handicapped kids. Do you set my point?
It would be nice to have a school store for pens and pencils and
crayons and sharpeners and erasers and other stuff. One thing that
we need is a full-time nurse. The school right now only has a nurse
2 days a week. Sometimes people ﬁet sick and she is not there. It
would be nice if you could make that change in kids’ lives. If you
can get a library, and also if we could have lockers or a locker room
so people don’t steal our things when we have gym—do you see my
point? We also need two separate bathrooms, one for girls and an-
i).ther”for boys. If you can, please help. We need these things in our
ives.

These letters are from one of our schools which is a magnet
school, a language magnet school, where we are trying to prepare
children in a multicultural America, an America of the 21st cen-
tury. But it is also a school that needs more than $1 million worth
of repairs, and these aren’t fancy repairs. These aren’t repairs to
bring the school to state-of-the-art status. We are talking about
making it so that the roof doesn’t leak and the masonrgowon’t fall
off the top of the school onto the kids. We are talking about taking
the walls and fixing them so that the paint that is lead-based paint
doesn’t come off in the air and the asbestos doesn't fray.
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For many of our children, the New Haven %\;blic schools are the
rlaoe where they find hope. Yet, it is hard to be hopeful when rain
eaks down through the roof and cold air blows thro the win-
dows or the furnace doesn’t run. Much has been said about the
need to reshape and revitalize both the American economy and our
Naticn’s schools. Brinﬁing urban schools up to code will be the first
test of our national will to meet these grand goals.

Although we are the school board of an impoverished city, we
suggest some new strategies for putting people back to work and
one that can take effect quickly and pay dividends for decades. Our
idea is simple: put Americans to work rebuilding our aging urban
schools. Let us put ]people to work in sawing new windows and
doors to make schools energy-efficient. Let us put people to work
repairing roofs and masonry walls. Let us put people to work
replastering and repainting so that our children are protected from
environmental hazards like lead or asbestos.

We can all understand the need to build a new highway or to re-
furbish highways. Yet, for the cost of building one beltway around
an urban center, many, if not most, of the urban schools in New
Erwﬂand could be brought up to meet safety codes.

e can start rebuilding our schools quickly, putting people to
work in less time than it takes to even design a major new inter-
change, and we can use apprentice and intern programs to teach
our students the pride produced by a job well done.

But that is really only the first step, the first step of building
schools that will keep the rain out and keep our kids secure. Then
you have go to go on beyond that to the case of New Haven where,
although we are the home of Yale University and nationally-known
repertory theaters, we are also the seventh poorest ci:iy in the Unit-
ed States of America. We need some help and we need it now.

Thank you very much.

Senator DopD. Thank you very much, Tom. I will come back in
a few minutes with some questions.

Ms. Williamson, thank you for being here.

Ms. WILLIAMSON. Thank you, Senator. I am very gratified to
have this opportunity to testify before this commiftee about an
issue that is very important to my school district, and I am sure
many schogl districts in the Nation—the effects of school financing
on the quality of education.

American public schools are in a crisis. Ten years after the publi-
cation of “A Nation at Risk,” and despite many changes and some
improvements, public education is still plagued b many complex
problems. It is my belief that many of these problems are related
te inadequate funding of ﬁublic education. What children do today
in_school will decide much about our country in the 21st cencury.

If I were given an unlimited amount of financial resources to im-
froye education, I would consider the problems in terms of the fol-
owing categories: the classroom, the school, and the community.
All in my opinion, are inextricably interwoven and need remedies
as they relate to our children and the future of this Nation.

Starting with the classroom, inadequate funding has an impact
on class size, and class size has a direct effect on instruction. I
would like to see funding provided to reduce class size to a maxi-
mum of 20 students for the regular program. That, of course, could
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only be achieved through the hiring of more tes “hers, another eco-
nomic consideration. ge classes impact time and attention
teachers can direct to the students. .
Effective classroom instruction is impeded by the lack of basic in-
structional materials. In my particular discipline, the lack of maps,
lobes, periodicals, transparencies, workbooks, charts and text-
ks have a direct effect on what I can teach and how I can ap-
proach its instruction. The technology of com{mters are totally un-
available to my students, who today seem to learn best and fastest
through audio and visual technology. Catalogs that come to me as
a department chair find their way into the trash because I can
never hope to be allocated money for man of the excellent re-
sources available in the educational marketplace.

I would like to see money or funds available to give students of
my American government class the opportunity to take field trips
to the surrounding seats of government. I would like for them to
see the State capital, the Nation’s Capital, and the city council, and
to see government in action. Funding for transportation and sub-
stitute teachers for field trips is unavailable in my school district.
Additionally, I am strongly in favor of unlimited funding for the
greschool programs and programs for kindergarten through grade

The research of Robert Slavin of Johns Hopkins University main-
tains that by third grade children who have not been reached by
the educational system are primed at risk for dropout. By the time
the 6-year-old goes off to the first grade, much has already been de-
cided."What the schools and parents do to help or hinder these chil-
dren will have a great effect on what our Nation will look like in
the next century.

For the reasons mentioned above, I strongly believe that in order
for our Nation to survive economically in the next century and be-
yond, we must retooi all of the sta eholders in education. That
would include the classroom teacher and educational staff mem-
bers, the parents, and the communitgi

The world has changed and our Nation’s schools have not kept
up. Improving our schools means improving teachers through staff
development, conferences, seminars, and apprenticeship programs,
to name a few. Funding is needed to release teachers from the
classroom and to pay fees for many of the retooling programs.
Funding for additional educational staff is a must.

I work in a school where the school librarian only works part-
time in the school, causinf the library to be closed to the student
body at least 3 days on alternate weeks and 2 days on the other.
Guidance counselors are overloaded with students, making it dif-
fi~ult, if not impossible, to address many of the students’ problems.
School psychologists, in my opinion, should be available on a daily
basis. With society continually placing the burden on the schools to
address many of its social ills, additional staff in this area is nec-
essary.

The structure and power of schools and innovative programe to
restructure schools have taken hold throughout the Nation. Site-
based management allows for a collaborative effort between par-
ents, teachers, and the community, and allows for consensus-build-
ing to decide policies of a particuiar school. It is a grand experi-
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ment that has shown some promise of bringing our schools into the
21st century. Funding is a prerequisite for the restructuring pro-

gram.

Finally, I would like to address the issue of the infrastructure.
Funding is sorely needed to make the institutions of leamin% safe
and conducive to the teachinéamethods of today. Many of our
schools are in disrepair and outdated for the new methods of teach-
ing using today’s technology.

or many of our Nation's children, the school is often the only
stable institution in their lives. Yet, they are forced to come to
buildings that are often overcrowded, un erequipped, and unsafe.
The American Association of School Administrators feund that 12
percent of the Nation’s schools are inadequate for learning and that
the price tag for deferred maintenance continues to clim raYidly.

Public education is faced with many difficult problems, while re-
sources to deal with these problems are steadily declining. Schools
across the Nation suffer because of the reduction in State aid and
shortfalls in local 1Ewo rty taxes. Programs have to be eliminated
when innovation should be taking place. The actions of the Federal

vernment in reducing or eliminating funding assistance have ag-
gravated these problems.

If America is foing-bo be in the vanguard of the 21st century and
above, it should take heed to an African proverb from Cameroon:
he who fails to cultivate his fields will surely die. Qur children and
our schools are our fields in urtient need of cultivation.

Senator DopD. There is ano er great expression from Cameroon
I have always loved and it says it takes a village to raise a child.
I have always thought that was a wondeiful saying.

We thank you both for your testimony, and you brinf home the
issues. We had Governor Romer here this morning, as I know you
are aware, and we have talked to people who deal at the university
level examining these questions. But I wanted to have someone
from a school board and a teacher to get some people who actually
on a daily basis wrestle with these problems to bring the issue
home to people, and their consideration.

I just have a few questions for you. We again, appreciate your
being here. Tom, you are familiar with the Comer schools, obvi-
ously. Why don’t you take a minute, maybe, and describe what a
Comer school is for the purposes of the record here?

Mr. JACKSON. The work of Dr. James Comer at the Yale Child
Study Center evolves around consensus-building, using a school
planning management team, or SPMT. The school planning man-
agement team is designed to bring together parents, teachers, ad-
ministrators, custodians, everyone who works in the schooi, to
make policy decisions within a framework established by the board
of education.

They also will bring in school psychologists and mental health
teams to try and help solve problems that are identified by the
SPMT. Dr. Comer believes that on the middle and high school
level, students should be involved in these programs as well,

Senator Dopp. Jim Comer is a great friend of mine and I have
a tremendously high regard for him. There is a wonderful book he
wrote about his mother.

Mr. JACKSON. Maggie’s American Dream.
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Senator Dopp. Yes, Mag%ie’s American Dream. Everybody ought
to read that. I mean, it will restore your faith and hope in what
one family can do or what one individual can do with a family.

How have the Comer schools in New Haven been impacted by
these problems with funding? .

Mr. JACKSON. We are not able to provide the kind of suprort to
the Comer system that it requires to be successful. We don't have
the mental health teams that he calls for in place in our schools,
and we are not able to field the kind of training that is necessary
to teach people how to work together to build the consensus and
to teach people the skills that are necessary and the parameters
that are necessary to run a school under the Comer method. I
think that is probably one of Dr. Comer’s biggest disa{)pointments,
is the schocl system where he lives is not able to fulfill the promise
that he developed in that system. )

Senator Dobb. I made the point yesterday, and it was reinforced
by one of our witnesses—we all to one degree or another pay some
attention, I suppose, to the recruiting efforts bi college coaches and
then professional teams, the draft, and so forth, that goes on. I am
told that this is not uncommon with the teachinghprofession; that
you get new teachers and there are ways in which you can deter-
mine who is apt to be a pretty good teacher and that stable, if you
will, of teachers is recruited by various school systems.

How effective is, in your case, New Haven in attracting the best
teachers, the ones you would like to have? Second, how successful
are you in keeping them in the context of the physical plant and
the deteriorating conditions? I spent 2 years in the Peace Corps
and I loved it. I had a wonderful exfenence. If you had told me
I was going to spend the rest of my life doing that, I would have
had a more difficult time, I think, with it.

So when you are trying to get someone to commit to a profes-
sional career where the library, the facilities, the plant is just not
in great shape and there is another schocl district that is offering
you not only a better salary, but just a better environment, I cer-
tainly don’t fault a teacher who wants to move in that direction.
I don’t consider them to be something less than committed because
they decide they just have done enough. They get worn out, not to
mir}x‘tion the physical threats and all the other problems associated
with it.

Mr. JACKSON. We find it extremely difficult to attract qualified
teachers and to retain them. Working in a classroom where the roof
leaks and where the wind blows water through the windows be-
cause the putty has dried and fallen out makes it difficult. The lack
of adequate teaching staff makes it difficult.

We have in most of our schools one or two art teachers or music
teachers, where we should have twice that number. The burn-out
factor, the lack of administrative support because we simply don’t
have enough people—we have one arts person in the downtown of-
fice for the entire city of New Haven. We are at risk of losing one
of the best music teachers I have seen in a long time at the junior
high level, at the middle school level, because we simply can't give
him the kind of administrative supfgort that he wants.

The Hart School of Music has offered him a position with a new
doctoral program and there are two other school systems that are
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after him, and he is sac{mg, why should I stay here when you can't
even arrange the schedule so I can teach anything other than gen-
eral music. It is heartbreaking at times to see that.

Senator DoDD. Let nie take it one step further and then I am
going to turn to my colleague. I want to keep this clock on us as
well because I can have a tendency to wander on and forget how
much time I am consuming. :

Tell me about the Parents who are taking their kids out of
schools. I am saying a lot of these things and I don’t know whether
I am hitting the mark or not, but I don't believe there is a conspir-
acy out there to destroy the pubiic school system in the country.

Mr. JACKSON. No, no.

Senator DoDD, There are those who certainly may want to do
that, but the increase in support for vouchers and giving parents
the choice on parochial and private schools is not some major con-
spiracy. It is '?arents worried about their kids. How much erosion
are we seeing’

Mr. JACKSON. It is phenomenal. More then 10 years ago now my
family and I moved into New Haven, and we have seen virtually
all of the people who moved in with that influx of young people
who were trying to turn Fair Haven, our neighborhood, around—
virtually all of them have moved out and their main reason for
leaving is not the taxes or the crime or the stress of living in an
urban environment. It is that they are afraid that they cant get
their kids into the one or two good grade or middle or high schools
that we have in the city, or that we are perceived as having in the

city.

go there is a tremendous outflow of talent and just good people
who are leaving to go to the suburbs. Frankly, when they get there
I think they are finding the same problems exist, but just on a dif-
ferent scale. We are also seeing people going into private schools
at an alarming rate.

Senator DoDD. I would just be curious if anyone has pulled that
data together. I would be interested in what has happened there.
How many students are at Wilbur Cross High School, roughly?

Mr. JACKSON. About 1,400 right now.

Senator Dobb. 1,400?

Mr. JACKSON. Yes.

Senator Dopp. I was at Wilbur Cross recently. I have literally
been in every public high school in the State in the last 10 years,
and try to do one a week. Wilbur Cross was one of the last ones

glot to before the school year ended. I was stunned. Correct me
if I am wrong on this, but for the 1,400 students there were 30
computers at Wilbur Cross High School.

}I:ir.l JACKSON. That i8 correct, and that is our good academic high
school.

Senator DopD. I know that, yes. I mean, a computer to this gen-
eration is what a ballpoint pen was to us in our generation, basi-
caltlz', and here we are with 1,400 high school students and 30 com-
puters.

Sadly, by the way, when I was meeting with a Eroup of students,
kids were lined up after school to practice on the few computers
available. We were meeting in the library and I was talking to
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them, and I could see over in the back and see the kids lined up
to come in and try and get 15 or 20 minutes on that computer.

By the way, Cheshire High School, which is a suburban high
school outside of New Haven, I might point out—certainly, not an
affluent town, but much more uent than New Haven. It has
more computers, but it doesn’t have them for everybody, so there
is a disparity, but it is not that big.

Last, and then I am going to come back to Ms. Williamson and
I want to turn to Senator Wellstone, I was just curious as to how
aware students are about what is available to other students out-
gide of, in this case, the New Haven area? How conscious they are,
not necessarily of the athletic facilities. I know they i3ay see the
gym or the swimming pool or the track, and so forth, but how
aware are they of the disparity in terms of what is available in
terms of academic or instructional materials, quality of teachers,
and the like? Is there an awareness of that?

Mr. JACKSON. Absolutely. The kids watch TV; they are aware of
what is going on. They hold their own schools up to the measuring
stick of what they see on television in other schools or what they
see in public television, what they see on “90210.” They know clear-
ly that they are getting the short end of the stick, and you can see
kids at Lincoln Bassett in the elementary grades who are enthu-
giastic and they are learning and they see the world before them.
By the time they get to Troop Middle School, they look as though
the best days of their lives are behind them, and they know that.
The sad gart, the tragic, heartbreaking part is that those Troog
n:liddle-sc oolers are probably right that their best days are behin
them.

Senator DopD. Senator Wellstone.

Senator WELLSTONE. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I think what I
will do is just kind of build on the response from Mr. Jackson, but
ask this question of both Mr. Jackson and Ms. Williamson.

The question that was put to you by Senator Dodd had to do
with whether or not the children themselves are painfully aware of
the conditions of the schools and the conditions that surround them
versus what other kids might have, and you talked about how that
kind of eagerness and spark for ’leaming and all the rest, cold
water gets poured on it by the time they are in middle school.

Some people argue that the real issue is what happens to the
children before they get to school and what happens to the children
when they leave the school, what happens to them in their homes
and their neighborhoods. I mean, I know that there is a whole set
of critical issues there, but I wonder how the two of you would re-
spond to the argument that that is really what is at issue and that
this sort of focus on equity financing and getting more resources
into the school isn’t really going to get at the fundamental problem.

I wonder, as two people who are centrally involved in education,
how you would respond to that argument. Mind you, I didn’t say
that this was my argument, but I want to get this out on the table.

Mr. JACKSON. I would probably respond with an “expletive de-
leted.” Anybody who believes that there is not a direct relationship
between what we can do for kids in the schools and the amount of
money we get is welcome to come and visit any one of our schools
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in New Haven and then I will take them down to Westport and let
them see what my brother’s kids have in Waestport.

I am not talking just about the field house in Westport that looks
like it is for a private college in New England. I am talking about
opportunities, I am talking about staffing levels, I am talking about
faculty. At Wilbur Cross, they have one music teacher who does the
band and the chorus. At Staples High School in West rt, CT, they
have a band and an orchestra and three or four ¢ oruses. Now,
tllll%t :g just one clear example of the disparity between urban and
suburban, :

Yes, it is important what happens before school and what hap-

ns after school. Our kids are coming into the school system 1n

indergarten, and in some sarts of our district 90 percent of them
aren’t ready to learn based on standardized testing and it goes
downhill for those kids from there on.

Yes, we need to do more in terms of after-school programs so that
the kid can come in with his parent for breakfast and the child can
stay there through lunch and then have after-school programs, and
maybe even have a dinner and adult education afterwards for the
parent, with study hall or some activities for the kids. All that

es money.

We are really good at taking a very little bit of money and doing
some really exceptional thinﬁs for our kids, but we don’t have
eno to be exceptional for all our kids. We will set up a tour and
I will personally escort them around because it is simply not true.

Senator WELLSTONE. Ms. Williamson.

Ms. WILLIAMSON. T would say that in my particular school. I
would not say that our students are aware ofy the inegluities in edu-
cation if we would look at other surrounding school districts. How-
ever, they do see the school as a stable institution in their lives and
many of them stay in the school very late in the afternoon for the
programs that we are able to afford them. The school oftentimes
. acts as a more stable institution than their own families.

My school is located in an area of low socioeconomic structure.
A large percentage of our children are on the lunch program. The
community is troubled with and crime, and yet these stu-
dents still come to school hopeful that they can take part in the
American dream.

I would agree, also, that we need before-school programs. I think
we should have breakfast in the morning for these children, and
nutritious, attractive lunches that the children will eat because for
some of them the lunch is the most substantial, if not the only,
meal of the day.

I would like to see after-school f)rograms extended. A lot of these
kids go home to »mpty homes. I would like to see them stay in
school long after the school hours are over to make use of the facili-
ties, the library, the gymnasium, with very structured programs in
place for them.

Senator WELLSTONE. You know, it is interesting, Mr. Chairman.
I know we have other panelists and I don't want to take more time.
{h}ust want to maybe finish with a comment, not even a question,

e focus s0o much on early childhood development, and certainl
Senator Dodd has been a leader in the Senate on this, and tal
about how before children come to kindergarten level they have to
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be ready to go. All too often, children, by the time they get to kin-

der%arben, it is almost too late. .

I found myself once at a high school in north Minneapolis talking
about education with the students and really focusing on early
childhood develogment, and this young woman who is—now that I
think about it, she is a student at Howard University here in DC,,
but she was then a junior, I guess, at North High and she kind of
confronted me and she said, you have been talking about early
childhood development. I mean, I think there is a lat of evidence
this is a key area.

She said, what about us? Are you kind of giving up on us? She
was a junior. She said, is this triage? Are {ou just sort of saying
it is too late for those of us in high school? I think that is, in part
the reason 1 asked this question. I don’t know anybody that would
deny that what happens at home, what happens in family and
what happens in the neighborhood, and how your &)arents are doing
economically and every other way affects a child. But I wouldn't
want that to be a cop-out for not making the commitment of re-
sources to education, which may be one of the ways that children
can overcome that, if I understand what the two of you are saying.

Well, I know we are going to get back to some of the questions.
I won’t ask you questions about some of what Governor Romer had
to say, and we are ﬁoin to get back to the whole question of fi-
nance and where the Federal Government fits in. But I would
thank the two of you very much for being here.

Mr. JACKSON. Well, thank you for your time. '

Senator DoDD. Thank you. I just wanted to give you, Ms.
Williamson, a chance. I raised the questions with Mr, Jackson
about teacher attitudes, student attitudes, and I wonder if you
might comment. First of all, I should ask you, how long have you
been teaching.

Ms. WILLIAMSON. Twenty-7 years.

Senator Dopp. Good Lord. You must have been ten when you
8 .

Ms. WILLIAMSON. Exactly.
Senator DopD. How am* doing? That is pretty good. You wonder
why I set elected. [Laughter.]

Mr. JACKSON. Ard reelected.

Senator Dopp. My sister has taught about that same length of
time, and I have a brother who is a professor as well, so I get lob-
bied a lot by educators along the way.

You are at the Douglas High School in Baltimore?

Ms. WILLIAMSON. Yes.

Senator Dopp. And you have been there the whole time?

Ms. WILLIAMSON. No. I have been at Douglas since 1980, I start-
ed on the junior high school level. I taught in J'unior high for 14
years and 1 was promoted to department head at a junior high
school, and then I was 2 years later moved to Douglas. So I have
been to about seven different schools in Baltimore.

Senator Dopp. Well, I wonder if you might just comment on
some of the questions that I asked Mr. Jackson about student atti-
tudes, teacher attitudes, and the like.

Ms. WILLIAMSON. Some of our students feel as though they have
been forgotten. They compare our school to schools within their dis-
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trict. I am not sure that they are that familiar with the schools out-
side of the district. We do have a very large school system sur-
rounding us, Baltimore County.

They somehow feel that education in the couna" is superior to
the education they receive in the city. Some of them know that
there are inequities as far as what we get at our school compared
to what other schools have. I make them aware; I tell them the
problems involved in teaching because of the lack of materials.

A case in point is a particular State test that we give, the Mary-
land—well, we give several functional tests, and the test that I am
responsible for monitoring in my school is the Maryland Test of
Citizenship Skills. We have a course called American Government
that we teach from September to January and the students are
tested. It is a test that is required for graduation.

In Baltimore County, they give their students a workbook that
the students can write in, parents can check, and the students
have that resource right intact. What I have to do on a daily basis
is to tear out pages and make dittos and punch holes and give my
students these materials. I spend a lot of time in preparing mate-
rials, where I could sp.ad time in doing more creative things for
my children, and they are aware of these inequities.

They would like to go on field trips. They would like to do some
of the things that they know other schools do. Some of them can’t
even afford to pay for a bus to come here to Washington, DC, but
I don’t think they have {ven up hope because they still come.
When I think of some of the things that they have to do to get to
school in the morning, it is amazing.

. Many of them are on their own. Many of them are homeless, in
a sense. Many of them are receiving social services. They are just
inundated with a well stream otf;ﬁroblems, but they still come and
they have a hope to be able to take a part of the American dream.

Senator DODD. Let me ask you both something last here and
then we will get to the next panel. I said this yesterday, but I
would like to run it by you—and don’t have any hesitancy in telling
me that I am just dead wrong on this.

One of the questions I get all the time from students is, why
should I stay in school, particularly in the urban schools in my
State. You know, why should I stay in school? There is nothing out
there for me when I get through here. The job opportunities, and
so forth, are limited, and the like. You know, I go through the
pitc}:x, and so forth, of staying in school, which I won’t bother you
with,

I get a sense that the dropout rates are so staggeringly high in
our urban areas. I mean, they are double and triple what they are
in our suburban and rural schools, although rural I am not quite
sure of, but certainly suburban schools. I have tried to think about
why is this the case and a couple of things occur to me.

ne is that you have parents of these children who in many
cases left school themselves and have a sense of alienation about
what school is. So they are not overly anxious to go to their chil-
dren’s school. They didn’t really complete it themselves, so they
don’t sense the same degree of importance about it and certainly
are not interested in getting involved..
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Another factor to consider particular;lfr in regard to the minority
community, there was in the past a real ceiling on economic oppor-
tunities for minorities. The parents of these children experienced
that, even though theoretically they know today that these oppor-
tunities are open to them and their children. There still is however
that sense among parents that no matter how much f'ou study, you
are really not going to necessarily get a chance unless you are a
star athlete or just academically brilliant somehow. But for the av-
erage kid, too many feel his/her opportunities are limited, and that
notion continues to exist in the homes within our cities.

I have used this example where a sneaker company has been ef-
fective in mnarketing a $100 pair of sneakers in some of the poorest
areas of this country. If you can sell Nike sneakers in the north
end of Hartford, why can’t I sell education? Why can’t we do as
good a job of promoting the notion within those communities that
your child getting an education is going to be different than what
existed for you because things have changed?

I may be, as I say, really wrong in my perception about what is
oing on in parents’ minds in these communities, but I have got a
eeling that that may be, in part, the case. As I say, tell me 1 am

flat wrong on this, but if not tell me. that, too.

Ms. WILLIAMSON. Well, I would ee with you when we talk
about how sneaker companies and omr things that attract young
people can make inroads into certain communitizs, and I would say
that is because those things are visible and a means a instant
gratification. With education, it is a long process and then you are
not sure of what is at the end of the road.

I agree that parental apathy has a great impact on our system.
In my particular school, I would say in the 10 years—I have been
at Douglas 13 gears. I would dare say for the PTA meetings that
I have attended, and I have only missed 2 and we have 4 a year,
I haven’t seen 100 parents, talked to 100 parents.0

Senator Dopp. How many students are in your school?

Ms. WILLIAMSON. We have about 1,000 now. Enrollment has
dropped. It has been larger.

Senator Dopp. I am trying to get some sense of what the 100
means in the context of——

Ms. WILLIAMSON. OK. Well, let me say this. Last year, I only
taught two classes. I had a total of about 60 kids, 60 students. In
previous years, I have taught as many as 120 students a year, and
yet I haven't seen, I would say, 100 parents. Parents don’t come out
for PTA meetings.

Senator Dopp. In the total?

Ms. WILLIAMSON. In the total number of years I have been there.
Parents will come in when there is a problem, if the student has
been placed on removal, a discipline problem, but I don’t think that
parenis feel a sense of empowerment in the schools. They don’t feel
a part of the school community, and I think that is something that
we need to think about when I said that we need to retool all of
the stakeholders in education, and that includes the parents. Par-
ents need devel%]ment, also, and have to be shown how they can
be empowered. They should be running their schools, or taking a
large part in running their schools.
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Senator Dopp. Do you make any effort to go to the parents’
homes? I know they have tried that in some glaees because of this
wall of the school and all the fears that get developed among par-
ents. You go to outreach and you actually go knock on the door. Is
that just asking too much?

Ms. WILLIAMSON. In 1965 when I started teaching, I did some of
that, but I wouldn’t do it now, and not in the community where I
work. It is highly crime-ridden.

Senator Dopp. Too dangerous?

Ms. WILLIAMSON. Very rous, yes. I wouldn’t do that.

Mr. JACKSON. Senator, I think you are right on target. Things
have changed dramatically in terms of the way we look at our
schools. My favorite uncle used to be superintendent of schools up
in Barre, VT, and in the 1950's and the 1960’s and the 1970’s when
he was working there people might dicker about the budget, but
they believed in education. Now, we are fighting a perception that
the schools just don’t work, and I think that is an accurats percep-
tion for far too many of our kids.

Kids, especially adolescents, are real sharp and if you say you
are going to do “x” and then you don’t do “x™—you know, if you say
you are going to do “x” and if “x” has a consequence of “y,” and it
doesn’t, then they are Sgoing to call you on that. If you say, as the
Senate of the United States of America or as the sident of the
United States of America or the Congress of the United States of
America, that education is important, that we want to be ready for
the 21st century, that we want to compete effectively with foreign
powers, and then nothing happens, then kids feel that they are
worthless and that the system doesn’t work.

One of Jim Comer’s key points is that you have to share power.
You have to share power with the parents, but in the middle and
the high schools you also have to share power with the kids. I
t,h}i‘nk1 at the kids are our secret weapon in revitalizing American
schools.

Senator Dobb. I agree with him, too. By the way, the usual criti-
cism about Jim Comer is that he is too conservative.

Mr. JACKSON. Yes.

Senator DoDD. I mean, he is not the darling of the left in edu-
cational circles. When he says include kids, I can see some people
saying, oh, boy, there go these wacky ideas people have.

r. JACKSON. Well, just to speak as someone who is probably far
to the left of Jim, and perhaps many other educators, I think we
have a tremendous bureaucratic problem and school boards are
part of it and administrations are part of it and teachers are part
of it. We have a lot of {eat principals and teachers and kids and
administrators in our school system, but we also have a lot of peo-
ple who don’t want to change.

What we need from this body is not only the money to change
incentives and some special support, but also the levers to make
change happen. There is a tremendous inertia in the system, and
our board has been working for 2 tyears now. In the last couple of
months, we have done a couple of things that are really exciting.
We have put through a policy to prevent AIDS. We are moving to
extend the school day and we are starting a new high school in co-
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operation with a high school from Bath, ME, but this is just the
tip of the iceberg of what needs to be done. )

Senator DopD. Well, I am going to terminate this part of our tes-
timony, but I live in a small town in Connecticut and we are now
in the process of building a new high school. The old h‘ifh school
was built in the 1920’s. We went through two referendums and
couldn’t get the support, until the high school kids went out and
went door to door.

I would like to put it som. other way and be delicate about it
but they embarrassed the town and basically said, if it was goo(i
enough for you to get a high school built, what am I; I can’t get
a decent high school? How am I aupposeti to do this? It reversed
the outcome, not just narrowly, but big-time.

Your point about the real hidden asset in all of this is the stu-
dents themselves—it can really make a difference in some of these
areas, and that was just one little example where I saw a group
of kids really make a difference.

Mr. JACKSON. It is a S:eat example.

Senator DoDD. And they did it by also raising money. They did
a lot of other things to be a part of the solution, as well, because
obviously we are talking about additional property taxes in town
and people aren’t overly excited about that option. But the kids
made the telling argument, not the adults.

Jim, do you have an{Jquestions of this group?

Senator JEFFORDS. No, I don't. I just want to commend them.
Unfortunately, we are in the midst of intense negotiations on the
n}?tional service program. Hopefully, we have gotten through with
that.

I just also would like to reiterate the difficulties with inertia, and
I think you are quite right. In Vermont where we have been mak-
ing a lot of changes, still the inertia in the school boards and the
administrators and teachers is a real problem, but we are making

headway.

Thanz you very much for your testimony.

Senator DoDD. You have both been terrific. I can’t thank you
enough for taking the time and being here. Tom, I will be back
down again in the fall and I need to get to Hill House. I haven't
been there in a while.

Mr. JACKSON. We would like to get to HSC, too, if you haven’t
been there.

Senator DoDD. Absolutely, all right. I will do that.

Mr. JACKSON. Thank you.

Senator DopD. Thank you both.

Our next and last panel, and I will ask you to join us as I intro-
duce you is Dr. Allan Odden—is that correct?

Mr. ODDEN. Odden.

Senator DopD. Odden. Dr. Odden js from the Center for Re-
search in Education Finance, Los Angeles, CA.

Dr. Henry Aaron—doctor, you must hear more jokes about that—
were you here when I talked about VAT and not bats? My col-
leagues said, you must have been up all night thinking about that
one, but I came up with it right there on the spot.

Dr. Aaron is with the Brookings Institution here in Washington.

Douglas Chiappetta—how did I do, pretty well?
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Mr. CHIAPPETTA, Very well. Thank you.

Senator Dopp. Mr. Chiappetta is the internal manager of the
Vermont Department of Education in Montpelier, and I would ask
Jim to make any special comments he would like to.

Senator JEFFORDS. We are fortunate to have with us today Do
Chiappetta from the Vermont Department of Education to testi
on the progress that our little State of Vermont has made in devel-
oping kne opportunity to learn standards, which are very critical,
as we know.

Mr. Chiappetta has been with the Vermont Department of Edu-
cation 6 years and now serves as acting internal manager of School
Development and Information. He has been an important member
of the team of experts from Vermont who won a t from the Na-
tional Governors’ Association to identify the conditions that should
be present at all schools in all communities to ensure that all stu-
dents have a genuine opportunity to learn.

I welcome you here, Doug, and it is a pleasure to have you here.

Mr. 'A. Thank you very much.

Senator Dopb. For the purposes of the record and my eolleaglues
here, Dr. Odden is one of the Nation’s leadin%experta on school fi-
nance, and he is also professor of education policy at the University
of Southern California. We really are grateful for your presence.
Dr. Aaron is, as I mentioned, the director of the economic studies
program at the Brookings Institution, but also is a public finance
economist. .

We are really interested in %:temg into what we have been talk-
ing about as, at least I have been, with a d of ignorance, I
suppose, about how this all might work. But I make no secret of
the fact that I find a dedicated value-added tax as a very ap?ealin
option, not as the only way to deal with this issue because I thin
reform efforts are critically important before just talking about ad-
ditional resources.

I am deeply grateful to have all three of you here. Dr. Odden,
we will begin with you. Again, don’t live by these lights religiously.
They are more of a guide than anything else, so we will accept your
testimony and any supporting data in evidence that all three of you
would like to submit.

STATEMENTS OF ALLAN ODDEN, CENTER FOR RESEARCH IN
EDUCATION FINANCE, UNIVERSITY OF SOUTHERN CALIFOR-
NIA, LOS ANGELES, CA; HENRY J. AARON, DIRECTOR, ECO-
NOMIC STUDIES PROGRAM, BROOKINGS INSTITUTION,
WASHINGTON, DC; AND DOUG CHIAPPETTA, INTERNAL MAN-
thEEl{l,v\l?‘ERMONT OEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION, MONTPE-

Mr. OpDEN. Thank you very much. I am delighted to be here this
morning. I would like to separate my comments into three sections:
first, a few contextual comments, and then comments in six areas
that lead me up to how I would suggest generally we think of rede-
signing school finance systems, and then I will make some specific
suggestions in a semi-rank-ordered way for rethinking some Fed-
eral roles in education and education finance.

First, the contextual comments. I view school finance in a broad
context, not just dollars and dollar disparities, but focused on how
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we spend education dollars on education programs for the purpose

of producing student achievement. This is somewhat broader an

{,raditional school finance, so that is the background out of which
come.

I am going to make most of my comments in the context of our
national education goals and a nationwide systemic education re-
form movement which is catchinﬁ steam across the country, and
the general gist is to try to think about how we redesign our fi-
nance system to reinforce the achievement of these high expecta-
tions in systemic reform.

The last contextual comment has to do with money, and if we
look backwards over time the fact of the matter is that the country,
on average, has put a lot of money into the schools in each decade.
If you take the total money and divide it by the number of pupils
and adjust it for inflation, money went up about 66 percent In the
1960’s, about 25 percent in the 1970’s and, depending on what
numbers you use, between 35 and 48 percent in the 1980’s. So at
least historically money has been flowing into the education sys-
tem, and that is despite all projections.

If we would go back and look at projections in the early 1980’s,
the projections were that money would be even. That would be the
optimistic scenario, and we have put in 35 to 40 percent more
money.

Senator JEFFORDS. This is Yer pupil?

Mr. ODDEN. It is per pupil after adjusting for inflation. Nobod
knows what will actually happen in the 1990’s. Time will tell, al-
though the National Center for Education Statistics now projects a
43-percent increase over the next 10 years in real terms. So at one
level, I think the issue is not just more money, but how we use the
}noney that has been flowing'in and likely will flow in in the next
ew years.

The second comment is in six areas. The first area is trends in
litigation. I see three trends in litigation. No. 1, in the 1990’s al-
most all the courts, when these decisions come before them, are
overtumir:f State school finance systems. The batting record in the
1970’s and 1980’s was about .330. In the 1990’s it is about .900,
8o it looks like if you get a court case filed it is very likely that
the system will be overturned.

Second, the trend of these decisions is to retﬁuire equal spendin
per pupil across school districts. They would allow for extra spend-
ing for handica ped kids, for poor kids, low achievers, and extra
spending depending on different prices of educational services. But
for the base program before those adjustments, it looks like an
equal I:i:oendiug standard seems to be emerging.

ird, there seems to be a focus, also, in an achievement stand-
ard. More and more, you see lan?mfe pointing to the fact that kids
need to learn a new, high level of cognitive capabilities through
educational experiences, and that may be the ultimate test of
whether the program is sufficient, as well as the financing system.

A second comment: this kind of evolving achievement standard
in the court cases fits with our trend nationally in terms of the na-
tional goals which this President, the previous President and the
governors have supported, and I think as Governor Romer suf-
gested this morning. The goals generally are that all kids should
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come to school ready to learn, which is a whole series of potential
policies, and then that all children—and this is, I think, the big,
new emphasis—should have mastery over challenging content mat-
ter. So it is not basic skills; it is higher-level thinking and problem-
solving skills in the traditional content areas.

I would altl'gue that if we could actually accomplish this objective,
we would substantially move on the equity agenda because I think
_most concern for equity of fiscal inputs hopes that it would lead to
equity in terms of student achievement. So the point here is there
is a shift in education policy from inputs of the educational system
to achievement; that is, what kids actually learn in schools.

Third, the reform strategy around which there seems to be a
growing consensus is called systemic reform. Governor Romer, I
think, outlined that. That posits outcomes as the ultimate objec-
tive. It matches with that high-quality curriculum standards; then
a new high-quality assessment system that tells us the degree to
which we are accomplishing those outcome standards; changes in
teacher professional development, including standards for licensure
and standards for advanced recognition; restructured governance
and management, which I will talk about in a minute; and then a
restructured finance system.

The fourth comment here on restructured organization and man-
agement: I think the strategy in systemic reform is to steer the sys-
tem, direct it from the top in terms of identifying the goals and di-
rections toward which everybody should be moving, and then de-
centralize implementation to the school site. I have enclosed in
some materials that I had sent earlier information on what we
know about how to put decentralized management in place, and
there is a substantial research base in both the public and private
sectors.

I detail that in other documents, and basically it means we have
to decentralize information; knowledge, which is professional devel-
opment and training; power over budget and personnel; and also a
change in the reward system to begin paying people, including
teachers, for knowledge and skills, and then as a group, as a fac-
u]t)t';:a to put some kind of group-based performance award in the
system.

Now, if we begin taking these notions and begin redesigning a
school finance system, I have several suggestions. No. 1, it has got
to be set in the context of clear outcomes because if you don’t know
what the outcomes are, you can spend money in many different
good wass and not accomplish the outcomes.

Second, think about financing schools rather than districts. We
have given the money to districts. They allocate resources to
schools, but this suggests that if we have the school as the imple-
mentation unit, we begin sending money directly to schools. Third,
put more budget and personnel authority at the school sites, let
them decide how to spend the money and let them hire and recruit
teachers.

In terms of the specifics of the finance structure, it would be a
three-part system: number one, a high, equal per-pupil base for the
average kid across all schools, high enough to let the schools, on
average, educate kids to these high achievement standards.
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Second, there would be an add-on for kids from poverty back-
grounds, and I think the price tag from a variety of other research
would be about an extra $1 to $2,000 for that compensatory add-
on; third, some kind of a price adjustment because the price of edu-
cational services vary across school districts.

Let me kind of quickly then jump to summarize quickly my sug-
gestions for where the Federal Government might want to put new
money into education, again, where the purpose is to accomplish
these high levels of achievement.

The first area would be kind of around the readiness goal, and
these are almost kind of recommendations for &rfémms in HHS—
a series of pre- and postnatal programs, the proirarp, full’y
funding Head Start, and working on more coordination of children’s
social services both before kids enter school as well as when they
are in school.

Second, funding to facilitate the development of a series of stand-
ards; some of this has already been started. It could be extended—
assistance to devel‘?x content standards, assistance to develop
achievement standards in terms of new forms of testing, assistance
to develop new kinds of opportunity te learn standards, as well as
continued assistance, for example, to the National Board for Profes-
sional Teaching Standards to develop standards for teaching.

Third could be solidifying the historical Federal role in compen-
satory education, and one could argue that the Federal Govern-
ment could think of fully funding this extra $1 to $2,000 add-on for
special-needs children,

Fourth, if one wanted to think of new kinds of roles, and Gov-
ernor Romer talked about the need for this, it would be a role in
professional development of teachers. I would s st that the bulk
of the money be sent directly to the school. Minnesota passed a
law, I underztand, this year setting aside 1 or 2 percent of their
foundation expenditure level for staff development and directly it
right to the school, and the State of Missouri did the same thing.

ifth and sixth would be some school improvement initiatives,
and they are detailed in the written testimony. Seventh, I have put
down a Federal role in reducing fiscal disparities in and of them-
selves, mainly because I think this is a very expensive program
with questionable payoffs in terms of new Federal money. I put it
seventh, if there is money left over after all of these other initia-
tives, which I would argue would have a higher chance of improv-
ing student achievement.

think any way you look at it, a Federal role in either reducin,
intrastate dispanties or interstate disparities will cost a lot o
money. There is not much known about how much it will cost.

I guess I will just end by saying that one of the new projects that
our research center will be starting next month will be to look at
the nature of fiscal disi)arities within each of the 50 States and the
costs and impacts of alternative State and Federal roles to reduce
disparities both within and across States. We are usinia national
database of fiscal information from all school districts that literally
is becoming available on computer disk this week, and we will put
our talents to analyzing that and providing more empirical infor-
mation on this at a later time,

Senator Dopp. When do you expect to have that study one?
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Mr. ODDEN. The first round in terms of quantifying the nature
of the disparities and some first guesses at costs of intervention
would be done by the end of this calendar year, and then some
more sophisticated analysis kind of in the first half of 1994.

Senator Dobb. Thank you very much for your testimony.

{The prepared statement of Mr. Odden follows:]

PREPARKD STATEMENT OF ALLAN ODDEN

Good Morninﬁ Chairman Fell and members of the Senate Subcommittee on Edu-
cation, Arts and Humanities. My name is Allan Odden. I am a professor of Edu-
cational Policy at the Universiti{:lf Southern California, where I direct USC'’s Cen-
ter for Research in Education Finance. I also am the Co-Director of the Finance
Center of the Consortium for Policy Research in Education (CPRE), which is a feder-
ally funded research center focused on education finance and productivity. (Begin-
ning September 1, 1993, I will be a C!; fessor at the University of Wisconsin-Madi-
son, where I will continue to be the Co-Director of the CPRE Finance Center.)

I am delighted to be here this moming to share with you my thoughts on the
evolving issues in ﬁnmciﬁ\Americm public elementary and secondary schools, and
possible federal roles in school finance and school finance equalization. My written
comments will be brief and will draw upon ideas I have developed in two accom-
panying papers:

¢ Redesigning School Finance in an Era of National Goals and Systemic Re-
form, & background paper prepared for the Education Commission of the States
and the National Alliance of Business.

® Aliginin(f Teacher Compensation with ﬁsﬁemic School Rejorm: Skill Based
Pay and Group Based Performance Rewards, co authored ‘vith Allan Mohrmen
and Susan Albers Mohrman, Center for Effective Organizaiions, University of
Southern California.

My general orjentation to addreasing the issue of the federal role in education fi-
nance is to set it in the context of the national education reform movement. Thus
my suggestions for new federal roles in education and school finance would Le di-
rected towards undergirding and reinforcing an ambitious nationwide education re-
form momentum already supported by education, business and political leaders
across the country. Llil{:perlpective, and work I have been doing generally and with
support from the CPRE Center, is to delisn a school finance that meshes with these
iniportlnt national reform directions, and then to consider local, state and federal
roles.

My comments will briefly address six general topics:

¢ Trends in School Finance Litigation and Funding Changes

¢ The Shift in Education Policy from Inputs to Achievement Standards, includ-
ing the National Education Goals

¢ Key Components of Systemic Reform

¢ What Restructured Organization and Management Means

¢ A Finance Structure that Aligns with Systemic Reform

¢ Federal Roles That Evolve from These Directions

TRENDS IN SCHOOL FINANCE LITIGATION AND FUNDING CHANGES

Two issues raising new concerns about school finance are the spate of court suits
sweepidxg the nation and the consistent rises in education funding over the past
many decades.

Generally based on state education clauses, court suits have been filed, are about
to be filed, or have been decided in nearly 30 states. State supreme courts in Ken-
tacky, Montana, New Jersey, Tennessce and Texas have recently overturned state
school finance s stems, as have lower courts in Alabama, Minnesota and Missouri.
So far in the 19505, only the Oregon court upheld the achool funding tystem. These
cases are notable because:

o The batting average for plaintiffs is about .900—most courts today find state
finance systems unconstitutional.
¢ They focus increasingly on expenditure per pupil disparities themselves and
show a decreasing tolerance for differences across districts. Courts seem to be
saying that sinco education is a state function, financing per pupil should be
same acroas all districts, except for adjustments for special pupil needs
(such as handicapped or poverty background) and special district circumstances
(such as sparsity or price of educational services).
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¢ They are wider in scope, moving far beyond dollar inputs. The Alabama deci-
sion, for example, requires the funding structure to provide for an a ate
education system. Nea:ly all cases make reference to thinking and problem
solving skills needed of workers in the evolving economy and labor force and
state 53:1; the education system nmust produce students with these cognitive ca-
pabilities.

Put differently, the court trend seems to be towards more equal spending per
&lpﬂ nm!.l at a level that would allow all districts and schools to educate students

a high level of academic achievement. Indeed, decisions in Alabama, New Jersey
and Kentucky could be read to ire equality for a new high minimum of student
learning, not just equity in the underlying funding system.

From experience we know that state response to court mandates usually en-
tails adding new money into the elementary and secondary education system. In-
deed, as the attached paper documents, funding increases for public schools have
been subatantial over past three decades, rising in inflation adjusted per putﬁll
terms by 69 percent in the 1960s, 22 percent in the 1970s, and 48 percent in the
1980s. se increases resul despite occasional recessions and economi:
downturns. Only time will tell what the increase in the 1990s will be, but the Na-
tional Center for Education Statistics predicts real funding will rise by 4: percent
over the next decade.

Thus, the general background for thinking anew about school finance is that court
cases are becoming more stringent in their requirements and may even be develop-
ing an achievement atandar(h and historically, funding seems to rise by significant
amounts from decade to decade.

THE SHIFT IN EDUCATION POLICY FROM INPUTS TO ACHIEVEMENT STANDARDS,
INCLUDING THE NATIONAL EDUCATION GOALS

The hint of a shift to educational outcomes in the court cases is complemented
by a nationwide focus on education outcomes, as embodied in the national education
goals. The goals, r:ﬁ-eed to by the President and nation’s fovernors in late 1989 and
early 1530, generally stress what should be accomplished by the nation’s education
system. Since that time, pressures within states and at the national level have rein-
forced this shift in policy focus. While concern with inputs, including dollars, has
not completely waned, the new orientation is to focus on what students learn from
their schooling experience as the ultimate test of whether policies and programs are
working or equitable. )

The national are also supported by the present Administration and em-
bodied in their Is 2000 education reform bill now being debated in the Congress.
Similar but more state tailored reform bills and initiatives are being debated across
the country in state legislatures.

The key point is that the country seems to he moving towards a commitment to
be concerned with not only educational inputs and processes, and insuring that they
are made available equitably, but also to focus on outputs, or what students know
and can do, and insuring that all students reach a new and high level of cognitive
achievement from their schooling experiences. Indeed, in addition to stating that all
student aiwuld come to school ready to learn, the national goals posit that all stu-
dents should demonstrate competency in challenging subject matter including Enq]
lish, mathematics, science, history and rognphy, and that American students wi
be first in the world in mathematics an science.

While the latter goal will be hard to accomplish, the general thrust of the goals
is that all students need to demonstrate advanced cognitive capabilities, to be able
to think, solve problems and communicate in the above core content aress. This goal
sets an ambitious outcome standard for the American Education system, around
u{lhic:: aldnew major policy initiatives, including finance initiatives, should be or-
chestrated.

Meeting this standard would constitute a major accomplishment and would rep-
resent a major breakthrough in historic equity considerations since the achievement
of low income and minority students has been substantially below these levels. Fur-
thermore, meeting such as ambitious standard could also represent compliance with
the evolving outcome standard in state school finance court cascs.

KEY COMPONENTS OF SYSTEMIC REFORM

Systemic school reform is evolving as an approach towards policy formulation that
indes high potential for meeting these ambitious student achievement objectives.
e notion of systemic reform is to pare the education policy system to a few but
very coherent set of policy initiatives all of which send the same signals about what
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the education system should produce, Briefly, systemic reform includes the following

key components:
o ambitious student outcomes and expectations that all students will perform
at high levels on thinking and problem solving skills—the system shifts from
a focus on inputs to a focus on student achievement standards
e hi gxdity curriculum standards, such as those developed in California and
b ational Council of Teachers of Mathematics, coupled with new and re-
vised instructional materials.
o new forms of performance assessment, strongly linked to the curriculum
standards, that measure student achievement snd thus indicate what students
know as well as what they can do.
o development of teacher rtise to include the knowledge and skills needed
to teach this curriculum and produce the new levels of student le 3
i.e., subatantially expanded professional staff development along with dramati-

re pre-service teacher training and stan for licensing and rec-

ognizing advanced teaching riise.
o pestructured management an‘;dcﬁomnnca, including site-based implementa-
tion, i.e., devolution of the critical aspects of implementation to the organiza-
tional unit that actually delivers educational services -- schools.
) r:;tmchxnd school finance policy which would include & revised teacher nzy
system.

WHAT RESTRUCTURED ORGANIZATION AND MANAGEMENT MEANS

Implementing systemic reform will entail creation of high performance school or-
ganizations. Goals, directions and ex ions need to be set at the top of the edu-
cation system by specifying the ambitious outcomes for students, curriculum content
standards and new measures of performance embodied in systemic reform. School
sites then become the organizational unit in the education system responsible for
putting systemic reform into place. But site based management can mﬁ ment sys-
temic reform successfully only if it is designed well, There are several key elements
of decentralized or high involvenient-management that must be attended to in order
to help it to accomplish system goals.

Research within education on school-based management produces onl vn'gue
hints of how decentralized management can be effectively structured. On other
hand, there is an extensive knowiedge base from research on decentralized mana
ment in numercus non-school organizations that have tried this approach.
knowledge base includes findings not only on the key elements of decentralization
in the private sector but also on key elements in the public, governmental sector.
A recent CPRE Finance Brief, School Based Management: Strategies for Success,
synthesized these findings and applied them to schools.

brief that decentralized mansgement works best when four resources are
present in the decentralized service providing unit:
o information
o knowledge
e power
o rewards, e.g., the compensation structure.

Information about organizational gnh, objectives and levels of performance and
about the key parameters of the work processes are required in order for the work
force to make qood decisions that foster organizational goals and high performance.
This would include information on system and unit revenues, costs, sales, profits,
cost structures, customer satisfaction, benchmarks with other comlgnniu, and data
on the environment. In high involvement organizations in the private sector, the
work team actually makes numerous business and technical decisions. A wide range
of information is needed by these teams in order to help make their decisions wise
ones.

Knowledge and skills are required for employees to optimally enact their new
roles in l?xsc; a way as to achieve hi perfoll)'mance nndpcontinztlly improve out-
comes. Knowledge and skills are needed in at least four areas: a) interpersonal or
team skills for working together effectively in a frot:g setting; b) technical knowl-
edﬁ and skills for .Emviding the service; c) breadth skills for engaging in multiple
tasks especially tasks decentralized to the work team as a result of the flattened
organizational structure; and finally, d) business knowledﬁe and skills for mmsing
the fiscal aspects of the work team. Developing these skills and competencies is a
necesaity for the work team to function eﬂectivel¥, and implies & large, ongoing in-
vestment in human resources dnvelo&ment, that for the most productive companies
approaches 2-4 percent of reveaues. Indeed, the private sector literature emphasizes
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in the strongest age the need to make these investments in worker training.
The point is that u the work team has the needed knowledge and skills it is
difficult for them to perform their new and multiple tasks well.

Power is required in order for a well-info competent work force to have the
authority to make decisions about the optimal application of resources and optimal
processes to be used. Power inclrdes decision suthority over the budget and
personnel. It means the work team is given a lump sum budget to spend any wa
they decide, subject only to a co t on the total amount. l-‘nrtr:r the wo
tulm also is given suthority to recruit, select, develop and, if necessary, fire person-
nel.

Rewards is the final resource that is decentralized. Rewards mean the employee
compensation structure which must redesigned to the self-interest of the em-
ployee with the o onal objectives. This might be the “stealth” issue in edu-
cation. Only one and just a few districts have {)ropoled reltrumnnq teacher
compensation as a part of systemic reform or achool based management, but such
a compensation restructuring is a critical part of effective decentralization in the
non-school sector. Companies usually shift to a knowledge and skiils based guy sys-
tem, in which workers—teachers in'the casc of education—are paid on the basis of
the kmwlodg: and skills needed in that work environment to get the job done,

i m seniority based-pay system to pay based on direct assessments of
knowl and skills. A second new component of pay is performance based pay, but
allocated on a group or team but not an individual 8. This would include such
approaches as profit sharing, cost reduction gain sharing, employee ownership, and
group based um' bonuses.

In su , to make the decentralized mmn'gement or site based implementa-
tion aspect of mic reform work effectively, the decentralized work team needs
a clear sense of the s to accomplish and, as importantly, extensive information,
an array of know! and skills, power over budget and personnel, and a com-
pensation structure that aligns individual interest th organizational performance.

A FINANCE STRUCTURE THAT ALIGNED WITH SYSTEMIC REFORM

To nl:llpgrt these kinds of new investments, and to insure a productive use of edu-
catio llu-li‘lt is critical for tha nation and the states to set achievement stand-
"d‘eod for the public schools. Schools must be clear about the types of outcomes they

n to .
In addition, the above implies five new structural aspects of a redesigned school
finance system:
 a forus on the school as the key organizational unit
o devolution of power over the budget and nnel to schools, including allo-
catintg a large portion of funds directly to the school in a lump sum or block

¢ development of a comprehensive school level information system
o investing dollars in capacity development
o redesigning teacher compensation

A school-based finance structure. The first new direction is to think much more
about ting finance policy more directly on schools—rather than districts. The
school is the implementation unit for systemic reform. As importantly, recent initia-
tives in education policy such as charter schools and public school choice raise the
issue of finan schoo] sites rather than districts. Other initiatives including the
New American Is Development Corporation and the Edison Project are creat-
ing high performance school designs. Finally, nearly a dozen states have mandates
for school-based decision making and their assumptions are that, over some time pe-
riod, dollars will be decentralized to schools as well. The trend llml').‘l‘y is towards
targeting the school as the key unit in the education system. Thus, funding struc-
tures must also be more directly connected to the school site. -

Move bud{:t and personnel power to the school. The new general lpoli(:y focus on
the schools is consistent with the need to move power to the school, by devolving
budget and personne] authority to sites as a component of fiscally decentralizing the
management structure. The key school finance policy implication for moving power
to the school is & school-based finance structure that would budget most dollars in
a lump sum to schools. Such an approach follow the lead of the United Kingdom
and require that 85.90 percent of all dollars—both general and categorical—now al-
located to districts be sunt to schools in a lump sum, to he budgeted and allocated
by faculty-and administration in each school. This budgetary authority would need
to be accompanied by devolving authority to the school for recruiting and selecting
stafl as wolmth e mix of stafl as well as the specific individual staff persons.
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Most states now have a district finance system. Money is raised by districts and
distributed by states and the federal government to districts. Schools receive re-
sources—te rs, books, transportation, etc.—but they rarely receive money. But
this district emphasis needs to dnﬁto a school orientalion if the structural ele-

menuofm:nicmfommexpm to include the a management and
finance policies. This would fundamentally the nation’s school finance sys-
tem. It could very well be that by the year 2000 the major change in state education

finance structures would be a shift from a district to a school-based financing struc.

public s8wat chae
public 1 cholce and charter school policies continue to
There should be three components to the amount of money allocated to each

send the money to the district and us to tal r-
cent—of dollars directly to the school. Follo the new for fi-
nance inequities proposed by Clune in a Finance Brief enti 8chool Fi-
nmeeRoform:Tlulgleof thopuw&ilﬁmdin?hwlabouldbeutut.
very high level, sufficient for sites to produce lavel of educational achievement
e ed in the national goals for all regular students

Second, since some schools have mr children who need additional services in
order to the core curriculum, base allotment should be augmented by a
substantial amount for every child; a state could decide to allocate such money
only for schools with a percentage of low income children, say 10 percent
or more. Soutnﬂ the dollar amount for tnis compensatory education add-on is not
a simple task. It should be an amount sufficient for the school to raise the achieve.
ment of low income children to acceptable levels w on thinki“z and prob-
lemlolvingtuh.Cluncmg:ﬁatkwnn tional $1000 for poor stu-
den'c.i a figure suggested as cost of implemanting the Success for All program,
w] has been quite successful in &‘"mduciWuntm achievement gains. The
total costs of that program T:sht be to per pupil, however.

Third, it is well documented that the purch power of the educational dollar
varies across districts and labor market regions, mnﬂ% per pupil discrimi-
nates sgainst urban districts, where prices are higher, and advantages non-metro-
politan districts, where are lower. Thus, all dollar allocations should be ad-
Justed by some re‘glonnl bor market index that compensates for the varying pur-
chasing power of the ecucational dollar.

This finance structure would produce fiscal equity across not only school districts
in a state but also schools. In one major sweep, fiscal equity would be accomplished.
But it would result from a new finance structure du;gnod as part of an overall sys-
temic strategy to beh:h schools produce high levels of student learning, not as part

of a fiscal equ.ictwn .

Develop a -based information system. The data implication of school based
financing and decentralized management is a school- fiscal accounting struc-
ture that would provide achools with detailed information on revenues, bu and
expenditures by object, function snd program. At a minimum, this would nically
mean moving current education fiscal accounting information sysiems down from
the district to the school level. It also would require information on student perform-
ance, periodically over the course of the year, feedback from nts and com-
munity on school satisfaction, benchmark information with schools in similar com-
munities, and up to date information on the locio-demomrhiu of the school con-
text. For the most effective implementation, it; would entail developing an on-line,
personal computer based, interactive system that would provide each scheol with ac-
curate, up to date fiscal information, as well as all of these other dats on teachers,
students and the community.

Invest in school-based knowledge development activities. Effective decentralized
management requires development of & new and wide range of knowledge and ex-
pertise for faculty in a school. This requires substantial investments in training, or
professional development. Training would need to focus on the knowledge and skills
needed to teach the new thinking oriented curriculum, on the expertise needed to
engage in school based fiscal decision making and budgeting, & broader range of
competencies for teachers if many specialized d&h are eliminated (such as guidance
counselors, curriculum supervisors, etc.) and those functions are taken on by teams
of teachers in schools, and skills to enilge in interpersonal, collegial activities.
While lun£ sum budgeting could allow school faculty to allocate new funds for pro-
feasional development, 2.4 percent of the total school revenue, or 24 Fement of the
foundation formula could be targeted for human resources development.
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Redesign teacher rew. : teacher compensation. This dimension of the
new school finance would include in the reward or compensation structure
for teachers. Following practices in the non-school section, it would entail changing
the base of teacher compensation from the indirect measures of education and expe-
rience to direct measures of individual knowle and skills, i.e., what teachers
know and can do. Such a structure alse could include a salary increase for Certifi-
cation from the National Board for Professional Teaching Standards. The revised
compensation system also could include group (usually school faculty) based per-
formance aw: including bonuses for meeting improvement targets and cost-re-
duction gain sharing mam- The attached paper on compensation outlines in
much more detail how & new compensation structure could be designed, what
the skill block components could include, and how to transition from the current to
such a proposed system. )

New approaches to teacher compensation are of strong interest to the American
Federation of Teachers and National Education Association, and to the National
Board for Professional Teaching Standards, which hopes Board Certified teachers
receive & pay increment. Such & pay structure would not only align several aspects
of the new ty'p: of school organization, but also would be a spur to improved produc.
tivity. First, teachers would earn pay increments not for seniority but only if they
showed they had the knowledge and skills needed to teach the new, higher quality
curriculum. Pay would be a reward for engaging in the time consuming activities
of learning these new competencies, but also would be allocated only to people who
had the expertise to teach the new curriculum. if a pay for grformance component
were added, some portion of education resources would only be used if outcome goals
were achieved—again on an entire school (not individual teacher) basis. Further, if
24 percent of education dollars were targeted for robust staff development, which
is now seen as fluffl in too many education circles and is one of the first victims of
budget cuts, money would be invested on an ongo%buis to develop the type of
capacit{‘to produce critical thinking for all students, teach well a thinking oriented
curriculum, administer and use performance tests, and make real decisions about
curriculum, instruction and mansgement at the school site.

FEDERAL ROLES THAT EVOLVE FROM THESE DIRECTIONS

Many different kinds of federal roles evolve from the education refcrm and new
school finance strategies just outlined.

First, the federsl government might finance several programs that would improve
the conditions of children and insure that «ll children arrive at school ready to
learn. Specifically, the federal government could fully fund of readiness programs
focused on pre-natal and post-natal care, sufficient health and nutrition in the first
three years, and Head Start preschool programs, plus provide more adequate fund-
ing of other important children’s social service programs. Rather than detailing such
programs and their costs, the notion here would be to focus federal fiscal attention
on programs designed to improve the conditions of children from low income back-
grounds, rather than on education programs per se.

Second, the federal rnment could play & supportive, facilitative and partial
funding role in the development of national standards for curriculum, student
achievement, opportunity to learn and teacher expertise both for licensure and pro-
fessional recoymtion. These jons are now embodied in the Administration’s
Goals 2000 bill that is being debated by the Congress. This could include continued
support for the several gm\:g: developing curriculum standards in the key content
areas; support for revising National sment of Edvcational Project and for
the New dards Project to develop & world class student, performance-based as-
sessment system; support for defining and devel:})ing opportunity to learn stand-
ards; new support for state efforts to develop performance standards for licensing
new teachers; and, continued support for the National Board for Professional Teach-

ing Stan A

l“q‘hirt'l, the federal government could solidify its historical lead role in compen-
satory education by fundinf.the n.zagoo per pupil compensatory educaticn add on
for poverty impacted schools. The federal government could finance the entire cost
of such a program, or develop a grant program in which the federal government
would match on a 2- or 3-to-one basis state dollars for low income children. The
matching ratio could be higher in states with higher numbers and concentrations
of low income children. .

Fourth, the federal government could stake out a role in teacher professional de-
velopment by creating a new program that would gjrovide to school sites an amount
equal to 2-4 percent of the national average expenditure per ﬂipil. or between $100

s

and $200 per pupil for ongoing professional development. program could be
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phased in over several years. To insure that funds were used to help achieve the
national goals, sites cou{: be ired to use the funds only for skills and expertise
needed to teach & curriculum that meets the national standards and to prepare
teachers for Certification by the National Board for Professional Teaching Stand-

Fifth, the federal govéernment could create & new school improvement program ini-
tiative that would provide a substantial amount of either school improvement money
or a salary bonus to faculty in schools producing consistent improvements in student
learning on key national education goals. The required improvement levels could be
set at the federal level; the specifics of the incentive program could be designed at
the state level. The obmve re would be a federal program designed as an incen-
tive for goal accomplishment.

Sixth, the federal government could support initiatives aimed at redesigning
teacher compensation. Such initiatives will need to include coordination of a series
of policy conversations on the topic, assessment of the experiments states and dis-
tricta have created and are beginning to implement, and research on a series of re-
lated topics. While the federal government should not design such a system, playing
? emtat]ive role in supporting activities to engage in these tasks is an appropriate

role.

Seventh, and finally, and if there are sufficient funds, the federal government
might play a role directly in reducing fiscal disparities, either between states, across
districts within states, or across all districts within the country. The dilemma here
is that any sericus attempt to address these issues will require substantial new
funds. A colleague of mine, Steve Barro, has written a long paper which explores
several alternatives for ifying federal education programs, such as Chapter 1,
to encourage within state ool finance alization. Without substantial new
Chapter 1 money, most pro£:sals simply redistribute funds from povertﬁ students
in one district, often urban districts, to another. Even with more funding, Barro con-
gludertl'attl;at Chapter 1 is a weak vehicle for affecting school finance disparities with-
in a state.

If the federal government were to take on a direct role in reducing fiscal dispari-
ties either among states or across all districts in the country, it would be consider-
ing a new federal role of general education aid which would require a 1 new
budget. That may be a desired role at some time in the future. The Finance Center
of CPRE over the next 18 months will be providing some new information that will
be useful for considering such a role. We will be anal&zin% the nature of fiscal dis-
?aritiea within and across states using a brand new data base of fiscal information

rom all districts in the country that will be merged with socio-demographic data
from the 1990s Census. These data have just been made available by the National
Center for Education Statistics and we have proposed to OERI that the Center-im-
mediately begin an analysis of them. As the Congress b:Fins to look_more closely
at some of the options, we will have prepared several analyses that will pertain di-
rectly to their deliberations.

I hope these comments provide an additional perspective on the federal role in
education, school finance and school finance equalization. I would be happy to re-
spond to any questions.

[Additional material is retained in the files of the committee.]

Senator DopD, Dr. Aaron.

Mr. AARON. I am going to focus not on what to do with the
money, but on where to get it and how to get it. Let me begin by
simply doins—l did some pen-and-paper arithmetic. The numbers
that Dr. Odden quoted regarding the increase in spending indicates
that per-capita spending on American students has close to tripled
since 1960.

During that period, we have not seen, to put it mildly, a dra-
matic improvement in educational achievement in the United
States. I would suggest that those who argue that simply pouring
additional funding into the current school system as a means of im-
grovin educational achievement have an exceedingly heavy bur-

en of proof to bear. The key is, as Mr. Jackson emphasized and
as Dr. Odden emphasized, support for reorganization as a nec-
essary precondition for any additional support to be given.
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As | comment in my statement, the debate about educational fi-
nance over the last three decades has dwelled on three broad sets
of issues, one of which Dr. Odden just referred to, the fiscal inca-
gacities and inequities among school districts within and across

tates in the United States. So far, that debate has primarily oc-
curred at a State level—what should the States do to redress in-
equalities—and the steps have occurred as a result of litigation.

The second broad set of issues are what should be done to im-
prove the advantages, or reduce the disadvantages of the educa-
tionally-disadvantaged. This issue has been faced at the national
level and limited resources have been devoted to this task.

The third issue on which nothing material has been done so far
concerns whether the Federal Government, through the tax system
or some other device, should provide direct aid to parents to help
underwrite direct costs of education either in or outside the public
school system.

Now, in response to the first effect, one fiscal consequence of the
movement away from school district-based finance has been an in-
crease in the relative share of educational funding paid for at the
State level. A corollary of this has been a decline nationally, a
sharp decline, in the reliance on property taxation in general. The
last time I looked at the numbers, the effective rate of property
taxation had fallen by a full one-third from its peak level reached
in the early 1970’s. It may have fallen still further since then.

On the second issue, the Federal Government provides limited
funding for aid to school districts regarding the educationally-dis-
advantaged. It has a very limited direct role in education itself
through various Federal agencies. On the last issue, of course, you
folks know far better than I the State of the debate on direct aid
to parents, which is to say a stalemate as things now stand.

Now, the striking aspect of all of these debates, as I see it, is that
there is very little tendency at the national level for significant
movement awaf' from previous patterns of Federal involvement in
the educational system from an economic standpoint, this despite
very strong statements by President Bush and the Nation’s gov-
ernors regarding educational standards and a clear demonstration
by President Clinton that he feels at least as intensely about these
issues as did is predecessor.

The reason for the difficulty of making significant changes is not
hard to find. If the Federal Government is to exercise leverage, it
typically does so through money. Its current financial role in edu-
cation is minor. Increasing that role would necessitate cuts in
spending elsewhere in the budget, higher taxes, or increased defi-
cits,

The move to increase deficits, I think, we can put aside as bad
economically and bad politically in the current context. As for cut-
ting spending, I number myself a liberal, but I sit here quite gre-
pared to say that I believe there are areas of the Federal budget
that could still be cut with no significant economic harm, and per-
haps some benefit to the Nation. The fact that they remain on the
Federal budget after a decade of strenuous efforts to cut spending,
I think, testifies to their political staying power and the difficulties
that you will face in making any additional progress in that area.
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For that reason, I think that if you are going to talk seriously
about significant Federal involvement in educational finance—that
is, additional spending—one has to re:ognize that that is %oing to
entail additional Federal taxes, and that is a statement I would

. hold for health care financing or any other significant increase in
the Federal role. :

The income tax stands as a possible revenue source. It remains
the major revenue source of the Federal Government. Economists
differ on whether adding a few points to the income tax would sig-
nificantly harm economic incentives. You get about $25 billion or
a little more per percentage point added to the personal income tax
rate.

I am not one of those who thinks that the economic effects would
be serious from increasing personal income tax rates, but a lot of
other economists don't agree with me and, more to the point, most
elected officials do not. For that reason, I think that if the Federal
Government is going to do anything significant that costs any siz-
able amount of money, we are going to have to as a nation think
about a new revenue source, and the big game that we are not cur-
rently in that is available to us is either a national retail sales tax
or a national value-added tax.

I want to stress that in making this statement I am neither em-
bracing what I regard as the exaggerated claims of supporters of
the value-added tax for the many wonderful things it will do the
economy, nor am I accepting the dollar predictions of critics regard-
ing the baleful effects of the value-added tax on inflation or equity.

e value-added tax or a national retail sales tax is, first and
foremost, a device for raising money. It should be considered if you
want to raise money, and not otherwise. It means that if the Con-
gress, in its wisdom, feels that there are uses to which additional
revenues can productively be put, the VAT is a device for raising
that money, but I would urge that you not think about the VAT
as a means for solving our international trade problems or increas-
i?ﬁ the U.S, saving rate significantly or significantly improvin% the
efficiency with which the private economy operates. The VAT, 1 be-
lieve the record from other countries will indicate, would do none
of those things, but it does raise money.

Thank you.

Senator DoDD. Thank you very, very much.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Aaron follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF HENRY J. AARON!

Mr. Chairman: Three related issues have dominated debates about achool finance
in the United States during recent decades:
o What should be done at the state level to redress inequalities of fiscal capac-
ity among state school districts and to assure that local authorities provide edu-
cation that meets certain state-determined standards?
o What should be done at the national level to encou the provision of com-
nsatory education for the educationally disadvantaged and to help states and

ocalities bear the added costs of such education?
o Should the federal government provide tax relief or support in some other
form to parents who send their children to private schools?

1The views expressed in this statement do not necessarily reflect those of staff members, offi-
cers, or trustess of The Brookings Institution.
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In response to the first question, the share of educational costs borne by states
has increased from 315 percent in 1969.70 to 37.2 percent in 1968-90 In response
to the second question, the federal government initiated ts to school districts
and programs of financial aid to postsecondary students. overall federal role in
educational finance remains small, however, with the federal government supplying
funds for about 8 percent of total educational spending. The wording is critical here,
because the federal government directly spends little on education other than
through the Department of Defense, the Bureau of Indian Affairs, and a few other
minor p . In response to the third q'.\:eltion, very little has been done because
of contmug; and unresolved disagreements regarding the desirability of lupport.inﬁ
the movement of children outside the public school system and on how such ai
could be given without violating the utaglilhment clause of the Constitution.

None of these debates shows any signs of abating. Of late, however, a new issue
has emerged. This issue arises from the palpable weaknesses of educational achieve-
ment of U.S. students. In response to these weaknesses, President Bush and the na-
tion's ﬁvemon embraced a set of educational standards to be reached by the year
2000. The intensity of interest evidenced by President Clinton at least matches that
of his predecessor. Toward these ends, the administration is developing plans that
Congress has been or will be asked to consider concerni national service, reform
of student aid, and restructuring of assistance on behalf of the educationally dis-
advantaged. The question persists of whether national standards should be formally
established and asscssment instruments developed to measure progress toward
those standards, The states are engaged in a growing effort to restructure curricula
and are initiating riments on how to assist the noncollege bound in making the
transition from school to work.

common element of most of these initiatives is that they will entail additional
spending on education. As all members of Congress know well, proposals to increase
spending are hard to sell in the face of large deficits and an aversion either to cut
current spending or to raise taxes. Similar problems confront the states,
compounded by balanced budget requirements.

There are two ways to pay for new initiatives: by curtailing some current expendi-
ture and b{ raising revenues, if one excludes additional borrowing. One strand of
educational research finds that educational achievement is poorly correlated with
educational spending. This strand luguu that factors other than expenditures de-
termine the qn:lit! of schools and that improvements in school management or
other reforms could free resources, with no loss in school quality. This research re-
mains controversial. Another, seemingly inconsistent strand of rese in

ins highl t ial. Anoth ingly i istent strand of research finds
that educational resources are politiveclly correlated with subsequent earnings. Most
of us care more about the effects of education on economic capabilities than about
its effects on test scores. But the seeming inconsistency of these two branches of re-
search cries out for some reconciliation. Until and unless the first of these two
strands of research is shown to be more relevant than the second to current prob-
lems of educstional finance, one should not casually advise curtailing current out-
Iuﬂ to lguy for new initiatives.
talk about naw ways to help the educutionnl}g' disadvantaged, to support the
school to work transition, and to assist poor school districts in meeting elevated edu-
cational standards is to be more than talk, additional revenues must be found.
When it comes to added revenues, it is easy to round up the Usual suspects.

Reliance on property taxes has been falling for two decades as states have re.
lieved localities of responsibility for school finance. This trend could be reversed. But
one shou'd recall that movement away from the property tax has been driven by
a recognition of how unwinlly school districts, cities, and counties are endowed
with property tax base. le it is logically possible to design power equalization
or other devices for redistributing property tax revenues, the political appeal of such
devices has been scant—for obvious reasons.

States (other than those blessed with rich mineral resources) rely overwhelmingly
on income taxes—personal or co rate--and sales taxes. Driven by the goad of di-
minishing revenues, states have been boosting rates. A few of the states that did
not levy these taxes have introduced them. States remain querulous about boosti
rates because of concern that high rates will repel business or high income resi-
dents. Expecting states to underwrite significant additional educational outlays is
a forlorn expectation, in my view,

That leaves the federal government. Any observer of recent fiscal history with
more than & room temperature IQ cannot be sanguine sbout significant added fed-
eral su gort for educational initiatives or for much of anything else, including re-
form of health care ﬁnuncix;g, until and unless the president and Congress are pre-
pared significantly to raise federal revenues.
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Some poasibilities for cutiing spending in ways that would do the nation little or
1o oo b il i Tt !t ey o i i of
o ce e m. r-
the ti ot ative to deficit or to the costs of
heal reform or large increases in the federal role in paying for education.
President Clinton has .rtopond some incresses in personal and corporation in-
come tax rates. Additional increases from these sources that would not produce sig-
nificant adverse economic effects are certainly possible, particularly if the added rev-
enues come from broade; of the tax base. Raising personal and corporate tax
rates could generate a lot of revenue, something in excess of $25 billion per point.
Economists differ on whether .adding several points to personal income tax rates
would do much to the private economy. I think not. But many reputable
economists disagree. More to the point, most elected official seem to 3
For that reason, I think it would be desirable if elected officials seriously consid-
ered imglomenting & new revenue source for the federal government. The prime
candi is a national retail sales tax or a value added tax. The VAT has certain
significant structural advantages over the retail sales tax. The retail sales tax clear-
ly the advan of familiarity. States have been vociferous in oppodn&fedenl
sales taxes or the VAT. They fear that their access to a.revenue source at has
been exclusively theirs would be reduced. In view, it is possible for states to
piggy-back on a federal VAT in ways that would increase the revenue potential for
states, but some sac-ifice by states of autonomy regarding tax bases would be nec-

In suggesting consideration of a VAT, let me be clear that I am not endorsing
what seem to me to be the exaggerated claims for the virtues of the VAT b its sup-
porters or the equally exaggerated criticisms of its detractors. The VAT wil‘i not im-
prove the US. trade position. It will not perceptibly boost uvin?. It will bring a
new set of administrative problems, but they can be solved. While {t is quite regres-
sive by some, but not all, methods of analysis, these re, ive effects can be effec-
tively countered. It will result in a one-time boost iii prﬂ:" but need not cause per-
sistent inflation. In short, the VAT is a way to raise revenue. If im rtant and wor-
thy uses for that revenue are deemed to exist, the VAT can do The tax, itself,
is neither a blessing or a bane. It is a tax. And, as with physical conditioning, there
is no gain without pain.

Senator Dobb. We will now turn to you, Doug, and we appreciate
your willingness to be here. .

Mr. CHIAPPETTA. Thank you very much. I appreciate having the
opportunity to testify.

nator DODD. 1 that microghone close to you, Doug.

Mr. CHIAPPETTA. Is this better?

Senator DobD. That is better. .

Mr. CHIAPPETTA. Thank you for Fivin? me the opportunity to
present before the committee today. I would like to saf that in Ver-
mont the opportunity to learn is a shared responsibi ity. We have
been working on this issue of o portunity to learn, keeping with
the other initiatives to create high-performance learning for all stu-
dents in Vermont, no exceptions and no excuses.

In the past, Vermont’s social contract required the State to pro-
vide for the instruction of its youth by defining what constitutes a
school and a minimum course of study. School districts were re-
sponsible for delivering the instruction and certifying that students
had received the instruction. However, there was no direct contact
between the State and the learner.

'l‘oda', Vermont is changing that paradigm. On January 16,
1990, the Vermont State Board of Education, with input from thou-
sands of Vermont residents, adopted four goals to guide the ad-
vancement of quality education in the State. Vermonters will see
to it that every child becomes a competent, caring, productive and
responsible citizen capable of continued learning. Vermonters will
restructure their schools to support verﬁ' high performance. Ver-
mont will attract, support and develop the most effective teachers
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and school leaders in the Nation. Vermont parents, educators, stu-
dents, and other citizens will create powe partnerships to sup-
port teaching and learning in every community.

The State is presentl enaiaged in identifying what all students
will need to know and{xe le to do to be successful in the next
century. Vermont is also defining how well students should be able
to orm these skills. Furthermore, local districts are given great-
er latitude in how they instruct students to achieve the levels of
performance desired.

Part of the State of Vermont's role in this new system will be to
measure the achievement levels of all students as they progress in
their education and to provide assistance to those districts whose
studentis are not achieving the desired results. If the State can ar-
ticulate the content and performance standards, then it should be
able to identify the conditions, practices and resources necessary to
support them.

To ensure that all students have a genuine opportunity to learn
the content standards at the level prescribed in the performance
standards, the State, school and community must provide the nec-
essary conditions, resources and practices for high-performance
learning to occur. These conditions, practices and resources must
address the learning environment and the quality of the curricula;
instructional materials and technologies; the alignment of the cur-
riculum, instructional practices and assessment; school community
climate; professional preparation and development of teachers and
administrators; finances; and the governance structure of the edu-
cational system.

In Vermont, groviding the opportunity to learn is a shared re-
sponsibility, and I believe I have given in the written testimony a
framework for that. The statements are proposed opportunity to
learn domains, with some suggested criteria for each listed under-
neath. Schools and communities may expand upon these criteria
and develop indicators for fulfilling them.

As 1 said, these criteria include that the school and communi
share a common vision for expected student performance for all
students to meet the State board goals. The curriculum is designed
and implemented so that all learners achieve the content and per-
formance standards. Assessment measures the current of learner
rerfor_'mance in terms of the vision. Effective professionals facilitate
earning,

The educational resources are sufficient for all learners to attain
the very high skills. The learning environment enhances high-per-
formance learning, and the school’s orﬁ.:mizational structure is de-
signed to facilitate the attainment of the desired student perform-
ance measures.

Vermont, in providing the opportunity to learn, fits the Vermont
tradition o guarant.eein%that every student has the opportunity to
achieve high skills, and Vermont will focus on student performance
measures. As I said, we are establishing the content and perform-
ance standards and are working to develop institutional portfolio
systems which will demonstrate continuous improvement over
time.

We don't really have a system of opportunity to learn standards
in place because we are still developing the content and perform-
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ance standards which will determine the necessary conditions,
practices and resources to achieve them.

Vermont will launch a common core of learning of what students
should know and be able to do to be successful in the 21st century
beginning this year, developing curricula frameworks and assess-
ment processes. It will define a common vision with human serv-
ices, expand the Success by 6 program, and build on key partner-
ships that create strategies to strengthen school leadershi , will de-
regulate schools for higher student performance, and will link the
opportunity to learn with the current practice, building on the
State’s approval process and moving toward continuous school im-
provement,

[The prepared statement of Mr. Chiappetta follows:]
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" PREPARED STATEMENT OF DoUG CHIAPPETTA

In %990, the vermont. State Hoard of Education adopted four goals to
gulde th - advancement of quality cducation in vermont. To achlieve these
goals, the ntate in engagnd in identifying a Common Core of lLearning: what all
students will need to know and be able to do to be succeasful in the next
century. Vermont is also defining how well students should be able to perform
these skille through its asmnessment initiative which includes the use of
student portfolios.

With the aid of a grant from the National Governors® Assocliation, the
Vermont Deopartment of Education convened s work group of educational partners
representing teachers, administrators, school board members, higher education,
businexs, and human services. The work group identified the conditions,
resources, and practices that must be present to ensure all students have a
genuine opportunity to attain the Common Core of Learning at the level
prescribed by the performance standards. From these identified areas, the
Department of Education produced a list of seven opportunity-to-learn domains
and related criteria for each. These domains include:

The school and community share a common vision of expected student
performance for all students to meet the state board goals.

The curriculum i{s designed and implemented so that all learners achieve
the content and performance standards.

the vision.

e the current level of learner performance in terms of

Effective professionals facilitate learning.

The educatlsnal resources are sufficient for all learners to attain the
very high skills.

The learning environmenta enhsnce high performance learning.

The school’s organlzational structure is designed to facilitate the
attainment of the desired student performance measures.

Opportunity-to-learn standards would become part of the strategy to
trsnsform Vermont's education System. Schoole and communitics may expand upon
the criteria related to the opportunity-to-learn domains and develop
indicators for fulfilling them. Part of the etate’s role in this new system
will be to measure the achievement level of all students and provide
sssistance to those districts whose students are not achieving the desired
results. Schools not mecting the performance measuree would utilize the
opportunity-to-learn standards as s diagnostic instrument to detecrmine
elements undermining students® success. The school and state would then
develop a plan of improvement including eupport from the state and specific
gosls and actions by the achool.

134
BEST COPY AVAILABLE




130

n \
¢or
‘I POANS 04 01 S00etind VO 843 JO S
sousuucued ubn) 10 e 120} euoaxide A oUB WAL v S0UBULIOUSd Jouivey
SIU0NIE BUL TNRIANII DU | SHINTROL 10 AIBUTA § SO VR WSS Wssent 10 19484 WALIND oyl
SONUG0I8; AINUALOD Bte | PWRIGNE WaLTIeNE NDOY © . 08 MNU PUSLINONS SING ¢ | SRINBROW WOWNSHSY
"$I0S0UEI DUS TINS BAMDYY
- Senveiio con Souse Suswousd
weins ou on
o 5 ount e o [ STOR R SALeR o PUBWNUCS
“Suppng U 9 WNADLLAD 04, [rovesape. Ml ABIOR S10UWI0Y
100 *SIVOWNCIALS CUNLS UL SIS s peulisse
SO SeTe DUt Aanous BUUPET 10 00D LUAVES | WSS SsuLAUSS) Seeiex 9 WMD)
g..gghlxgi;sth . XU AT WANOWND o | WOROWEIJ 8D UIAUSD o
WO 0L ASON Houss
010500 SINEOME 98 1A 06
weet o1 "BI00 U0t Uit Sunnndeg
"SI0 I 10 SBO0U 0
klo_. v toul o..!!.uoo-'c.ou “SIOWIBN I8 10 $000U 841 100 01 W0 0 SUoNsINOlIS SOBANS
W SURIG0G "LIuTe e j0 | IVONEDUNEIO SIS VBN UBM VIR Ui 0000 BUSR
0004 04 (00 01 UOREDUSAID |  UORIOSISR eR00 B % SNy VENSONST 18 WEUAINES]
FONAIES URLNG UM
UONEI0TTE #9015 § B G @ VONLA UL NI 01 SPSNIN DUS
o ubm T ot u—y
UOTBIA 9.100U2S SUI UM Douine USROG SONNG DS 9y), o lll!.!!g
MURLWOS k Sunuee 8 USRI BUS
PERTEET | e ) ey R
Poresn 1O SULSt 1 PESSRICES DUR — 19 100 S3UBULIOLINE
"KWL 10008 PACOISARD A1OAIOQUN0D “UOMmA e sovbme
g!:oe""—:’e.‘l—-‘h SUL WO} DSALSD /8 VIR A% IIOME PUS ADUMIALES UBIY 4O LOMBIA LOWWO)
oul Ut ° DU "BeL 3100UI8 SU1 © "HOUIE M 10 PUINEINET] o DU PRISUS 8 8] S0y )
S3UITIBISNOISSH SIUITNAISNOISIH SIUNIAISNOJSIH SIAULINGISNOdSIN  [SOHVANVYLS NHVIT
ALINNWWOD TOOHJS Laisia ivis OL ALINNLYHOCdO,




|

131

9€1

- i
SRS Uiy 18 N
DOSOIU SROINENNS LSRN
2000 SV 060N
WOUBNDS ‘SBUN
0 200008 SAY LU Y o
“WNAOWBU PUS LIUER
l G FOM GI8 SIOUI00 IV o
Y
1610 SlU 10 BUS UYOOy
iég.ig VRN I8 10 Swbu
I N WELBANS SU) A DUB UTRIY PVEUG0
“OAK20I00 LIS U1 DUY ue admoudsaud Buruson ssusuuepied
s SuLiee 2oyl LOBONS AU ol swnsu pus i eesusuve
PIOSWUOAALE EULLISS! 9HUICIOTS “Suaenuuas oue Aurteu | \opumeiiaue Guiuieer eu),
O 796008 SATY LIISR Y * “HES £ RLOICIAUS B
01 DOIR0AIS ARYOIIOWe
DUB ANENIAUG 11 SAURH OUL
UL LAY OLDDNNU S6TANS WO 01 pemead
00GNE SUL 01 S0DF GARN XY + Aroventuse ous Apearsiud wee 0 pendext
SN0 B INUPN SR FRE SN0 Aormue oue Avedrsiud
VORI U1 20D DEOIOU SEANE LOOINS B I0UNE UL RS SNTPe
ot A3mO% $:00U78 GUL OZUAYIG| UL O1 SHE0OR SABY SIS NV © Deson $IAISE
WOTIRAR S0RW 810 DOUNOS) 20000 VOgUns oul &t 190008
FUNALIOD MBI VO * FURNENN 0 J0Me0 OF SARY TN )Y
AP $300008 UL SINYOW O
“SOUNE 10 USNOUTD | POIN ASNIUSLI® BB SEAININN WHWNOUA
SOEYNDe LN O LiOOONS k voN « b ey
ROURUI SINOI0R M BI04, o !o!!.e..tt.s.&:ﬂ
19U OUE *S80IN0NN 189} .
sa0M00e shuny 10 vonnausd | emas ubiy Aea wirus o1
..n...“ﬂgono:cﬂﬂ OUTMARI 104 SHITIINOIE Do €AUPND QTR OLUO0ONT | SIUINN 118 S0} WS
CrIRA OUL LD ANIYs g&:@i.!:ﬂ‘.l.!? IROUSUG SIINOI08 3 BIUL + | 48 998IN0Res SUOIIEIN,
WALOOHASD
VSIIIONIC SP000R ALUNNIUOD SRS B4 sABrLe |
PUE ASTARINOD SIOUI00) o VIO WOBMS I JUL Joned)]
UL LR WOIBIUE0 120 SUeQ]
LU0l GAOUSITING | SODOU JOWIRS 100US O SOISOMAE | DuB SEONINS SIAUOUIO DUE|  “SIVILIOWST WESNIS DANTED .
WOM SULSUO0ONS | GINU00IODE ANNGWS DU SAI | LumAOWING S LIEL O SN DR I OBULEE B LOIUE0ON Suiuom ewnnoe;
PR SOVBA AJUMUALGO 04}, » |  SUMUDS $P008 U0 IOUIREL o |  S50MMOUN UL SABU SIOUINY) - ouB GueUecy J0uee) o SIIUNINNIE 841003

S3IUMNIBISNOASIH

ALINNWIWOD

S3IUMNAISNO4SIY

TOOHJS

SAUNMILISNOdSIH

1i4.1s1a

SIUITNLISNOJSIH
ILVLS

SAHUYANVLS NHYIT
0L ALINNLHOGdO

Q
ERIC




132

"DOAGIERL
DU DAUEINTUL ANBALIYOD
28 AUURIRAIOD OUR 100U03

DOASINR
DU DIUIBRIRL ANERBKOD
IR AVUNURLOS DU HO0UDS

L) Je

(] SUOREAVMNNOD o

"SHRUTH KO JO| SUNEOTS
SALSDETE SABIE OF LOUS
Ue Ut Gonfer s SO0LO0GS oue

s v
- 3
Pun

[

Towes o0 ‘oee00 e U Jtoa o crssoces
OF LOUYSHI JOI Bl WIS Kxeno utn weiwew
2001200 ‘Sawes SEDUN0O BUR IPRILIE AU LIUM

SINTHULS RUONTTITRAIO W) @ 2

INTNUIS SNTUISADE B
O0IAQIT KM IS UL -
“HRUCANITT HABUSUM
$3000J0 SUNMLIUKEIeD #U)
11 SILAIEG CUR SWIONIS CUNOAS wewetevew Bunmeu) uarstoeo
udy WENUS OUR SH1I
UEIU SHORUS UONUM SI00KS | yALM ST800IG DUNIW-UOISIH0 $001N00US LIAUM
SANRU-UOIRII0 B SA0GUS ® 13 ]
610 ey o QO $.1NUISI0 8UY @ SACIO MM BIRIS SU L.
"ROOUDS 10 SOV
‘voresau ove | "vormw pue swod o [
NROS $1UINO U} YuM OWUHE S.01m18 QU] UNM DSUCHR 0] QIRDANSES [V UOHEINDT

S SININUIS UOIRZIVELLO B4) @

$ QUNPNNS RUOISTURIO SU) o

10 WKLo 101S.

‘spieouUnS
SIUBULIONAT DIJISED
Y} j0 IuewuiRlie

oy} TRIRIIOR) AuNONLS
[euoneznivesio ayy

SIULINAISNOLSIH
ﬁ ALINAWWOD

sm——

S3LLIMNBISNOJS3Y
TJOOHJS

—;

S3LLIMNGISNOJS3Y
Joldisia

S3UMNBISNOJISIY
31vis

SQHVANVLS NHV3 u
Ol ALINALHOJdO
o




133

*AIUMUNDO0 A5IA9

ut dmww; pus dunpea
woddns o1 sdiqssawnsed {n)
-1au0d 123D [ja SUITR
200 PUT S1UDMS 401
~§NPI NIUIEE WOULIZA
Yy 10D

uI0MS

11 4oy 3duruLiopad iy
Alaa Loddns 01 5700008 K13
UNTONNTIS U4 SRTOULIIA
T re0d

sonpqisuodsay

pusig aeig

Amqsuodsey pareys e S

“uoney I Ul $JaDR3|
100UDS PUE SIADTIN 3A0
-33]19 150U 3y1 dO13ASP pUE
‘woddns T0RME (1M IWOULIIA
oy

-2 wnoudnonn dunuea
PINUNUOD O PIANILIWOD
§10UM UITOR PUE fEADU
-1pU1 I|QISUOASAL DUE *3A0

-anposd ‘FULIED N0
© SI0I003Q PP AJIA BN
1101 335 [Ua SINUOULIAL
oY

sjeoq) pieog
31e1g JUOULIdA

wes] 01 Airumodd() e Sunear)




134

Senator Dopp. Thank you very much. I appreciate it very much.

Senator JEFFORDS. I have to leave. I have a group from Russia
out here I am going to meet with briefly. I will be back in.

Senator DopD. He is E:lin tc find out how they equalize their
funding for the schools. [ ué\ter.]

Senator JEFFORDS. They collect all the rubles.

Senator DoDD. Yes, that is right; a highly centralized system,
one might saﬁ'. .

Well, this has been excellent testimony and tremendously helpful
to us. Like yesterday, I have been struck by—not that I would ex-
pect it with this particular group, but sort of the common denomi-
nators that run through the bestimonr Even people who may differ
a little bit on the fringes of this, the linkage of tge panel yesterday
where there was a tendency maybe to be a bit different in their ap-
proach, but the commitment to educational reform that this is a
dollar problem—we are getting it loud and clear and it is a very
important piece of testimony as we consider what has to be done.

Again, I don’t think anyone is saying that reform without the
necessary resources is a positive outcome. We heard earlier Mr.
Jackson talk about New Haven with Jim Comer and his efforts
with the Comer schools and why they are not working at their full
potential, despite some very strong support and very creative ideas
and management techniques. In the absence of resources to sup-
port it, it makes it an impossible effort.

the combination of these things is critically important, but
what I clearly hear all of you saying is even though we come up
with a wonderful new funding scheme that enjoys wonderful sup-
port, if we think we are going to solve the problem by that alone,
we are making a huge mistake. Particularly, Dr. Aaron, your em-
phasis on a value-added tax idea, refacing your remarks by associ-
ating your comments with Dr. Odden, I think is particularly worth-
while and important.

I sense here that there is pretty much agreement on those
points, as well, as to how we marry these two ideas. I wonder if
you might, though, go back and talk a little bit about the whole

uestion of e(‘uity. You mentioned these courts cases, and so forth,
that are clearly pointing in that direction. I don’t know what other
signals we need to get up here and, if they are clearly heading in
the direction of mandating equity wﬁy we shouldn’t taie that mes-
sage and run with it.
don’t know how many court cases there have now been, but
there are numerous ones around the country and there does seem
to be a consistent message coming out of them. It seems to me that
we ought to pick up that responsibility here and start to move on
that question. How would you respond to that?

Mr. ODpDEN. Well, in a way, you have got a real dilemma. With
all due respect to the lawyers, what I see the lawyers doing in the
court cases is framing the issues primarily in a fiscal disparities
context and comparing what money and what the programs look
like in the bottom-spending districts and comparing it to the top-
spending districts. 1t is a very successful strategy, and the response
to that on the fiscal side is to put more money into schools and to
produce more fiscal equity over time.
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As T look back, though, over, let us say, the 20th century, we
have been trying to groduce more fiscal equity across school dis-
tricts for the entire 20th century. It has been hotter and heavier
in the past, let us say, 20 to 30 years. We have put a lot more
money into the xstem and we haven’t substantially improved the
degree of fiscal disparity in the system. So we haven't done very
much on that agenda, even, for example, in the State of California
where pretty much for the base pmﬁrams, excluding categoricals,
money per pupil is the same across all districts.

We have just completed a study supforted by Federal funds
where we have cut—it is equal on a dollar-per-pupil basis across
districts, but we have probed below that to the school level and we
have found at the school level, even if dollars per pupil at the dis-
trict level were the same, we found wide variations in dollars per
pupil at the school level, wide variations in the quality of teachers,
wide variations in the curriculum provided, and wide variations in
student learning.

So even if we accomplish a simple fiscal equity goal at the dis-
trict level, we may not end up producing much equity. So, that is
why I really have been working on trying to marry the program
side with the finance side and say that we need to focus on the out-
comes. That is the ultimate goal. If we actually codified that and
wrote it down in law or policy at the Federal level or in a State
number one, it would make us really face our rhetoric in terms o
a real issue. No. 2, my hunch is that we would have—since there
would be a wide disparity in terms of students meeting those new,
high achievement outcomes, hopefully we would then have pres-
sure, political and program and fiscal, to put the resources into the
programs that would produce that new, high level of learning and
then get more outcome equity.

Senator DopD. That is a good point. Sitting at this «ide of the
table where, again, you hear almost unanimous expressions of com-
mitment to local autonomy in this arena. You may have heard Gov-
ernor Romer sa ‘ng, you know, just come up with a value-added
tax, put a sort of a bushel basket of money out there. The only Fed-
eral involvement is the disbursal system based on some formula.

Now, he also is committed to reform efforts, but leave the basic
decisionmaking to the States and localities. You may have heard
Senator Simon raise some specific questions about where that line
is between overreaching, and so forth, to the point of setting school
calendar days would be overreaching unless there were some incen-
tive area. :

I think ﬁou are right. I think unless you have some national
standards here that you are driving at, it makes the argument very
difficult about a national funding scheme. Everyone wants the lat-
ter, but no one wants the former. It is the old argument, everyone
wants to go to heaven, but no one wants to die, in a sense.

How you politically get there is extremel, difficult. 1 don’t know
if igu have any thoughts on the politics of all of this.

r. ODDEN. Well, that is why I suggested in my written testi-
mony more targeting of new Federal support because I think the
education ?'stem is very schizophrenic about moving to an outcome
standard. | think in the short to medium term, to reinforce the
broader efforts that are trying to move the system to an outcome
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standard long-term, I think, will be very, very beneficial; then if
there is more money, to put it into g;ograma for needy kids because
low-income kids, d)x'e kids in the bottom half, are going to need
more than one shot of instruction to achieve at these high levels.
They are going to need a second and third dose. .

en, long-term, I think long-term what is going to be facing the
country because of wide disparities in context across States is this
whole issue of interstate differences. But I don’t think we can po-
litically or fiscally deal with it now, maybe longer term.

Mr. AARON. May I add I also don’t think that the interstate dif-
ferences are central to the educational problems that the Nation
faces today. If one looks at the correlation across States, particu-
larly if you throw the District of Columbia in as a State, the cor-
relation between per-pupil spending and performance on various
achievement tests is not very .

Yes, in the South one has a number of States in which perform-
ance isn’t very good and they are low-income States, but some of
the best performing States are not the hiﬁl::est-apending States in
the Nation. The emphasis that Dr. Odden has been hammering at
and I would simply reinforce is the importance of reform at the
State level.

The Federal Government could try to rewrite the fiscal constitu-
tion that has governed the financing of education. It would be very
costly to do so, and it was to that end that I said if the feds want
to etg:ge a major step in that direction new revenue sources are
ne .

Having said that, I would question whether that should be a na-
tional objective at this time. It seems to me that the more targeted
objectives that Dr. Odden stressed—curriculum development, as-
sessment, standards, targeted aid for the disadvantaged, teacher
training—are activities that are not huge-ticket items. Equalizing
ﬁlﬂdmf across the United States—that is big, big money. .

Until we get a better fix on how to make this system function
better, and that inevitably is \5oing to be highly differentiated and
local and State, I think it would be a mistake for the feds to pour
a lot of money into this system. o

Senator DopD. How do we get the courts not to continue reach-
ing the decisions they are with the frequency they are? I think
mayle it is how the lawyers are framing it, but also judges have
a pretty free hand in these cases and there seem to be pretty con-
sistent conclusions they are arriving at that, in fact, the disparity
in funding does create serious problems. These are not all left-wing
judges out there that are reaching these decisions, so a pattern is
clearly developing here.

Mr. ODDEN. Well, maybe you could take great comfort in the fact
that in, let us “f,’ 30 States as of now, and maybe more as the
1990’s progress, this pressure will continue within States thro
the courts. So there will be continued pressure on a State-by-State
basis to equalize funding. Those are &Wd ob‘jlectives, and as those
cases become even broader in scope they will begin to focus more
on outcomes.

At the same time, the Federal role could be to reinforce and sup-
ﬁort mechanisms to keep the overall ?'stem focused on producing

igh levels of outcomes. The combined forces of the Federal support

Q
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for the outcome objectives and the State court forcing more equal
spending could %ther produce more equity both on the fiscal dis-
parity side, ho ly, as well as even I think more importantly on
what students know and can do.

Senator Dopp. Well, let us take your theory along here. Six per-
cent of the total cost of education in this country comes out of the
Federal Government. We all know the arguments around here. We
have got $400 million committed to the Goals 2000 approach, 6 Na-
tional Education goals. How does that strike you, that piece of leg-
islation, in the context of what you have just said?

Mr. OpbeN, Well, if it is actually funded at $400 million—the
taﬁl have heard is $100 million in terms of the real money into
it. at that does do—it is a small amount of money, but it rein-
forces the development of standards, both outcome standards,
achievement standards, teachinﬁ ‘standards, and opportunity to
learn standards. I think the development and the consensus activi-
ties that develop around approving those will be important for the
system on the outcome side.

More could be done, but I would say in terms of that narrow con-
text, that could be a very small investment for a potentially very,
very high payoff, again reinforcing the shift of overall education
policy, as well as the education community, to focus very strongly
on-‘groducing high levels of outcome. . ]

e know thet with kind of our new understanding of how kids
learn, thinking and problem-solving, that if we eﬁil_xcitly teach it
and reinforce that teaching to kids on the bottom half who have not
been exposed to this kind of teaching, they do learn these higher-
level thinking skills, where in the past we haven’t even tried to
;‘ezigh it to them. So there can be great gains for kids in the bottom

alf.
Senator DopD. I am retreating a little bit, but you clearly sub-
scribe to the notion that defining equity is an _equal amount of
money spent g:r pupil regardless of where they live, as opposed to
the adequate base funding. Is that correct?

Mr. ODDEN. Well, no. You need to have a high level of base so
that schools for the average kid would have sufficient resources to
bring the average kid up to these high levels of leaminlg.

Senator DobD. But not necessarily an absolutely level playing
field, regardless of community?

Mr. ODDEN. No, because on top of that I think you need an extra
$1 to $2,000, and there are various estimates of what you need
extra for kids from poverty backgrounds to achieve at that level.

Senator Dopp. How do you factor in the d and violence and
health problems, and so forth, that don’t neatly fit into an edu-
cation—what happens when you walk through the door in the
morning to go to school—but clearly have an impact on educational
performance

Mr. ODDEN. That is where I kind of rolled that in a little bit to
my first s stion, and that is it is first focused on the readiness
goal and the readiness program, so it is pre- and postnatal pro-
Erams, WIC-type. programs, early childhood education for gettin

ids ready for school. And then it is working on coordinated chil-
dren’s services that are co-located at sites either at or near local
schools, so that kids can have brokers or case workers trying to or-
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chestrate the coordinated provision of these additional kinds of
services that they really need, and with an emshasis on interven-
tion services rather than just picking up the kids when everything
is kind of falling apart. So, that is a whole other set of emphases
that need to be put into the system.

Senator DopD. I am going to ask both of your colleagues to com-
ment on these very questions I have maeg But I also want you
to address, if you will, something Senator Jeffords and I have
heard for the last couple of days, and that is the word “inertia,” the
inertia that exists out there and how you deal with it. '

Mr. ODDEN. Well, I take some cues from what has been done in
part in the private and some other public sectors, and that is if we
set ambitious achievement targets for the system, that, I would
say, cuts at some of the inertia. We need to combine that with a
decentralized implementation, so I am a supporter of well-designed,
comprehensively designed school-based management activities that
have as part of it some accountability mechanisms which would in-
clude group-based performance rewards to faculty in schools that
produce improvements in student learning, as well as a switch in
the way teachers are compensated away from compensating for se-
niority in J‘mt credit units and more toward a compensation which
has been developed fairly well in the private sector called skill base

pay.

go you would identify what teachers know and can do and re-
structure the teacher salary schedule around those skills. That
would link to the professional development that is needed because
to teach this high-quality curriculum, teachers need to know a lot
more content. They need to know a lot more teaching ies, 80
you would begin aligning what they would be paid for with what
they would be working hard to learn in terms of new skills. There
is some support for that, I would say, among at least the national
teacher unions in terms of wanting to begin policy discussions to
think about that kind of a shift.

Senator Dopp. I have taken a lot of time, Jim.

Senator JEFFORDS. Well, that is all right. I again logize be-
cause this is probably the most critical testimony we have, and I
am sorry, but we also had a joint exchange between staffs of the
parliament of Russia and the staffs of our Co:greu. Obviously,
somebody realized where the power is and decided it was better to
exchange them than us.

Senator DobD. Those poor people; let them alone over there.

Senator JEFFORDS. One of my assistants had been over there for
sgvel;‘al z‘ee:l and now her counterparts are over here, so I apolo-

or that.
g:zlem very interested in all of your testimony. Mr. Odden, I am
sm I wasn’t here, but if you could give me a better idea of what
needs to be done and then how do we pay for it, but also very im-
portantly how much is it going to cost.

Are you or is someone trying to figure out what the perfect school
system would be and what it would cost to give us an idea of where
we are looking in terms of the out-years on where we ought to ex-
pect to be, presuming that we also know we have to marshal our
resources better? Are we going to get any attempt at that answer?

Q
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Mr. ODDEN. To be honest with you, I would say that is almost
impossible to quantify. Some people are working at it. The way it
has been done historically—and this is in one of the background

pers I sent along with my testimony—one tends to cost it out on
input standards, and one person’s input standards just can differ
from som else’s so that is kind of a never-ending strategy.

What I said at the beginning was that if the issue is we need
more money, and I believe to accomplish these high national goals
we do need more money, if we look backwards we tend as a nation
to have put more money into schools historically. We have tripled
it since 1960, we have about doubled it since 1970. NCES projects
that we will be putting another 43 percent into the schools in real
terms over the next 10 years. Only time will tell if we do.

My concern is that if we look at historic rises and, let us say, pro-
jected increases in fundin]g, achievement has stayed about flat. Al-
most all the reports—well, one from the Congressional Budget Of-
fice, Dan Cortz, a few aﬁm aﬁo, but the NAPE results show that
achievement today is ut where it was 20, 25 ﬁ'ears ago. So we
can spend money. We provide more services, we have more access
for kids, but we have really not penetrated the achievement flat-

ness.

So I think that is why I am suggesting to try to shift to an
achievement standard and to begin thinking about targeting new
investments which short- to medium-term will be small into activi-
ties that have high probability of focusing the system on achieve-
ment and focusing the use of current and new resources in produc-
ing higher levels of student learning. So it is using the money we
have and it is using the likely new money we will have in that
more cost-effective waﬂ.

Senator JEFFORDS. Dr. Aaron, I was a little bit confused by some
of the statistics we got and the tremendous increase in the amount
of money that has been available for education and the difference
in where it is coming from with respect to property taxes. Have the
property taxes gone up or has the funding been shifted off of the
property tax on a general basis throughout the country to other
sources of revenue?

Mr. AARON. State and local tax collections, in general, have risen
in the past couple of decades. Property tax collections as a percent-
age of gross domestic product are down. The reasons are, I think,
several. One has been the enactment in various States of property
tax caps, California perhaps most noteworthy in the mid-1970’s,
but not unique.

In addition, the litigation that Dr. Odden has described in which
courts have invalidated State financing systems for education be-
cause the discrepancies were excessive typically lead to some form
of equalization in which the State is forced or called upon to use
its resources through some kind of a grant program to comply with
the court’s orders.

States don’t, by and large, collect much in the way of propert
taxes. School districts, counties and cities do. If the States weigK
in, then the fiscal responsibility shifts to other forms of taxation,
typically sales, personal income, corporation income taxes. So there
has been a move in that direction, notably in Connecticut recently
a move to an income tax. But in a number of other States, rates
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have been increased, new taxes have been introduced, and so there
has been a t.enden? to move away from property tax financing na-
tionally and toward the kinds of taxes on which State governments
traditionally have relied.

Senator JEFFORDS. Doug, to get back to the question of inertia
and what you are experiencing with respect to your J)roErams,
when do you anticipate implementing the standards and when do
you anticipate being able to have them?

Mr. CHIAPPETTA. Well, on the question of inertia, I think, as you
know, part of my job with the Department of Education has been
to oversee the State’s approval process of approving&ublic schools,
independent schools, and home study programs. The way those
State board standards were developed was certainly with a great
deal of input from Vermonters. There is a long tradition of local
control, so they received a wide hearing before they were enacted
and that garnered very good support for them when we actually en-
acted them and developed them.

In the 1980’s, I think we saw people realize that education was
in trouble, but their schools were okay. I think as we are moving
into the 1990’s, they are beginning to say vducation is in trouble
and maybe my school is not okay. We have to provide them with
a reason for change. Providing the inputs, as we have done through
the 1980 standards that were developed in 1985, revised in 1987,
they were strontily on the input side-——the number of books in the
library, having the support services there such as nurse and library
and sﬁdance and things, and those are important. They need to
provide some foundation for equity; if you will, or acceptable edu-
cational opportunities, but they don’t guarantee quality.

We need to move toward quality, and Vermont has been really
pushing very strong for what we want students to know and be
able to do, and really moving strongly in the area of authentic as-
sessment, especially with the development of portfolio assessments
which really do demonstrate what students are capable of doing.
We are getting some very interesting results from that, including
some very int.erestina‘preliminary results on disadvantaged stu-
dents or students with handicapped ability being able to perform
quite well on these assessment measures.

They grovide an indicator to schools of what their students are
able to do, how well can they perform, and when that information
becomes available to the teachers and to the community, they can
then ask the question what is it that we need to do di erentl;' to
increase that performance. Do our teachers need more training? Do
we need different resources? Do we need to think about a different
structure to the school day? Do we need to reorganize our curric-
glg? I"s it aligned with our goals? Are we doing what we say we are

oing?

So I believe in Vermont—and in some sense we are fortunate
that the total number of students in the State is about the size of
the city of San Diego. You were talking about Hill House, ard I

ew up in Connecticut. I graduate in a class of 650. We don’t have
that in Vermont, but we do have very small schools. But there are
still many of the same problems in terms of disadvantaged stu-

dents or different pockets of the State where the inequities are
more significant.
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There is also a strong, strong emphasis on local control and the
communities want to know how well their students are doing and
what they can do to do it differently. So we have really provided
some incentives, We were fortunate to win a grant from the New
American Schools Proiram We have a number of schools that are
involved in that. We have offered schools an opportunity to gain
regulatmg relief for promises of improved student performance and
we have had schools take us up on that.

So, that inertia is really chanﬁ]i‘ng. People are coming to the de-
partment and saying we would like to do it differently and here is
what we want to-do. It is a very exciting part of my job and I think
it is really going to reap some great rewards because the emphasis
Ls on student performance. The bottom line is what can students

0.

We are looking at not only using those fiscal resources, but we
are also looking at the nonfiscal resources in the community.
School is no longer defined by the four walls that the student at-
tends, but the school is defined by the community in which the stu-
dent lives and what is available within that community to bring
into the school and to take the students to. So it is a real uxciting
time in Vermont.

We also have a question of the financial equity. The Federal Gov-
ernment provides 6 percent or 5 percent of the funding. In Ver-
mont, we provide less than 30 percent, on average, State funding
and many of the 251 communities in the State don’t receive any
State aid. State aid is predicated on the resources within the com-
munity and their ability to squort that, and we need to provide
other incentives and that is where we look to regulatory relief or
different organizational structures.

We also want to create opportunities for stronger school leader-
ship and really develop leadership. As J mentioned, one of the goals
of Vermont was to attract and maintain the best educators in the
Nation. That requires continuous professional development, and we
have established a professional standards board to oversee those li-
censing issues and to really look at professional development. Ad-
ministrators are doing the same thing because we think that there
is a strong correlation between good leadership and improved
school performance, and I think that leadership is not just defined
by the building administrators, but it is also defined by the edu-
cational community, the school board members and those within
the community that support education.

I think most importantly it is a matter of communication, com-
municating with the community what the needs are, how well stu-
dents are doing, how well students could be doinF, and sugporting
that from the State level, at the local community level, at the State
legislative level. We really need to examine the whole gamut, the
whole realm of how we are providing those educational services
and rethink that and support that in terms of getting increased
performance.

So that is a long answer, but I am excited about what is happen-

ing.
genator JEFFORDS. Your enthusiesm excites me, and especiall

for our State. Thank you very much, all of you, for very, very excel-
lent and very helpful testimony, and I hope you won't mind if we

14>




142

bug you now and then, all of you, as we progress down this trail.
We are not sure where it is going at this point, but we know where
we want to end up. But how to get there, we are not sure.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Senator DODD. That was excellent.

Where in Connecticut were you from?

Mr. A. I was fortunate. I grew up in Greenwich, CT,
and I attended the University of Connecticut for my bachelor's and
came to Vermont to do my master’s.

egednamr Donp. We lost you. Come on home. All is forgiven. We
need you.
Mr. CHIAPPETTA. Thank iyou very much.
Senator JEFFORDS. All I remember about Hill House was their
basketball team when we ran up against them.

Senator DoDD. That is right. They were good.

Senator JEFFORDS. That was one of my worst experiences in my
life. [Laughter.] )

Senator DopD. The only thing that comes to mind just quickly,
Doug, with you is am I incorrect that in Vermont you are dealing
with a relatively homvngeneous community, by and large?

Mr. CHIAPPETTA. Well, I believe some people may argue that
there is not as much diversity in the classroom, and I think, how-
ever, there is still great economic diversity in Vermont. I wouldn’t
be misled about that, and that does really create some vast in:xli-
ties in the State. Our job is to ensure that we do have acceptable
opgortunities for all Vermont students regardless of geographic lo-
cation.

I am not sure if you are aware, but in Vermont there are many
communities that don’t support their own high schools and so there
is even some opportunity for choice about that. It is an interesti
situation. Unfortunately, some students have to attend high schoo
outside of the State, and say unfortunately because as you talked
before about inertia and parents’ involvement in the process, I hate
to see us lose any of the stakeholders and if students are attending
school outside of the State at the secondary level, then the parents
are not as interested in that and don’t have the say in that.

But it is something that is unique, I think, for Vermont. I am
sure other States do it, but it does allow us to benchmark what is
good in the State, allows us to share that information among other
schools so that they can replicate that and see what is happening
and keep an eye on what our competitors are doing. So we ne
to maintain those good services.

Senator DobD. Well, Vermont is very lucky to have you. That in-
ertia affects also what happens at your level, and there is a clear,
genuine sense of excitement about what you are doing and that has
got to affect the peoa}e who come to your office.

Mr. CHIAPPETTA, Well, thank you.

Senator DoDD. So it is Vermont's gain and our loss. That is ex-
cellent. As Senator Jeffords has said, we are going to stay in ve
close contact with you, if we can, on this as we move forward.
There is, I think, a real, genuine interest here to try and do some-
thing and I think you have highlighted very importantly for us the
combination of issues here. It isn’t a single path that you have got
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:9 follow at all, so we are deeply grateful to you for spending the
ime.

I want to thank Senator Pell, who is not here with us today—
he was here yesterday with us—and his staff for the extraordinary
help they have given us in putting these hearings toiether. I would
like to thank particularly Michael Dannenberg, who hasMed
;:?ctlzfptl:mlize and organize these hearings. So we are gra to

ael.

There are going to be some national hearings. I know Senator
Simon is hol(ﬁng some hearings, I think, in East St. Louis. Senator
Wellstone is going to be having some here next week, and Senator
Bingaman. So we are going to try and get outside a bit as well and
listen to some local people and get to some different places around
the country so we can get a flavor of the different needs out there
and what people have in mind.

This is not an issue that is going to go away. As 1 said yesterday,
the best thing we have got going is there isn’t a bill sitting in front
of us. This is a blank piece of paper and we are anxious to see what
can emerge, but we are not starting with a particular preconceived
notion about exactly what we ought to be doing here. So your testi-
mony is critically important to us as we try and formulate our
ideas. So, with that, I thank you again for being with us this morn-

ing.
nﬁ‘his subcommittee will stand adjourned until further call of the

Chair.
(Whereupon, at 12:58 p.m., the subcommittee was adjourned.]
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AN EXAMINATION OF THE FEDERAL ROLE IN
SCHOOL FINANCE

TUESDAY, AUGUST 8, 1903

U.S. SENATE,
SUBCOMMITTEE ON EDUCATION, ARTS AND HUMANITIES,
OF THE COMMITTEE ON LABOR AND HUMAN RESOURCES,
Washington, DC.

The subcommittee met, pursuant to notice, at 10:55 a.m., in room
SD-430, Dirksen Senate Office Building, Senator Wellstone presid-
ing.

Present: Senators Wellstone and Simon.

OPENING STATEMENT OF SENATOR WELLSTONE

Senator WELLSTONE [presiding.] The Subcommittee on Edu-
cation, Arts and Humanities of the Committee on Labor and
Human Resources will come to order.

Let me first of all call on the honorable Kurt Schmoke, Mayor
of the city of Baltimore, and Bill Taylor. Representative Xavier
Becerra will be here, but he has not arrived yet.

I will first apologize to each and every one of you. I tried to come
down earlier to explain that when we put the work into this sub-
committee hearing, of course, we did not realize that, as it turns
out, votes would scheduled yesterday for today, stacked votes,
so I do apologize for any inconvenience that this may have caused

you.

I think what I will do is dispense with any opening statement.
We will make this a work session, and I will ask the panelists to,
rather than (g(m:ﬁ thro complete written testimony to please
submit that for the record and to summarize, and then we'll have
some time for pointed questions, and we will try to move this along
and make it as productive a work session as possible.

For my own part, let me just say to each of the panelists and
those of you who are here today that with the focus on Goals 2000,
and with the focus on testing, albeit voluntary testing, and settin
of national standards, I think the real question has to do wi
whether or not children—all children—are going to have the means
and the resources to be able to meet those standards. That is the
central question of equity in education financing. And if I can come
off not sounding pretentious or presumptuous, I think that is an
unpleasant reality that we have not looked at here in the Nation's
Capital. There are a number of us on the Senate side who have
formed a working group on equity. A number of those Senators will
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not be here today because they are chairing other subcommittees,
and this is probably the last week Lefore recess.

But for my own part, I would like to say to all of you that we
do not view this hearing as symbeolic. I would veay much like for
us to keep coming back to the question of where does the Federal
Government enter into this; what are the specific proposals that we
would want to prioritize, and how we do the follow-up.

So I thank you for being here, and I want to just make a per-
sonal commitment to all of you that as a Senator—and I know I
am speaking for others as well—I take it very seriously, and I just
feel very determined that we thrust this forward in the agenda of
the country. We have to. I think people in the countr,}/ will be be-
hind us, but it just has to become a part of the dialogue in the
country, a part of the conversation in the country, and we have to
have some very specific proposals from you—essentially, you are
the teachers today, since this is education, and I am the student—
because I want to legislate. We want to push forward legislation
that will make a difference.

Before we begin I have a statement from Senator Bingaman.

PREPARED STATEMENT OF SENATOR BINGAMAN

I would like to thank Senator Kennedy for agreeing to this series
of hearings on the critical issue of equity in education and school
finance. 1 applaud the committee for its efforts to grapple with this
complex issue, and you, Senator Wellstone, for chairing this hear-

ing,

i‘or some time, I have been concerned with the growing financial
disgarities among the individual states and local scheol districts—
and our inabth]:Z as a nation, to provide equal access to quality
education for ALL, our students. These hearings are, in part, a re-
sponse to legislation I introduced earlier this year, the 1,Nu.tional

ommission on School Finance to Meet the National Education
Goals Act” which will evaluate alternative financing methods.

The Committee recognized how little information we have
withinCongress on the available options and alternatives to the
currentstructure within the states. Alortlig with these hearings,
theNational Commission I ]propose will analyze e
fundingdisparities among schools systems and provide data
oncomparable spending at the local, state, national,
andinternational level.

Equality of funding alone, however, has not been the answer for
our schools in New Mexico. In a rural state, such as New Mexico,
equality of access to quality resources—teaciwers, equipment, chal-
lenging and interesting material, to mention a few—remains a con-
cern at the local and state level.

In addition, schools—already strapped for resources—are now
faced with the challenge of achieving the National Education Goals.
With more than 15, school districts—each an island in isola-
tion—no right answer exists today which will solve all the ills of
yesterday, in terms of how our educations] system has found itself
in such disarray.

As this Congress moves toward adoption of the National Edu-
cation Goals, we must, examine the “means to the end.” Without an
adequate financial siructure to support our school systems across
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the country, we cannot possibly produce students capable of meet -
ing the rational challenge. Many of the local school districts can
barely provide basic school supplies or a safe environment to
learn—much less afford the new resources or educational tech-
nology necessary to bring our schools into the 21st century.

I look forward to the many innovative ideas and alternatives un-
covered during these heerings, and I am committed to continue the
search for the most effective method of reform—so that our stu-
dents and schools will, once again, become world class competitors
in the search for knowledge.

Senator WELLSTONE. Mayor, thank you very much for being here.
I thank you for your patience, and I apologize for the delay.

STATEMENTS OF KURT L. SCHMOKE, MAYOR, CITY OF BALTI-
MORE, BALTIMORE, MD; THE HONORABLE XAVIER
BECERRA, A MEMBER OF CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF
CALIFORNIA; AND BILL L. TAYLOR, ATTORNEY, WASHING-
TON, DC

Mayor SCHMOKE. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman, Senator
Wellstone.

I really atppreciate this opportunity, and I want to thank you
very much for extending the invitation to me and for focusing in
on this extremely important issue.

I 1’w‘;ll summarize my statement, which I have submitted for the
reco

As you know, I am in somewhat of a unique position as far as
mayors in this country because cur charter affords me quite a
strong role in “?ublic education. I appoint all the members of the
school board. We do not have an elected district. The budget of the
school system is a part of the local government’s budget, so it is
not a separate funding district. I am very much involved in the
whole eflort to improve the quality of public education.

I entered into office with a pledge saying that of all the things
that I would be as Mayor that I would be remembered for, 1 would

hope that the one thing would be that I would achieve the goal of
making Baltimore “the city that reads.” And essentially, that

ledge was because I recognized that we needed to raise levels of
iteracy and improve elementary and secondary education so that
our f'oung people could meet the challenges of the nineties, and we
would be in better shape to deal with the global competition of the
next century.

I will just start by saying that defending and reinforcing urban
public education has once again become a matter of national secu-
rity. I say “once again,” because in the early days of the cold war,
President Eisenhower cited national security as the justification for
the National Defense Education Act and other improvements that
were made in education and for the involvement of the Federal
Government in elementary and secondary education. I think that
wasg very important for him, and it showed a great deal of wisdom

-to define national defense in the light of our domestic needs,

Well, the cold war is over. We are now in a period of intense
global petition where low-skill manufacturing jobs are 'vingeway
to high-technology jobs. In our city, Bethlehem Steel useslto the
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largest private employer. Today, Johns Hopkins University and
Health System is the largest private employer.

These changes mean that we must have an educated work force,
a work force that can meet the needs of the modern economy, build
the tax base of our cities, design, use and produce high-technology
products, compete with low-wage countries by being more creative
and prociuctive, and substitute prosperity for poverty. Those goals
cannot be accomplished, however, in the educational universe that
most urban public school systems inhabit, a universe of shrinking
resources, neglect, and inequality.

The hallmarks of national security, in my view, in 1993 and be-
yond are going to be ideas, academic achievement, productivity,
and tapping the potential of all young minds. That means as a Na-
tion, we need the children of the cities, we need them to be smart,
we need to believe in them and have them believe in themselves,
and we need to believe they have a stake in America’s future.

Unfortunately, what I have just outlined is not the direction in
which we seem to be going. Let me briefly explain the problem as
we face it in terms of disparities.

I have read the Jonathan Kozol book, Savage Inequalities, as
have many others. In our State, the difference between what we in
the city are able to spend per classroom and what the wealthiest
jurisdiction is able to spend is $60,000 per year per classroom. That
is because of the fact that we rely very heavily, as most urban sys-
tems do, on an antiquated system of financing, and that is heavy
reliance on the propertﬁ' tax.

This year, if you look at the budget for our public school system,
12 percent of the Baltimore City public school system budget will
be Federal dollars, direct Federal grants. About g5 percent will be
State aid, and the rest will come from local sourcesétfrimarili: from
the property tax, whose rate of growth has flattened to one-half of
one percent a year, and of course, the local income tax, whose rate
of growth is down to one percent a year.

at does that mean in real terms? It means for us an inability

to provide basic supplies and maintenance to the buildings and
thus to provide an inviting environment for our young tpeople to
stimulate their minds. It means that we have shortages of supplies
and other basic resources. It means, for our teachers in particular,
that we lose our best teachers, those who have 8 to 10 years of ex-
Eerience, to surrounding jurisdictions, the closer-in jurisdictions,
ecause of the fact that they are able to pay those teachers $5,000
to $8,000 more per year when they achieve that level of proficiency.

d of course, it has meant impacts on achievement. Unfortu-
nately, our young people have not been able to achieve to the
standards of some other jurisdictions, and it has had an impact on
their ability to obtain positions in higher education, and of course
to go on to other things, such as apprenticeship programs, commu-
nitx'l college, things of that nature.

1 in all then, you start to look at the quality of life in the
cities, and clearly there is great association with the quality of edu-
cation. Half of the inmates in the State’s prison system come from
Baltimore City. Two-thirds of our children who are economicall
disadvantaged qualify for free lunch and for breakfast programs. K
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majority of our young people in the public school system are in a
great deal of need. )

Now, I recognize, as I pointed out in my testimony, that all of
our %oblems are not just resource-related. We have got to do bet-
ter. We have to—I guess the term in vogue now is “reinventing
Government”—we have to reinvent the way in which we delivery
educational services, and we are doing that. As you know, some of
our schools have experimented with private management. We have
contracted on a 5-year contract with a Minneapolis-based firm,
Education Alternatives, Incorporated, to run nine of our program
they call TESSERACT. We have finished the first academic year,
in which they essentially take the same amount of money, average
cost per pupil, that we would spend on these young people, but
they manage the nine schools privately; they subcontract the main-
tenance and other support services. So far, the anecdotal evidence
looks very good that they are having an impact both on educational
achievement as well as on the business side.

Second, in our Chapter I programs this year, we contracted with
Sylvan Learning Systems, a private corporation, to run some of the
remedial education programs related to Chapter 1. They, too, seem
to have had a substantial impact.

And the final thing is school restructuring. We have run 14 of
our 177 schools through a council—essentially it is school-based
management run by councils of teachers, parents, and principals.
This 18 & union-led reform movement in Baltimore, and they are
showing a great deal of promise.

So we are willing to experiment, we are willing to reform, but we
think that the evidence is very clear that there needs to be some
bevelling of these inequalities, not bevelling down, of course; we
don't want to weaken the strength of counties that are already
strong, but we believe something needs to be done in the urban
areas that will have an impact both on the quality of education and
on t}&e quality of life in the cities if those inequalities are elimi-
nated.

I would submit the rest of my statement for the record, and I just
want to compliment you, Senator Wellstone, on taking on this very
important challenge because I do believe, as I said at the outset
that this has an impact on the quality of life for our Nation an
the strength of our country as we move forward into the next cen-

tury.
H’he prepared statement of Mayor Schmoke follows:]
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PREPARED STATEMENT OF MAYOR KURT L. SCHMOKE

MR. CHAIRMAN, 1 WANY TO THANK YOU AND THE MEMBERE OF THE SENATE
SUBCOMMITTEE ON EDUCATION, ARTS AND HUMANITIES FOR THE OPPORIUNITY TO
TALK BRIEFLY ABOUT EQUITY IN EDUCATION. NMR. CHAIRMAN, 1 WANT TO
START BY SAYING THAT DEFENDING AND REINFORCING URBAN PUBLIC EDUCATION
HAS ONCE AGAIN BECOME A MATTER OF NATIONAL SECURITY. 1 SAY ONCE
AGAIN BECAUSE IN THE EARLY DAYS OF THE COLD WAR PRESIDENT EISENHOWER
CITED NATIONAL SECURITY AS JUSTIFICATION FOR THE NATIONAL DEFENSE
EDUCATION ACT. 1I'M A DEMOCRAT MR. CHATRMAN, BUT "I LIKE IKE" TOO

BECAUSE HE HAD THE W1SDOM TO DEFINE NATIONAL DEFENSE IN LIGHT OF OUR
DOMESTIC NEEDS.

THE COLD WAR IS OVER. WE ARE NOW IN A PERIOD OF INTENSE GLOBAL
COMPETITION WHERE LOW SKILL MANUFACTURING JOBS ARE GIVING WAY TO MIOR
TECHNOLOGY JOBS. 1IN BALTIMORE, BETHLEHEM STEEL USED TO BE OUR
LARGEST PRIVATE EMPLOYER. NOW JOHNS HOPKINS 18. THESK CHANGES MEAN
THAT HE MUST HAVE AN EDUCATED WORK FORCE ~ A WORK FORCE THAT CAN MEET
THE NEEDS OF A MODERN ECONOMY; BUILD THE TAX BASK OF OUR CITIES;
DESIGN, USE, AND PRODUCE HIGH TECHNOLOGY PRODUCTS; COMPETR WITH LOW

HWAGE COUNTRIES BY BEING MORE CREATIVE AND PRODUCTIVE; AND SUBSTITUTE
PROSPERITY FOR POVERTY.

BUT THOSE GOALS CANNOT BE ACCOMPLISHED IN THE EDUCATIONAL UNIVERSE
THAT MOST URBAN PUBLIC SCHOOLS INHABIT -- A UNIVERSE OF SHRINKING
RESOURCES, NEGLECT AND INEQUALITY. MR. CHAIRMAN, THE HALLMARKS oP
NATIONAL SECURITY IN 1993 ARE IDEAS, ACADEMIC ACHIEVEMENT,
PRODUCTIVITY, AND TAPPING THE POTENTIAL OF ALL YOUNG MINDS. THAT
MEANS AS A NATION, WE NEKD THE CHILDREN OF CITIES. WE NEED THEM
EMART. WE NEED THEM TO BELIEVE IN THEMSELVES. AND WE NEED THEM TO
BELIEVE THEY HAVE A STAKE IN AMERICA'S FUTURE. UNFORTUNATELY, THAT

18 NOT THE DIRECTION WE ARE HEADED. AND BECAUSE IT I8 NOT, OUR
NATIONAL SECURITY IS IN JEOPARDY.

THE FACT 1S, URBAN SCHOOLS ARE IN TROUBLE AND THE REASONS ARE NOT
HARD TO FIND. IN BALTIMORE THE MAJORITY OF THE CHILDREN ATTENDING
OUR PUBLIC SCHOOLS COME FROM FINANCIALLY POOR FAMILIES. MANY GROW UP
SURROUNDED BY DRUGS AND VIOLENCE. AND THE ILL EFFECTS OF THOSE
SOCIAL PROBLEMS ARE MADE WORSE BECAUSE OUR SCHOOLS ARE DRAMATICALLY
AND DISPROPORTIONATELY UNDERFUNDED. BALTIMORE CITY SPENDS

APPROXIMATELY $60,000 LESS PER CLASSROOM PER YEAR THAN THE WEALTHIRST
JURISDICTION IN MARYLAND.

AND THAT IS ONLY OHE OF MANY PROBLEMS TI1ED TO THE FINANCIAL WHERE -
WITHALL OF URBAN SCHOOLS. HERE ARE SOME OTHERS: FOR TEACHERS W1TH
10 OR MORR YEARS EXFERIENCE, BALTIMORE CANNOT COMPETE IN SALARIES
HWITH NEIGHBORING SCHOOL DISTRICTS. WE HAVE SOME OF THRE BEST TEACHERS
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AND LOSE THEM AT THE PEAK OF THEIR EXPERIENCE AND PROFESSIONAL SRILLS
BECAUSE WE'RE PAYING THEM $5,000 TO 48,000 LESS THAN THEY CAN EARN IN
SUBURBAN JURISDICTIONS.

AND THERE ARE OTHER PROBLEMS. THIRTY-SIX PERCENT OF BALTIMORE C1TY'S
OPERATING BUDGET GOES TO PUBLIC SAFETY, COMPARED TO A STATEWIDE
AVERACE OF 16.9%. ON THE OTHER HAND, WE CAN ONLY AFFORD TO SPEND 23%
OF OUR LOCAL RESOURCES ON EDUCATION, WHILE THE STATEWIDE AVERACE 18
42.5%. ACCORDINGLY, WE'RE SPENDING ALOT MORE MONKY FOR POLICE AND A
LOT LESS ON EDUCATION THAN OUR NEIGHBORING COUNTIES.

BALTIMORE HAS AMONG THE HIGHEST STUDENT-TEACHER RATIOS, AND AMONC THE

. LARCEST AVERAGE CLASS S12E IN THE STATE. WE ALSO HAVE THE LARGEST

PERCENTAGE OF SPECIAL EDUCATION STUDENTS, THE LARGEST PERCENTAGE OF
CHAPTER 1 STUDENTS, AND THE LARGEST PERCENTAGE -~ 2/3 OF OUR STUDENIS
-~ RECEIVING FREE OR REDUCED MEALS IN THE STATE. ON THE OTHER HAND,
WE NOW HAVE THE FEWEST PROFESSIONAL SUPPORT STAEE - PRINCIPALS,

GUIDANCE COUNSELORS AND SCHOOL PSYCHOLOG1SIS - PER 1,000 PUPILS IN
THE STATE.

INSUFFICIENT FUNDS AND THE EXTRA RESPONSIBILITY WE CARRY AS EDUCATOR
TO 80 MANY OF THE STATE'S POOR CHILDREN, HAS LEET MANY SCHOOLS IN
BALTIMORE IN NEED OF MAINTENANCE, AND SHORT OF BASIC SUPPLIES
INCLUDING BOOKS, MAPS AND COMPUTERS. AS OF 1990, THE NUMBSR OF
STUDENTS PER CONMPUTER IN BALTIMNORE WAS 77 TO ONE, COMPARED TO A
STATEWIDE AVERACE OF 21 TO ONK.

MR. CHAIRMAN, LET ME EMPHASI2E THAT MONEY ALONK IS NOT THE SOLUTION
TO TRE PROBLEMS OF URBAN PUBLIC EDUCATION. WNEVERTHELESS, TACK OF
MONEY HAS ITS CONSEQUENCES. AND TIIOSE CONSEQUENCES ARE MOST
GRAPHICALLY SEEN IN POOR ACADEMIC PERFORMANCE. LAST YEAR, THE
MAJORITY OF STUDENTS IN BALTIMORE CITY MET ONLY 2 STANOARDS OUT OF 13
IN THE HEH MARYLAND PERFORMANCE TEETS. IN 1991-1992, STUDENTS IN THE
BALTIMORE CITY PUBLIC SCHOOL SYSTEM SCORED SUBSTANTIALLY BELOW THE
STATE AVERAGE IN THE COMPREHENSIVE TEST OF BASIC SKILLS. ALSO, THE
DROPOUT RATE AT CITY SCHOOLS WAS 16X, THE HIGHEST IN THE STATE AND
ALMOST & TIMES HIGHER THAN THE STATE STANDARD FOR SATISFACTORY.

AND PERHAPS MOST DEVASTATING TO OUR EFFORTS TO SEND MORE STUDENTS TO
COLLEGE, ONLY 30X OF BALTIMORE'S GRADUATING KI1GH SCHOOL SENIORS MET
THE REQUIREMENTS TO ENTER THE MARYLAND SYSTEM OF HIGHER EDUCATION.
MR. CHAIRMAN, IT BRINGS ME NO JOY TO SHARE THESE NUMBERS WITH YOU AND
THE COMMITTIES. BUT THEY ARE THE BITTER RARVEST OF DECADES NEGLECT.

I RECOGNIZE, MR. CHAIRMAN, THAT THE FEDERAL OOVERNMENT'S ROLE 1IN
LOCAL SCHOOLS HAS HISTORICALLY BEEN LIMITED. 1 ALSO RECOONIZE, AND
APPRECIATE, THAT FEDERAL AID TO EDUCATION IN BALTIMORE HAS INCREASED
FROM $61 MILLION IN 1991 TO $89 MILLION IN 1994. THAT INCREASE,

155




152

HOWEVER, DOES NOT BECGIN TO REDRESS THE PROBLEMS CAUSED BY THE

ANTIQUATED SYSTEM THAT MOST STATES AND LOCALITIES USE TO FUND LOCAL
SCHOOLS.

IN 1994, 12% OF THE BALTIMORE CITY PUBLIC SCHOOL SYSTEM BUDGET WILL
BE FEDERAL MONEY. 54.9X IS STATE AID. THE REST WILL CONE FROM LOCAL
SOURCES, PRIMARILY FROM PROPERTY TAXES WHOSE RATE OF GROWIH HAS
FLATTENED TO ONE-HALF OF ONE PERCENT A YEAR, AND THE LOCAL INCOME

TAX WHOSE RATE OF GROWTH 18 DOWN TO ONE-PERCENT A YEAR. .

IN OTHER WORDS, THE PRINCIPAL TOOLS THAT LOCAL GOVERNMENT NOW USES TO
FINANCE IT8 SCHOOLS ARE INADEQUATE AND BECOMING MORE §0.
NEVERTHELESS, SINCE 1989, TOTAL LOCAL SUPPORT EOR EDUCATION IN
BALTIMORE HAS INCREASED 23.8% - AN AMOUNT THAT FAR EXCEEDS THE GROWIY
IN THE CITY'S TAX BASE. WE HAVE MADE DIFFICULT ADJUSTMENTS, FOUND
OTHER SOURCES OF REVENUE, CUT SPENDING FOR OTHER AGENCIES, AND CUT
ADMINISTRATIVE COSTS IN SCHOOL SYSTEM DRAMATICALLY. BUT WE STILL
HAVE NOT BEEN ABLE TO CATCH UP. AND FAILURE TO CATCH UP MEANS
DEPRIVING THE CHILDREN OF BALTIMORE THE EDUCATION THRY DESERVE.

THAT 1S WHY 1 RECENTLY MET WITH GOVERNOR SCHAEFER TO ENDORSE HiS
APPOINTMENT OF A COMMISSION TO STUDY STATE AID TO LOCAL SCHOOLS.

THIS COMMISSION 1S DUE TO RELEASE ITS FINAL REPORT IN NOVEMBER, AND
WE HOPE THAT IT WILL ADDRESS THE INEQUITIES IN EDUCATION IN

MARYLAND. BUT MY MESSACE FOR THIS COMMITTEE 1S BROADER THAN THAT.
CONGRESS NEEDS TO RECOGNIZE THAT EDUCATING URBAN CHILDREN 1S A MATTER
OF BOTH FUNDAMENTAL FAIRNESS AND NATIONAL ECONOMIC SALVATION. WE ARE
MAKING PROGRESS. ' THE BALTIMORE SCHOOL SYSTEM 18 CHANGING SOR THE
BETIER. BUT THE PRINCIPLES OF EQUITY AND FAIRNESS ARE NOT PUSHING IT

FORWARD. IT IS PULLING ITSELF FORWARD IN SPITE OF BEING CHAINED TO
AN ANTIQUATED SYSTEM OF FINANCING.

THAT 1S WHY I URGE YOU TO INCREASE YOUR SUPPORT ¥OR ELEMENTARY AND
SECONDARY EDUCATION. WITH LESS MONEY BEING INVESTED IN THE TOOLS OF
HAR, WE NEED A GREATER NATIONAL INVESIMENT IN THE TOOLS OF GLOBAL
COMPETITION. AND THE PLACE TO START 1S OUR PUBLIC SCHOOLS. 1 ALSO
SBUGGEST YOU TAKE A LOOK AT THE LARCER POLICY ISSUE THAT NO CHILD
SHOULD BE DEFRIVED OF THE BEST POSSIBLE EDUCATION BECAUSE OF H18 OR
HER FAMILY'S INCOME OR RESIDENCE. TO THE EXTENT THAT FINANCING
PUBLIC EDUCATION THROUGH LOCAL PROPERTY TAXES FOSTERS THIS KIND or

THO-T1ER PUBLIC EDUCATION SYSTEM, 1 HOPE THIS COMMITIEE AND CONGCRESS
HORK TO BALANCE OUT TRE INEQUITIES.
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MR. CHAIRMAN, AS I SAID, 1 KNOW THAT MORE STATE AND FEDERAL MONEY 18
NOT THE SOLE ANSWER TO THE PROBLEMS OF URBAN EDUCATION. UOCAL
GOVERNMENT, WITH SUPPORT FROM THE COMMUN:TY, MUST BE WILLING TO
CHANGE ITS APPROACH TO EDUCATION. WE NEED YOUR HELP, BUT THE '
RESPONSIBILITY 1S PRIMARILY OURS. SO I WOULD JUST LIKE 10 BRIEFLY
MENTION THRRER PROGRAMS IN BALTIMORE THAT DEMONSTRATE OUR COMMITMENT
TO RE-INVENTING PUBLIC EDUCATION - TO MAKING SCHOOLS MORE
ACCOUNTABLE, LESS BUREAUCRATIC, AND MORE ENTREPRENEURIAL.

THE EIRST 1§ RESTRUCTURING. HWE NOW HAVE 14 SCHOOLS BEING RUN BY
COUNCILS MADE UP OF PARENTS, TEACHERS AND COMMUNITY LEADERS. THESE
SCHOOLS RETURN DECISIONMAKING TO THE NEIGHBORHOOD LEVEL WHERE THOSE
CLOSESY TC THE PROBLEMS ARE THE ARCHITECTS OF THE SOLUTIONS. THIS
PROGRAM 1S A UNION LED REFORM. ’

THE SECOND INITIATIVE IS TURNING OVER THE MANAGEMENT OF 9 CITY
SCHOOLS TO A PRIVATE COMPANY. THE 9 “TESSERACT" SCHOOLS ARE BEING
RUN AND SUPPORIED BY EA1 CORPORATION, WHICH 1£ BRINGCING IN THRIR OWN
CURRICULUM, NEW COMPUTERS, TEACHER'S AIDES, AND A SEPARATE COMPANY TO
MAINTAIN AND LANDSCAFE THE SCHOOLS. THE CONTRACT 1S FOR 5 YEARS AND
1TS SUCCESS WILL BE CAREFULLY EVALUATED BEFORE THE PROGRAM IS
EXPANDED.

THE THIRD INITIATIVE 1S ALSO A PRIVATE CONTRACT. SYLVAN LEARNING
SYSTEMS 1S PROVIDING SPECIAL REMEDIAL SERVICES IN MATH AND READING IN
SIX CHAPTER 1 ELEMENTARY SCHOOLS. MR. CHAIRMAN, OUR WILLINGNESS TO
CHANGE THE WAY. OUR SCHOOLS ARE MANAGED - INCLUDING WORKING WITH THE
PRIVATE SECTOR - SHOWS THAT HE ARE BEING INVENTIVE. WE ARE LEARNING
TO DO MORE WITH LESS. HWE ARE TRYING TO MAKE THE INEQUALITIES LESS
SAVAGE. AND 1 THINK THE SAME 18 TRUE IN MOST OTHER LARGE CITIES.

BUT WE NEED YOUR HELP, AND THE HELP OF OUR STATE OFFICIALS.

URBAN PUBLIC EDUCATION 1S NOT A LOSING CAUSE, A HISTORICAL ARTIFACT
OR A COSTLY WASIE OF MOMNEY. IT IS VITAL TO OUR ECONOMY, AN
INSTRUMENT OF SOCIAL JUSTICE, AN INVESTMENT IN LESS CRIME, AND THE
LAST BEST HOPE FOR HILLIONS OF HARD WORKING, ACADEMICALLY OGIfTED
CHILDREN. THAT 1S THE VIEW FROM LOCAL COVERNMENT, AND ! HOPE IT I8 A
VIEW THAT THIS COMMITTEE AND ALY OF CONGRESS WILL ADOPT,

THANK YOU.

157




154

Senator WELLSTONE. Thank you, Mayor. Again, I want to men-
tion that I know—and I am sure I'll leave names out—but I know
that Senator Dodd is intensely interested in addressing the same

uestion, as are Senator Simon, Senator Bingaman, Senator Pell—
there are a number of other people. So I just would say to you all
that there are many different subcommittees that are meetin
right now, so there is more interest than one, and I know we wi
follow up.

Mayor, 1 am going to have some specific questions, but I wonder
if we could go forward with all the testimony, and then I could put
questions to all of you.

Mr. Taylor, with your permission, Il move to Congressman
Becerra, if that's okay.

Congressman, thank you verg much for being here. For those.
who do not know Congressman Becerra, he was elected to the Con-
gress in November of last ﬁ'ear and represents the 30th Congres-
sional District, which is right in the heart of Los Angeles. We have
had a chance to meet. I really believe in you, Congressman, and
I'm glad you are here.

Mr. BECERRA. Thank you, Senator. I could say the same thing
about you. I do believe in the work that you have done, Senator
Wellstone, and I do appreciate the opportunity to be here to testify
before the committee on the issue of equity in education.

Although they are absent, I want to make sure I do mention
Chairman Pell and Chairman Kennedy, and the ranking members,
Senator Jeffords and Senator Kassebaum, for the work that they
have done on this particular issue as well.

In fact, I wanted to thank Senator Pell personally for my chance
to ? on to Stanford University and benefit from Senator Pell’s
work,

I know, Senator, that you have been very concerned about the
administration’s legislation, Goals 2000, Educate America, when it
comes to the inputs and outputs, and questions about how we fi-
nance our schools and provide ecﬂt:ity to all our students. I should
mention that today in the U.S., the future of most children is still
determined by where they live and whom they are born to. This
stark truth confronts you whether you are looking across the
street, across town, or across this Nation.

My wife Carolina and I are reflecting on this truth more and
more these da}ys. Our first child, Clarisa Isabel, was born just 3
months ago. If we could move the clock forward about 5 years,
Clarisa would be enterinikindergarten at nearby Eagle Rock Ele-
mentary School near my home in Los Angeles. The school has 743
students and sits on 5 .3 acres of property; 3.1 of those acres are
reserved for J;laygrounds and athletic fields. Eagle Rock does not
track its students into rigid academic proposals, and it has a very
good reputation in Los Angeles.

If we lived, say, in the community of Boyle Heights, just 10 min-
utes away and also in my district, Clarisa might attend Sheridan
Elementary School, which has 1,262 students, twice as many as
Eagle Rock. Sheridan has fewer acres, 4.9, and only 2.2 acres are

reserved for playgrounds and athletic fields. Sheridan does track
its students.
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These two schools are less than 10 miles from each other, but
they are worlds apart. Few if any of us in Congress would have to
worry about choosing between an Eagle Rock or a Sheridan School
for our children, but in every poor rural and urban area in this
country, we have children attendinig schools that we in. this room
would not allow our children to set foot in.

Let me share with you what I have seen happen in my home
State of California since I last attended public school. In the 1975-
76 school year, my senior year in high school, the State of Califor-
nia ranked 18th out of 50 States in educational expenditures. By
1991-92, California ranked 36th.

What happened? What made this change occur? Well, 4.1 million
students in 1976 attended our schools; that was up to about 5.1
million in 1992. The number of poor school age children has grown
from approximately 650,000 in 1980 to almost 900,000 in 1990.
California’s number of poor school age children alone is greater
than the total school enrollment of 30 different States. The
number of disabled children almost doubled, to apgroximately
540,000 this year, and the number of limited English-proficient,
LEP, children has virtually tripled since 1976 to nearly one million.

California has the second-worst student-teacher ratio in the
country. We have about 23 studznts per teacher. That compares to
the national average of about 17.

In California, we need more than $11 billion just to repair and
renovate our existing schools, and our State would have to build 20
new classrooms and hire 20 new teachers a day for the next 6
years just to keep pace.

California’s school financing system has undergone extraordinary
transformation over the past 20 years. I think that is very clear.
There has beer: a dramatic shift away from local funding and local
control to State revenues and control by the legislature and the
Governor.

There are three major com(fonents to this change: 1) the land-
mark Serrano v. Priest legal decision overturning the State’s prop-
erty tax-based school finance system; 2) the passage of the Propo-
sition 13 property tax limitation in 1978, and 3) the voter approval
in 1988 of Proposition 98's minimum funding guarantee for edu-
cation.

What has been the effect of these actions? On the positive side,
it has moved us toward education funding equalization. Ninety-five
percent of California’s students attend schools in districts where
the funding per student is approximately the same within about a
$280 differential. Another major change, of course, is that now edu-
cation funding in California is controlled by the State legislature
and the Governor.

While equalization has been successful in certain respects, inter-
district equity across the State does not necessarily translate into
student or school equitﬂ. The 1986 class lawsuit against the Los
Angeles Unified School District, LAUSD, illustrates this point.

e suit claimed that the LAUSD had allocated more basic re-
sources per child to nonminority schools, primarily those in the af-
fluent west side of town, than to predominantly minority inner-city
schools on the east side and south central areas of Los Angeles.
Students in minority schools were going 6 months without a per-
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manent teacher. Some schools in my district which were built to
house 600 students had enrollments of over 1,000 students.

A settlement was reached just last year. LAUSD has agreed to
e%ualize the basic resource expended per student by the 1997-98
school year.

School equity is not an easy issue to grapple with; I think we are
all certain about that. Equalization, while a partial improvement,
is not_necessarily a panacea for what ails education. We need to
shift the paradigm, in my opinion, and look at education in much
the way we have looked at other services, for example, health care.
While I don’t proposed that we adopt our current health care
model, education should be regarded as a service that will treat the
ailments of all of our students.

We are fooling ourselves if we believe that simply equalizing the
amount of money we sﬁend to each student is equitable. To be fair,
in the past, Congress has recognized the inherent inequitable allo-
cation of resources. Some of the people in this Senate subcommittee
deserve much of the credit for seeking a cure. Unfortunately, the
Federal share of education funding has declined from almost 11
percent in 1979 to about 6 percent today.

The United States now ranks 13th among the 23 wealthiest in-
dustrialized nations in public spending on education. We need to
shift the paradiﬁm, and we need to begin working toward providing
children with the resources they require, based on their relative
need. We would define “equity” as the allocation of funding to meet
individual educational needs, not just matching dollar amcunts for
students in poor and wealthy districts. This is why the issue of “op-
portunity to learn” standards is so critical. If we cannot agree on
a measurement of what a school must input in order for its stu-
dents to succeed, how can we establish national standards to deter-
mine the students’ level of success—the outputs?

I also believe we cannot run away from the issue of inpats versus
outputs as we debate school reform. We cannot seck the high
standards proclaimed in the “Goals 2000” legislation when we do
not provide a foundation to meet them. We have to be honest with
the American people and hold ourselves and all elected officials ac-
countable. Make no mistake—if we invest our education dollars
wisely in less affluent areas, we can be successful.

Just look at three hi%a schools in Los Angeles, two of which are
in my district—Bravo Medical Magnet and Roosevelt Hii}‘xl—-and
one school, El Camino High, in a northwest suburb of Los eles.
Bravo and Roosevelt are in the same community, a stone’s throw
apart. Bravo Medical Magnet has approximately 1,500 students, 90
percent of them minority. It opened in 1990 to serve students inter-
ested in the field of medicine. LAUSD spends about $5,800 per
Bravo student. Last year’s standardized test scores were 10 to 15
g%rcent above the State average in math, reading and langauge.

ere were a total of eight dropouts, 144 suspensions, and two stu-
dents suspended from Bravo last year.

Roosevelt High has approximately 3,800 students, 98 percent of
whom are Latino. It opened in 1923. LAUSD spends about $4,100
ger student. Roosevelt students score 10 to 3C percent below the

tate average. Last year, there were 812 dropouts, 300 suspen-
sions, and 7 expulsions at Roosevelt.
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About 20 miles away, in the affluent community of Woodland
Hills, is El Camino High School. There are approximatel%' 2,900
students, 55 percent minority. LAUSD spends about $4,700 per
student. Students scored 10 to 23 percent higher on standardized
tests than the average statewide. Last year, there were 198 drop-
outs, 504 suspensions, and one student expeﬁed at El Camino.

The old adage still applies: You can pay me now, or you can pay
me later. Keep in mind that 80 sercent of California’s inmates are
school dropouts. The State spends less than $5,000 to keep a stu-
dent in high school and over $33,000 to keep that same young per-
son locked up behind bars. It costs $24 million in California to
build a hiih school and about $240 million to build a penitentiary.

We all know money is tight for all Federal programs, and the
current fiscal environment will not change dramatically in the near
future. Chapter 1 is a perfect example. Rather than increasing the
pot of money to help all poor children nationwide, we will be pit-
ting high-growth States against low-growth States in game of edu-
cation poker. We must be frank with the American people about
education. If we are to make a real attempt at education reform in
this country, we need to talk about significant increases in our Fed-
eral commitment to education,e‘ferhaps. returning to the Federal
ghare of 12 to 15 percent of all educational spending.

The issue of qqujtiy in education has been anali'zed, debated and
rehashed laborious y. I hope someday my child, your child or
grandchild, America's child will be able to walk into an American
classroom and be able to receive a quality education.

Thank you, Senator Wellstone and members of the subcommittee
for the opportunity to come before you.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Becerra follows:]
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PREPARED STATEMENT OF REPRESENTATIVE XAVIER BECERRA

Good morning. I am honored to be here today to testirty
before the Senate Education, Arts, and Humanities Subcommittee on
the subject of equity in education. As a freshman member of the
House Education and Labor Commjttee, I appraciate the opportunity

to share my perspective on perhaps the most critical issue facing
federal education policy-makers today.

Before I begin I'd 1ike to thank Chairman Pell and Chalrman
Kennedy, and Ranking members Senator Jeffords and Senator
Kassenbaum, as well as Senator Wellgtone and the other nembers of
the subcommittee for their efforte in holding hearings on the
iswue of school finance and equity. Senators Kennedy and Pell
have a long history.of activiam in education, and I understand
Senator Wellstone and the rest of the subcomrittee have been very
concerned about the {ssue of school finance in the context of the

Administration's Goals 2000: Rducate America lagislation
currently before Congress.

In some vays it ic a reflection on the sad state of Anerican
education that we need to discuss school equity. Tedsy, in the
United sStates, the future of most children is still determined by
where, and to whom, thcy are born. This stark truth confronts

you whether you are looking acrose the street, across town, or
across this nation. '

My wife, carolina, and X are reflecting on this truth more
and more these days. Our first child, cClarisa Isabel, was bhorn
three months ago. He live in the community of Eagle Rock, within
the city of Los Angeles. If we could move the clock foxrward five
years, Clarisa would be entering kindergarten at nearby Eagle
Rock Elementary School next month. This school has ai: enrollment
of 743 students and is fairly diverse, with a ratino majority,
but also substantial numbers of Caucasian, Asfian, and African-~
American studants. The school is on 5.3 acres, of which 3.1 nre
playgrounds or athletic fields. Eagle Rock Elementary receives
magnet school and gifted education funds, it does not track
students, and it has a very good reputation.

If wo lived, in say, the community of Boyle Heights, just 10
minutes away and also in my district, Clarisa might attend
Shexidan Elementary School. This school has an enrollment of
1,662 students. ror a school that serves over twics ac nany
students as gagle Rock, Sheridan has fever acres, 4.9, and only
2.2 acres are for playgrounds or athletic fie'ds. Sheridan
tracks its students and receives Chapter 1 and State School
Improvement funding. These two schools are less than 10 miles
from each other, but are worlds apart.

Few, if any of us, in Congresa would have to worry about
choogsing betwean an "Eagle Rock" or “Sheridan" school for our
children. But in -veri poor rural and urban area in this
country, whether it's in Roxbury, Massachusetts or the Santo
Domingo Indian reservation in Mew Mexico, whether it's in carden
city, Kansas or the south sidea of Chicage, we have children
attending schools that wo in this room would not allow our
children to step foot into.

Let me chare with you what ) have seen happen in my home
state of California since I last attended public school. 1In the
1975-76 school year, my esnior year in high school, the state of
California spent $1,457 per student compared to the natfonal
average of $1,441. California spent $16 more than the national
average and rarKed 18th out of 50 states in educational
expanditures.
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In the 1991-92 school year California spent $4,686 per
student compared to s national sverage of $5,466. California

lp:gt $780 less per student than the nationa) average and ranked
36th,

How did things get this bad? what has changed since I wvas
last in the California public school system? We had 4,380,400
students in 1976, while in 1992 we had 5,107,145. The number of
poor school-age children in my state has grown from 647,040 in
1980 to 894,202 in 1990, accounting for 60 percent of the growth
in poor children nation-wide over the last decade. California's
nunber ot poor school-age children alone is greater than the
total school-age enrollment of 30 different states. Special
education needs have grown as the number of disabled children
grew from 332,291 in 1976 to approximately 540,000 this year.
The need for bilingual programs continues as the number of
linited English proticient (LEP) children has virtually tripled
from 332,291 in 1976 to 986,462 in 1591,

Today, California has the second worst student-teacher ratio
in the country, 22.8, compared to a national average of 17.2,
while overall the avera?e class size ie over 28 students. Our
schools and resources will continue to be strained since our
school~-age population is¢ growing at a vate of 200,000 per year.
It is estimated that california needs over $131 billlon just for
repairs and renovations to existing schools and that we would
have to build 20 new classrooms and hire 20 hew teachers a day
for the next 6 years just to adeguately marve California's
growing student population. Of these new students. many will

come to achool with significant barriers to learning. More than
25 percent will come trom families 1iving in poverty and almost
20 percent will speak little or no English.

california's school finance system has undergone an
extraordinary transformation over the past 20 years. There has
been a dramatic shift away from local funding and local control
to state revenues and contrxol by the Legislature and the
Governor. The three major components in this change have been
the landmark Serxano v, Priest legal decigion overturning the
state's property-tax-based school financa system, the passage of
the Proposition 13 property tax limitation, and the voter

approval of Proposition 98's mininmum funding guarantee fox
education.

The 1971 california Supreme Court ruling in Serrano v,
Priest found unegual education funding in the state with high
spending in wealthy property tax districts and lovw education
spending in poor property tax districts. The Court held that
californias's school finance system violsted the State's
constitution. Actions by the legislature and a series of further
court decisions resulted in the state implementing a reguirement
in 1974 that per pupil expenditures per district be within a $100
"hand® stastewide. This requirement stil) exists, revised and
adjusted annually for inflation. All school dlatricts wust fall
within a $280 per student statewide expenditure "band" for the
1992-93 mchool year.

I'm sure most of you are somewhat familiar with the
California voter rebellion against propcrty taxes in the late
1970's which resulted in ths passage of Proposition 13 in 1978.
Prop 13 limited sll property taxes to 1% of market value,
prohibited statc and local governments from passing any nev
property taxes, and mada it much harder for state and local
governments to rsise any type of taxes.

Since 1978, California has had to replace lost revenues
from property taxes with general state revenves. The burden of
financing schools was passed from the locality to the state. All
of e sudden education had to compete for funding at the state
level with everything else. ’
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California's education eystom wag now at the nercy of the
economic cycla. Property taxes are relatively stable, but with
education dependent on general revenues, a bad sconony meant less
noney for schools. The change was dramatic. Between 1977-78 and
1978-73 the local percentage of education revenue for school
districts went from 80.7 petcent to 23 psreent, while the ¢tate
percentage went from 38.1 percent to 62.5 parcent. According to
the most recent statistice from 1990-91, the state contributes
about 64 percent, and locals about 30 percent. Incidently, the
federal share has plummeted from 11.2 porcent in 19?7-78 and 14.5
percent in 1978-79 to about 6.5 percent in 1992-93,

I should note that california, like a numbar of companion
states, voted in a state lottery during the 1980's. The lottery
marketed as:.a revenue pit for schools. Lottery ravenues,
hovever, are not the most stabls gource ot funding. The
has never amounted to more than 2-4 percsnt of california
education spending. tIn effect, the lottery serves as e tax on

ne

the poor, and an ticient one at that given thet 66 cents on
every dollar never reach our schools,

lottery
's total

-

Ths final major component was the 1988 voter referendun on
Proposition 98, which mandated that the state spend the higher
total of either 4o% of state revenucs on education or the sum of
the previous year's education spsnding plus a parcentage increase
based on increased enrollment and per capita facome.

Contrary to Prop 98'e intent, it has aoted es a celling rethsr
than a floor for education spending, :

What has been the effect of thete actions? On the ositive
side, 1t has moved us toward educetion funding equalization
statevide. Roughly 95% of students in the state attend schools
in districts with revenue limits within thas "band" prescribed by
dsrrano, currently around $280 psr student. And of the 5 percent
not within the "band”, most are funded above the median level,
California has had some success in narrowing the gap end helping
many of ite poorest echool districts.

Another major change is that now educatlon funding in
Californie fs controlled by ths state legislature and the

governor. HNo longer do local school boards go to the voters to
esk to raies revenuss for schools.

While equalization has bean successful in certain sspacts,
inter-aistrict equity ecross a state doss not neceseerily
translate into gtudent or echool equity.

In 1986 in Los Angeles, thas Mexican-American Lagal Defense
and Education fund (MALDEL) filed a suit on behalf of eseveral
parents egainst the Los Angeles Unified School District (LAUSD) .
The suit claimed that LAUSD had allocated more basic resources
per child to non-minority schools, primarily those on the more
atfluent west side of town, than to predominantly minority inner-
city schools on the aast -1do and in the south centrsl arsa of
Los Angeles. Basic resourCes werc defined as inciuding
Janitorial services, maintenance of buildings end facilities, end
teacher end administrative salariec. Basic resources sre

separate from Chapter 1 funds or other etate end fedesval formule
or cetegorical funding.

MALDEF clainmed that LAUSD was -endlng ite more experiencsd
and higher salaried teachers to non-minor ty schools, while
inner-city schools received younger, lees experienced, lower paid
ones. There were axamples of etudents in minority schools going
six nmonths vithout a permanent teacher, receiving a eteedy flow
of emargency credentialed teechere or subetitutes for 2-3 week
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periods at a time. Some schools in my district built to houae
600 studeants had enrollnents of over s 1000 studente.

Infrastructure and facilitiee were inadequata in many inner-city
schoole.

A mettlement was reached in 1992 in which LAUSD agreed to
equalire the basic resources sxpended per atudent among all 800
achools within 3 years, or by the 1997-98 achool year. It also .
required a cap on enrollment to reduce overcrowding and an end to
the migration of the leest exparienced twachers to the poorer
achoole. It remains to be seen whether the conditione of the
asttlemant will be met end vhether atudents from the majority
minority areas in the east zide, including my district, and from
eouth central Los Angeles will have scceas to siwilar teaching,
facilities, and baaic services as thoge studente in more °
affluent, non minority parte of the city.

This is not an easy issue to grapple with. Student sguity
and school finance issues have bsen depated in courte and state
legislatures, not only in the state of California and in the city

of Los Angelas, but in etatas ae different as Texae and Kentucky
and curxently in Connecticut.

He can see from the California caee thet equalization, while
an improvement, is not necesearily e panacea for what aile
education. I would argue that we need to change the vay ve view
equity in education. He need to ehift the paradigm and look at
education much the way we look at other gervices, health care for
instance. We do not give each person e $1000 dollare for health
care each year and then gay ve are finished epending money on
thie individuals’s health care neede. If the peraon had used
$980 and then bacame eseriously 111, would we deny her the care
she needed because she had exhauated her predstermined
allocation? Of co-se not. We recognize that one person may
require an operati n which costs $7000, wvhile another person may
only need medicine and a vieit to the doctor worth $75.

Why do we define equity in education differently, basing it
on some common dollar figure rather than taking into account the
relative needs ot individual children? HWe are fooling ocurselves

if ve believe eimply equallzing the amount of money we Send to
sach school per etudent is equitable. ’

To be fair, in the past Congrees has recognized the inherent
incquitable allocation of resourcee to certain populations of
school children. 1In fact, some of the paople on this Senate
subconmittee deserve much of the credit for the federal
government's attempts to level the playing field. The Chapter 1
program within the zlenantar¥ and Secondary Eduocation Act
annually eends around $6 billion dollars to poor students
nationvide. when Congress designed a program like Title VII, the
Bilingual Baucation aAct, which eends woney to schools with large
populations of limited English proficient students, it
acknovledged the special neede of these students.

Unfortunstely the federal share of educetion funding hae
declined from almost 11 parcent in 1979 to 6§ psxcent today.
According to The Mashinuton Post (9/24/92), the United States
ranks thirteenth among the twenty-three wealthiest induetrialised
natione in public spending on education.

Despites what sone wight say, thera is a direct corxelation
betwcen funding and echievenent. A recent study by the
Educatiocnel Testing service (ETS), :hg_gg’:._gx.xnggygxxg , found
lover NAEP (Hational Aeassswent of xducational Progresss) teet
scores in those classrooms in which teachers reported a lack of
adequate materiale. ' In echools with poverty levels higher than
30 percent, almost 60 parcent of the teachere had only “eome" or
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"none* of the i{nstructional materisls they needed. The study
sleo found that betwesan 40 and 5o percent of students i{in
digadvantaged urban areas reported a lack of resources.

We neaed to shift the paradigm and begin working towards
providing children with the resources the require based on their
relative need. Each child, relative to h¥s or her educations)
needs, ought to be provided sufficient revenues to meet these
needs. Thue, we would define "equity* ag the allocation of
funding to meet indf{viduval educational needs, not just matching
dollar amounts for students in poor and wealthy districts.

All of us vho are elected officials know or should know the
surest route to better schools: {increased funding. It would be
disingenuous for ne to g1t hare without acknowladging that we do
not sand enough money to our poorest schools. Would any of us in
good feith.unroll our own children in some of the schools vhich
our constituents' children must attand?

Things won't change, and ve know they won't, if aotion isn't
token from the tap and priorities sat by strong viaionary
leaders. This applies equally to school boards, state and local
governnents, and those of us at the federal level.

We have seen a achool reform movement gather steam since the
early 1980'es. But is it any surprise that our schools have been
going downkill as federal spending has dropped precipitously
during thic came period? We can talk =ll we wvant, but let's try
to be honest and speak the truth. Congress as a whola and recent
administrations have not msde education a priority and have
slowly retreated from a strong federal role.

This is why the issue of "Opportunity to Learn® standards is
8o critical. If we cannot agree on a measurement of what a
school must "input” i{n order for its students to succeed, how can
we have national standards to determine the performance quslity
of America's studants -~ the “outputs®?

He cannot run sway from the issue of “inputs versus outputs"
a8 we deobate school reform. We cannot seek the highest standards
proclaimed in "Goals 2000" when we do not provide a foundation to

meet them. ' We have to be honest to the American people and hold

ourselves, Govarnors, state lagislators, and school boerd members
accountable.

Make no mistake, if we invest our education dollars wisely
in less affluent areas, ve can be successful. Just look at thrase
high schools in Los Angeles: two schools in my district, sravo
Medical Magnet, and Roosevelt High, and one echool, Bl Camino
Migh, in a northwest suburb of Loe Angeles.

Bravo and Roosevelt are in the same community, s stone's
throv apart, but with very different profiles. pravo Medical
Hagnet hae 1,457 students, 91.4 parcent of thes minorities and
over 50 parcent Latino. 1t apened in 1990 to serve students
interested in the f{eld of medicine. LAUSD spands $5848 pdr
student and last year's gtandardized test scores were 10-15%
percent. above the state average in wath, reading and language.

There vere a total of & dropouts, 144 suspensions and 2 students
expelled from Bravo last year.

Roosevelt High &chool, on the other hand, has 3,778
students, 98 percent of which are Latino. 1t opened in 1923 and
LAUSD spends $4117 per student. Roosevelt students gcored 10-J0
percent lower than the state average. Last year there ware g12

dropouts, 30 suspensions and ? expulsions at Roosevelt High
School.
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About 20 miles sway, in the affluent community of Woodland
Hills is E1l Camino High School. E1 cawino has 2,866 studente, %5
percent minority and 45 percent Caucaejan. LAUSD ependa $4702
per student, and students here scored 10-23 percent higher on
standardized tests than the state average. There were 198

dropouts, 504 euspensions and 1 student expslled from Xl Camino
##igh school last yaar.

The old adage applias: pay me now or pay me later. Keep in
mind that 80 percent of california‘s inmates are dropouts. The
state apends less than $5000 dollars to keep a student in high
echool and ovar $33,000 to keep that same young person locked
behind bars. It coats $24 million to build a high school and
$240 million, or 10 times ae much, to build a penitentiary to
hold an equal number of bodies. We think this eaves woney in the

short run, but reslly we are pasging a far higher cost on to our
children.

Thess are not easy decisions we are faced with in Congress.
We all know money is tight for all federal programs, and the
current fiscal environment will not change drawatically in the
near future. Wc are dealing with the sane hasic funding levels
and an increased need. Chapter i is s perfect sxample. Due to
the population shifte shown by the 1930 Ceneus, we will sse
regional winners and losere. How wuch each region will gain or
lose will boil down to politics. Rather than increasing the pot
of woney to help all poor children nationwide, we will be pitting

high growth against low growth states in a game of education
poker.

¥We muat be frank with the American people about education.
Like most aifficult tasks worth doing, it will take sacrifice and
money. If we are to make & real attsmpt at education reform in
this country, we need to talk about a significant increase in our
federal copmitment to education, perhspe raturning to the federal
share of 12-15 percant of all education spsnding. Then, the
states and their gchools wuet ~~ not may -- maks commensurate
commitments to their students.

The iesue of equity in ecducstion has been analyzad, dobated,
and rehashed lahoriously. Why must it take the flames of neglact
and wvasted futures to ignite us into sction? I hope someday, my
child, your child or grandchild, America‘s child will be able to
valk into America‘'s claseroom and receive a guality education.

167




164

Senator WELLSTONE. Thank you, Congressman.

I will ask Mr. Taylor to testify now, and Congressman, if you do
need to leave, we will understand; if you can stay, that’s fine.

Mr. BECERRA. I can remain, Senator.

Senator WELLSTONE. Mr. 'l‘aﬂgr.

.Mr. TAYLOR. Good morning, Mr. Chairman.

I want to add a word to those of my colleagues on this panel, of
congratulations to the chair, particularly for the role you have
played in getting these hearings going. I know, as you have said,
there are many members of the committee who are interested in
the issue, but I think it was very important to focus attention on
it, and I think you are already building a record in these hearings
that will compel the attention of a number of other lelgislators.

Senator WELLSTONE. Well, if I could interrupt, I would thank
you, but I will say to everyone here that those words are much ap-
preciated and mean a lot to me given the fact that Bill Taylor has
probably been at this as long as anyone I know and has as great
a commitment as anyone in this country, as a lawyer and goin
back to your work with Thurgood Marshall to right now. So than
you for saying that.

Mr. TAYLOR. Well, thank you. _

Let me say that I am here this morning testifying as to my own
views rather than for any organization, but mang' of the things I
will say are reflected in and reflect the work of an independent
commission on Chapter I which made a report at the end of last
year entitled, “Making Schools Work for Children in Poverty,”
which has a good deal about equity in it. So if it is appropriate,
I'd like to make that a part of the record of these hearings.

[The document referred to may be obtained from the American
Association for Higher Education.]

Mr. TAYLOR. I will now summarize my testimony briefly.

As Congressman Becerra said, this is not a new issue that we
are dealing with. It arose in California in the sixties. But I think
there have been two developments since the 1970’s that have made
school finance reform a matter of urgency that really deserves the
highest priority attention from the Congress.

e first development is that despite efforts that have been made
in some States, in many States, property wealth disparities and
spending disparities have just grown enormously over the last 20
years. I cite in my testimony the districts that are always used in
the Texas litigation, the Edﬁfwood district and the Alamo district,
as the poorest and the wealthiest. The figures are in there, but the
short of it is that the gap between the poorest and the wealthiest
districts in Texas has grown more than 10 times over a pericd of
less than 20 years. So it now stands at $38,854 in Edgewood, and
$570,109 in back of each child in the Alamo district.

We also have some examples from Maryland, and the Mayor has
already spoken about that. Our figures indicate that the difference
between the highest and lowest spending districts in Maryland is
about $75,000 per classroom in the State.

So we have this growing inequity.

The second development is that I think it may have been fair in
the 1970’s for people to ask whether money truly makes a dif-
ference in educational outcomes, but now there is a solid body of
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research that demonstrates the kinds of expenditures that really do
make a difference. And in, I have cited some of that in my testi-
mony, and I have appended I think a particularly helpful report by
Robert Slavin of Johns Hopkins on this subject.

In a report that my colleague Dianne Piche and I did for the
House Committee on Education and Labor in 1990, we tried to syn-
thesize some of this research. Basically, it identified a number of
areas. One was preschool, and I think you are familiar with the re-
search on Head Start and some of the other associated research.
A second initiative had to do with reading programs in the early
grades. A third had to do with establishing small classes, and if
they can be small enough, 15 or less, they have a particularly use-
ful advantage for children who are poor and minority.

Another area was establishing a broad curriculum and providing
access for all children to that broad curriculum. And the last one
I would mention which is particularly important, as you know, is
having experienced and well-trained teachers, teaching in their
areas of specialization.

In each of these areas, as %ou go from State to State—and again,
we have cited examples in the testimony—you will find gross and
sometimes shockin disgarities in what property-poor districts are
able to put forward and what property-wealthy districts have. So
money itself may not make a difference, but the services that
nl‘xqﬂfy can buy can make an enormous difference in the lives of
children.

The other thing that one, of course, could conclude from looking
at the data is that the chief victims of this archaic system of fi-
nancing schools are poor and minority children, because they are
disproportionately located in property-poor districts. And even in
those instances where they re located in cities with some gro_;)erty
wealth, you have cost differences which drive the costs of education
higher, and you have what is sometimes called “municipal overbur-
den,” demand on the resources that are available to the city to
meet a whole host of other social needs that exist in the jurisdic-
tion.

So that is the factual picture we lay out. There are some people
around who believe that education reform can be accomplished
without confronting the issue of equity, and that if we set stand-
ards for all that are high, and that :f we dispense a rhetoric of high
expectations, children will somehow achieve even if the resources
have not been made available. The realities, we believe, are other-
wise.

It is really hard to imagine that large numbers of topflight teach-

. ers, no matter how committed they are, will be attracted to, will
stay, and will thrive in places like Camden and Baltimore, if not
only are their salaries depressed as compared to suburban teach-
ers, but they lack the resources that we have been talking about—
preschools, social services, counseling in the schools, reading pro-
grams, small classes that they need to succeed in their work.

Some people have asked whether Congress is the appropriate
branch of Government to address this issue and whether Chapter

I is the appropriate vehicle to us. We believe the answer to both
questions 1s yes.
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No issue is more central to the Federal role as it has been ex-
ressed in the civil rights laws, as it has been expressed in the
'ederal aid to education laws auu:i:f equal educational oppor-
tunitg to minority and economically-disadvantaged students than is
this fiscal equity issue. Congress has the responsibility and the au-
thority under section 5 of the 14th Amendment to enact legislation
to secure the equal protection of the laws for children, and that’s
what this issue is all about. And Chapter I, as the largest Federal
aid gro%ram to elementary and secon schools, is the right vehi-
cle, I believe.

In fact, until Congress does address the issue of fiscal inequity,
Chapter I will not achieve its purposes. Congress would like to be-
lieve that Chapter I cgrovides special aid for the needs of economi-
cally disadvan ildren. But that notion is built on the fiction
that Federal aid is built on top of a level playing field. Until that
fiction is made a fact, in poor districts, Chapter I is deployed on‘lf'
to en, in a losing game of catch-up. To have the 6 percent Fed-
eral funds, or the 8 percent or 12 percent only partially meet the
gap between the high property wealth districts and the low prop-
erty wealth districts. .

ow, I know you are interested in what the solutions are. I think
the prime approach should be to take an approuach that already is
in Chapter 1, that of comparability of services within a district, and
extend it to include comparability of services among districts. That
has worked reasonably well in Chapter I for almost 30 years, and
there is no reason why it should not work well if it is applied on
a statewide basis.

A second approach, which is also in the. commission’s Chapter I
report, asks each State to establish basic standards on the services
that must be delivered at each public school. These standards, the
“opportunity to learn” standards, would not guarantee equality of
opportunity, but they would establish a floor so that students even
in the poorest districts would have an opportunity to succeed.

Of course, for these standards to work, they would have to be a
requirement, not merely an option, because if they are simply an
option, you can be sure we will be back here talking about great
grxsparitxes in districts and a lack of basic resources 2, 3, 4 years

om now.

Finally, I would acknowledge to you something that you already
know very well, and that is that reaching a solution on this issue
poses a major political challenge. But in the 30 years that I have
spent here, working on legislation, I should say nothing important
has ever been accomplished that did not appear difficult if not im-
possible at the outset. And I think the time on this issue is ripe.
A few State courts have shown the way. I am convinced, because
- I have talked to some of them, that there are educators and other
public officials throughout the country who know how badly reform
is needed, who can’t accomplish it at the State level and who are
waiting for some higher authority to tell them what they must do
and what thety know is right. And in that respect, it really does re-
semble school desegregation and other civil rights issues of a num-
ber of years ago.

The educators knew it was right. They knew it had to come.
They knew it was sound educationally. But they needed the Fed-
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eral Government to tell them, through the Civil Rights Act of 1964
and Title VI, that it must be done.

The issue is here now. I think a growing number of groups are
seeing this as a fundamental equal protection issue. The NAACP
adopted a strong resolution on this issue at its convention last
month, The Mexican American Legal Defense Fund has drafted
proposed legislation that covers this issue. The business commu-
nity, interestingly enough, and the National Alliance of Business,
are seeing this as an issue that is very important to take on.

So as formidable as the issue may seem, I think there is a gath-
ering momentum on it, and I think these hearings will move us for-
ward in the quest for equal protection of the laws.

Thank you, Senator.

[The prepared statement of * .r. Taylor follows:)
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STATEMENT OF WILLIAM L. TAYLOR
Introduction

Good Morning, Senator Wellstone. | am Witliam L. Taylor. 1 am engaged in
the private practice of law in Washington, D.C. speclalizing n litigation and other
forms of advocacy on behalf of children. | am aiso an adjunct professor of law at
Georgetown University Law Center, where { teach a course on the law of education
and equal op;;oriunity. and | serve as Vice Chair of the Leadership Conference on
Civil Rights and as Vice Chair of the Citizens' Commission on Civil Rights. In
addition, { am the author, along with my colleague Dianne M. Piché, of Shorichanging

hildren: The Impact of Fiscal Inequity on the Education of ot Risk, a report
commissioned in 1890 by the House Commitiee on Education and Labor. Over the
past several years, { have had the privilege to serve as counse! to an independent
Commission on Chapter 1, a 28-member panel of distinguished leaders in education
and cliild advocacy. Afthough | testify today in my individual capacity, much of my
testimony is drawn from the Commission's recent report entitied Making Schools
Work for Children in Poverty, which Includes a comprehensive set of
recommendations for the reauthor'zation of Chapter 1 of the ESEA.

As a preliminary matier, 1 should say that | am a relatively recent convert to
the movement to address the issue of resource disparities among our schools. Like
many In the 1960s, | was skeptical that money alone-given pervasive conditions of
racial and economic isolation--could make a difference. But two things have bacome
clear now that were not necessarily evident in the 1860s and 70s when the
movement for schoo! finance reform had its beginnings.

First, R is now clear that the spending disparities among districts, as wel as
among the 50 states, have widened not narrowed since the Supreme Court's 1973
decision in San Antoplo v, Rodriguez.’ For example:

¢ At the time of Rodriguez, the property-poor Edgewood district, with a
minority population of 98%, had property with an assessed valuation of $5960
per pupll. The property-rich Alamo district, with & 19% minority population, had
an assessed valuation of $49,000 per pupil. By the end of the 1980s, when
the Texas school finance system was litigated in state court, Edgewood had
increased in property wealth from $5960 per student {o $38,854; Alamo,
meanwhile, had increased from $49,000 par pupll to $570,109. * In other
words, ihe per pupH gap between the two districts had increased fr~m 43,000
to mote than 531,000 dotiars in less than 20 years.
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& The property-wealthy districts of Monigomery County and Baliimore County,
Maryland, speni $5,644 and $4,943 per pupll respectively in 1986-87. During

, the tame pericd, the poorer districts of Baltimore City and Caroline County
spent $3,640 and $3,397 each per pupil. By 1992, the difference between the
highest and lowest spending district was over $3,000, or $75,000 per class of
25 students.?

Second, we now know a great deal more than we did a generation ago about
educational expenditures that make a difference for disadvantaged youngsters. Some
have argued that channeling more money into poor school systems will not have any
significant kmpact on educational outcomes. However, there is a growing body of
research -~ including that of Dr. Ronald Farguson from Harvard whom you heard from
tast week, and Dr. Robert Slavin from Johns Hopkins University-- whose article, "Afler
the Victory: Making Funding Equity Make a Difference™ | am appending to the
testimony -- that makes clear that investments of educational resourcea can make 8
major difference in the lifa chances of children, especially poor children.

What kinds of expenditures do make a difference? Let me highlight a few,
drawn from the research Dianne Piché and | reviewed for the House Education and
Labor Commitiee in Shorichanging Children, and in part from Making Schools Work:

. Preschoo! and oihet early childhood development programs.
. Programs like "Success for Alf", developed by researchers at Johns
Hopkins University, and "Reading Recovery”, which have shown

success In preventing reading fallure and rentention in the early
elementary grades.

. Small classes, particularly for children from low-income families.

. A broad, challenging curriculum in by subjects, including mathematics,
science, and languages.

. Experienced teachers assigned to teach subjects in which they have
been wel-trained.

. Adequate supplemental services, Including counselors and aocial
workers.

In i hildren, we concluded that these vital programa and
services are routinely denied to children who five in the poorest schoo! districts. For
example:
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. Preschool. A number of the poorest districts in Texas could not
participate in a state-funded preschool program because they facked
facilities and matching funds. tn Maryland, the vast malority of children
in affluent Montgomery County had the opportunity to attend either
public and privately sponsored preschool programs while in Baltimore
City atieast half the children did not atter.d preschool®

. Programs to prevent early reading failure. While reading programs in
the early grades appear critical to a child's school success, the
availabiiity of such programs appears dependent on schoo! districts’
wealth. In Maryland : 1979, 70 percent of the third-grade children in
the property-poor district of Baltimore City had below-level reading
scores while only 7 percent of the children In the weaithy district of
Montgomery County fell below grade level in reading. Yet the wealthier
district was able to provide a special reading teacher for those few
students having reading difficulties, while the property-poor dist-icts
could not afford an additional teacher. There were few, ¥ any, remedial
of compensatory services available in the poor districts.®

3 Class Size. In Montana, teacher student ratios In wealthy districts were

as Io'ew as 1:13, while in poorer districts they were in the twenties or low
' thirties.

3 Jeachers. In wealthy districts in Pennsylvania, New York, Maryland and
New Jersey, court records showed teachers were better trained and had
more experience than those In the poorest districts in these states.
Courts also have found teachers were paid betier in wealthier districts in
Kentucky, Maryland, and elsewhere.

. Curriculum. In the wealthy Princeton, New Jersey, schoot district, there
was 1 computer for 8 children, while the city of Camden's schools had 1
computer for 58. In Yexas, many poor Texas districts offered no forelgn
language, chemistry, calculus, college preparatory or honors program.

. Services fike counselors ang soclal workers. Despite greater student
needs, property-poor districts are lacking sorely in the avaflabitity of
social services and counseling programs compared with the high-wealth
districts. In Edgewood, the Texas district court found that fow-weafth
schools had lower quality or nonexistent counseling or programs for
dropout prevention. in Camden, New Jersey, there were seven
counselors for m. re than 11,000 children while in Princeton's midde
school there were three counselors avallable for 800 pupils.®

In short, the weight of the evidence is clear: money does make a significant
difference in the abiiity of districts to hire and retuin good teachers and to purchase
the programs and services that we now know do work for disadvantaged children.

tis clear as we!(lhat the chief victims of the abitrary and archaic way this
nation distributes educational resources are poor and minority children. They are
disproporticnately concentrated in property-poor districts. Even in those instances
where these children live in urban jurisdictions with property wealth, the demands on
the cities to deal with other social problems means that adequate resources are not
available for education.
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The simple fact Is, if we as a Nation do not assure the delivery of high quality
Instruction, coupled with these additional interventions, we are deluding ourselves into
imagining that large numbers of poor and minority chiidren ever will have a fair
chance to succeed.

What is troubling is that there is a group of people who genuinely believe in
education reform who are prepared to argue that reform can be achieved without
addressing the fundamental issue of educational equity. This claim is couched In the
language of "systemic reform"” l.nd qoes something kike this:

1. All children can learn and are capable of achieving at high jevels.

2. Children, particularly minorities and the poor, are not achieving at these
iﬂgh levels because expectations are low and the curriculum is pegged
to low standards. :

3. So, by setting high standards and dispensing a rhetoric of high expectations,
vie wit somehow produce high achliovers — without any concomitant
effort to provide the resources needed by impoverished schools
and districts to purchase and deliver the inputs needed to achieve these
goals.

The fallacy is painfully clear. | know of no educator who will tell you the
children of Camden, New Jersey, of East St. Louls and Chicago, IL, of Baitimore, MD,
etc., now have a fair chance to compete academically with the children of the
Princetons, Highland Parks, and Montgomery Counties of this Nation. Noris it
possible to imagine that top large numbers of flight teachers, no matter how
commitied, will be attracted to and stay in the Camdens and the Baltimores if they
iack the resources - pre-schools, social services, reading programs, small classes -
that they need to succeed in their work.

The argument that the job can be done without addressing fiscal inequity may
be understandable, because money is tight and the politicat problems are
considerable. But, understandable or not, the argument is short-sighted. If we fail to
do the job right this time, you can be sure that we will soon be in another round of
*blame the victim®. 1t will be sald that the government tried again to change
education, but poor children failed to respond. So, there must be something wrong
with them.
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The Connection Betwesn Chapter 1 And School Finance Systems

As Senator Pell indicated on the opening day of this three-part series of
hearings, the appropriate place for the Congress to focus its concern about
inequitable state school finance systems Is Chapter 1 of the ESEA. There are

several reasons why it is appropriate for Congress to address this problem, and why
Chapter 1 may be the best vehicle.

First, it is my strong belief that although the federal government has an
important role to play in encouraging and supporting state and local educational
Improvement, its role is much stronger when it comes to guaranteeing civil rights and
educational opportunity. For the last three decades since passage of the Civil Rights
Act of 1964 and Title 1 (now Chapter 1) of the ESEA in 1965, Congress has asserted
a major Interest in prohibiting and preventing discrimination in education and in
assuring equal educational opportunities for minoritles and low-income children.®

Second, Chapter 1 represents, in dollar terms, the federal government's largest
commitment to securing equal educational opportunities for our nation's growing
numt;ers of economically disadvantaged children. As a practical matter, the
Improvements in resource ailocation schemes required at the state level are of such a
magnitude that they cannot be leveraged with anything but the $8 billion plus in
Chapter 1. The now $400 miltion proposed for Goals 2000 Is not likely to stimulate
more than mere rhetoric on "opportunity to learn,” while what is needed are
enforceable standards. Moreover, if there is to be any improvement in resource
silocation at the state and district levels sufficient to afford real opportunity for poor
and minority children to learn at high levels, 1 am convinced, it will have to be
leveraged. And In much the same way Congress successfully has employed the
IDEA and other statutes to leverage other changes it believed needed to be made.

Finally, the failure to deal with educationat inequity makes Chapter 1 an
inefficient program and prevents it from achieving its goals. Chaptler 1 has been buiit
on the fiction of a leve! playing field, that Is, that federal funds are provided as a
supplement for economically disadvantaged children to an educational program that
Is already adequate for them. In many places this is simply not the case. In the
Report we prepared for the House Education and Labor Committee In 1990, my
colleague Dianne Piché and | examined how Chapter 1 funds were used by school
districts in the state of New Jersey. We looked at the property-wealthy district of
Englewood with a per pupil expenditure of $6,824 In 1989-80, along with several
property-poor districts like Bridgeton which spent $3,825 per child and Trenton which
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spent $5,385. Because of its wealth, Englewood is able fo fund, with state and local
doflars, a complete range of programs and services for disadvantaged chiidren. its
Chapter 1 allocation, then, was truly supplemental. But In property-poor districts,
such as Bridgeton and Camden, educators had to decide which few of these

programs they could afford and had to limit availability to a fraction of the students in
need."

' Chapter 1 was built on a firm premise that extra help for children
disadvantaged by poverty could help close the achievement gaps. In fact, the extra
$800-1000 per pupil contributed by Chapter 1 is a good start toward meeting the
needs of such children. In our Shortchanging Children report and in recent literature,
experts have asserted a need for an additional $1,000-2000 par child to compensate
for the impact of poverty and educational disadvantage. But these experts have
assumed a level playing field, and an already adequate base. When disparities
between the wealthy and Impoverished districts in many states are $3,000 or more

per pupil, Chapter 1 can only be deployed to play a losing game of catch-up in the
poor districts.

So What Are The Solutions?

Federal leadership is needed to address the critical deficits in learning
opportunities faced by children in many impoverished school districts. Two Initiatives

recommended by the Commission on Chapter 1, if enacted in the ESEA, could be
effective in this regard:

1. Statewide comparability of essential educational services,

First, Congress could strengthen the provisions of current Chapter 1 law
requiting “"comparability” of services." Currently, a school district can recelve
Chapter 1 funds pnty if it provides, with state and local funds, the same level of
services in all schools within the district. This is a sound concept, but, regrettably the
comparability provisions have never been applied on an interdistrict, or statewide,
basis. The Commission on Chapter 1 has proposed requirlng that just as local
educational agencies must assure comparability, each state educational agency
should assure comparable services for comparable needs to students across districts
within the state before the state may receive ESEA funds. The services Included
under current law would be expanded to Include, for example, those services |
mentioned earlier which experts now agree are critical to the success of
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disadvantaged students, e.g., preschool; certified, trained teachers; provision of
counselors and social workers; and adequata class size.'?

2. Qpportunity fo Learn Standards.

Second, Congress should require each state to promuigate and enforce
opportunity to learn standards sulficient to assure that every disadvantaged child has
a fakr chance to learn and to achieve the high standards now universally being calied
for In our public schools. The Comimission has recommended that such standards be
required — not voluntary -- in the Chapter 1 statute along with required content and
performance standards and that they be In place before schools are held
sccountable.”?

3. Other Measures to Level the Playing Field.

Other options which could also be affective include legisiation in which
Congress would find that education is a fundamental right. Such a finding would
invoke the strict scrutiny of stata financing systems that the Rodriguez case rafused
to apply end would greatly assist plaintitis in bringing chalienges to state finance
systems in the federal courts. But R would stii mean state-by-state litigation and
subs'equenl reflance on state legisiatures to enact constitutionally adequate remedies.

Another mode! for Congressional legisiation is the Fakr Chance Act, introduced
in 1980 by former Chairman Augustus Hawkins of the Education and Labor
Committee. The Act would require states to equalize spending or wealth within e
small range before they would be eligible to receive federal funds. The difficulty with
this traditiona! doliar equity approach is two-fold: first, it does not always take into
account reglonal cost differences or the additional damands on districts with very high
concentrations of poverty to devote resources to non-education social needs; and
second, equalizing spending or wealth does not assure that districts will spend

additional money on the programs and sarvices described aarlier that wik maka e
difference.

Other initiatives that have been proposed may be important for Congress to
enact, but, without one or more of the measures outlined abova, they will not solve
the problems outlined by the witnesses in these hearings. For example, even i
Congress were to fully fund the $1,000-2,000 per pupil & number of experts ara now
saying Is needed in high-poverty schools, R would not begin to make up the
difference in a state lika Toxas where the disparity between the highast and fowast
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spending districts exceeds $10,000 per pupil.'* Similarly, creating new federally-
funded prograis for staff development, bonuses to reward high-achieving schools,
and the like, while important to conskier, are not likely to direct more than minuscule
sums {o the neediest communities. And finally, there has been much discussion of
the Goals 2000 legisiation during the course of these hearings. Goalg 2000 offers
the promise of federat incentives and guidance to the burgeoning movement toward
so-called "systemic: reform,” including the development of much neaded higher
standards and new forms of assessment. But without strong provisions to assure
adequate learning and teaching conditions, Goals 2000 holds fittie promise for our
most resource-deprived communities.

Senaltor, in closing, 1 would add to all of the above a bit of the vast wisdcm of
the late Justice Thurgood Marshall. 1 had the privilege of working with Justice
Marshall at the NAACP Legal Deiense and Educational Fund on cases, shortly after |
graduated from law school in 19}4. the year Brown v, Board of Education was
decided, and on subsequent cases to eliminate from our schools the
scourge of racial segregation. Over the years, | continued to and stit do represent
minority children and their parents in their struggle to fulfil the promise the Supreme
Court held out in Brown v, Board of Education of equal educational opportunity. But
in 1973, and even more so today, that promise can never be fulfited when so many
of our country’s Hispanic and African-American children are sentenced to an inferior
education simply because their families reside within the borders of school districts
bereft of the property tax bases and other resources needed to provide an education
comparable to that provided to the children of the more affluent families residing
across the line. Justice Marshal recognized this gross injustice to chiidren in his
dissent in the Rodriquez case when he wrote that

P

“the majority’s holding can only be seen as
retreat from our historic commitment to equality

of opportunity and as insupportable acquiescence in
a system which deprives children In their eartiest
years of the chance to reach their full potential

as citizens.” 411 U.S. 1, 70-71 (1973).

He b'elleved that “the right of every American to an equal start in life, so far as the
provision of a state service as important as education Is concerned, is far too vital to
permit {the] discriminetion” wrought by the State of Texas' inequitable schoo! finance
system. And he further rejected the argument advanced In 1972 before the Court
{and again as recently as the Hearings held in this room jast week) that States should
be left to their own devices in resolving the diiemma. He sald;
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*Nor can ! accept the notion that it Is sufficient
to remit these appeliees [the poor children
and their famiiies] to the vagaries of the potitical

process which, confrary to the majority's suggestion,
has proved singularly unsuited to the task of
providing a remedy for this discrimination.™"*

Noting that "the strong vested interest of property-rich districts in the existing property
tax scheme poses a substantial barrier to self-initiated legisiative reform in
educational financing,” Justice Marshall concluded, quoting Brown, '

"1, for one, am unsatisfied with the hope of an
ultimate ‘political’ solution sometime in the
indefinite future while, in the meantime, countiess
children unjustifiably recelve inferior educations
that “may affect their hearts and minds in & way
unlikely ever to be undone.™*

Twenty years later, Justice Marshall's words seem prophetic. in the end, the
issue this Commitiee is examining is one of equal protection of the laws. Congress
has the responsibifity, as well as the authority under Section 5 of the Fourteenth
Amendment, to enact legisiation to secure equal protection of the laws for the
children of the Nation. Such action is long overdue.

' 411U.8. 1(1973).

*William L. Taylor, The Continuing Struggle for Equal Educational Opoortunity, 74
N.C. L. Rev. 1693, 1705 (1893).

'W. Taylor and D. Piché, A Report on Shorichanaina A f
Elscal Inequity on the Edu stion of Students at Risk, Committee on Education and Labor,

U.S. House of Representatives, 101st Cong., 2d Sess. (1990) [hereinafter cited es
Shorichanging Children)

‘Robert E. Slavin, After the Victory; Making Funding Equitv Make a Differenca,
Iheory into Practice (forthcoming).

*Commission on Chapfer 1, Making Schools Work For Children in Poverty
(Washington, D.C., Dec. 1902){hereinafter Making Schools Work]. »

*Shortchanging Children, at 36-37.

! Shorichanging Children, at 31-44; Making Schools Work, at 46.
*IJ. at 38-40.
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*Shortchangi lidren, at 49,

1*Sh ngin ren, st 33-34.
1 Sec. 1018(c). See Chapter 1 Policy Manuat at 101-103.

12 The full text of the recommendation of the Commission on Chapter 1
concerning statewide comparability is appended as Exhibit B.

1 The fult text of the Commission on Chapter 1's recommendation for opportunity
to learn standards Is appended as Exhibit C.

1 Testimony of Albert Cortez Before the Subcommittee on Education, Arts and
the Humanities, July 26, 1993.

% 411US. at 71,

% 411 U.S. at 71-72, quoting Brown v, Board of Education, 347 U.S. 483, 484
(1954).
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[The article, “After the Victory: Making Funding Equity Make a
Difference,” is retained in the files of the committee.]

Senator WELLSTONE. Thank you, Mr. Taylor.

Certainly, we have Chapter I coming up, the Elementary and
Secondary Education Act as a vehicle here. As I understand your
protfoeals, Mr. Taylor—and I guess I'd like to get reactions to those
and then ask the elists to prioritize the direction they see us
going in at the Federal level—either on comparability or on “oppor-
tunity to learn” standards, those pro“p;gsals, you are saying that as
a condition for receivi ('Jhapter I funds, States must meet these
conditions? If so, I wanted to raise the question as to what I have
heard some people say that the dproblem is that there may not be
that much there to leverage, and States may just walk away from
it, and then the very kids that you are trying to help are goi 5‘1;0
be worse off—in other words, the “stick” approach runs into that
problem. I wanted to get your response.

Mr. TAYLOR. Would you like me to address it first, Senator?

Senator WELLSTONE. Why don’t you start out, please.

Mr. TAYLOR. It is correct that what I am recommending is a re-
quirement both with respect to “opportunity to learn” standards
and with respect to statewide eom;;arability. That, if not adhered
to by States, could result in a loss of funds.

at is true under Chapter I now with respect to other require-
ments, so it is not something that we are putting forward for the
first time. Yes, I have heard the arguments that some States would
forego the funds—and again, I don’t rely completely on historical
analogy—but that is certainly what was said in the 1960’s and the
1970’s with respect to Federal funding being withheld because
schools districts would not desegregate. And what it came down to
was that after a few terminations, there was never that problem
again. The money, even 6 &ercent, 8 percent, 10 percent, was suffi-
ciently important to the districts that they ultimately came into
compliance with the law.

Now, there is a safety valve in the civil rights laws which I
would recommend for the laws here as well, and that is that there
be the ability on the part of private citizens as well as on the part
of the Federal Government to bring a lawsuit if there is noncompli-
ance; in that way, you would not have to rely completely on the
withﬁoldmg of funds, but you could obtain a court order that would
require the State to come into compliance so that the funding
would not be long-threatened for any recipient.

Senator WELLSTONE. Mayor and Congressman, let me ask both
of you—since I think all of us here know that the mere recitation
of the problems does not put into gear the machinery to deal with
those problems—what direction can you give us here in terms of
how you would prioritize the directions that we now need to start
going in at the Federal level?

Mayor SCHMOKE. Senator, I don’t have a full program for you.
One of the things I mentioned in my written testimony that I didn’t
mention in the oral prezentation is the fact that our State now is
working on a new commission—the Governor has appointed a com-
mission on education funding to try to address some of these prob-
lems. And I think one of the things that we have presented to them
and have asked Congress to consider is not just the sticks, but
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some carrots; that is, to hold out to school jurisdictions the possibil-
ity of getting resources for good performance or above average per-
formance, and not just penalties for failures to meet certain mini-
mum standards.

I really do think that that approach may encourage innovation
more_than it has in the past and that it may be a different ap-
proach that should be looked at. So that whatever the Federal Gov-
:ﬁnmén{ does, you ought to also consider the carrots and not just

e sticks.

_Senator WELLSTONE. And they are by no means mutually exclu-
sive.

Mayor SCHMOKE. That’s right.

Senator WELLSTONE. Just to add, before I put the question to the
co ssman, one of the thi that we have been talking about
wnzﬁ others is the possibility of putting together, within the carrots
approach, a of benefits that we could leverage at the Fed-
eral level. Some of it might have to do with what we do with the
Chapter I funding; some of it might have to do with summer insti-
tutes for teachers; some of it might have to do with funding for cir-
cuit-riders, outstanding grincipals and outstanding teachers who
could take a year off and travel around within the State, sharing
notes with others. Some of it might have to do with designation of
Star Schools. We could sort of put that together for States that
were willing to move toward equity, whatever operational defini-
tion we come up with of that, as an approach. I don’t know if that
makes sense to you or not.

Mayor SCHMOKE. I think it makes a lot of sense.

Senator WELLSTONE. Congressman?

Mr. BECERRA. I think Mr. Taylor is correct thut Chapter I is
pro.bablg our best vehicle to try to address the equity issue in edu-
cation, but I think there are a few issues that we have to confront.
First, we have never fulﬁly funded Chapter I, and unless we decide
to do so, it makes no difference what we try to do in equity in edu-
cation.

Senator WELLSTONE. Yes, I did hear you make that point.

Mr. BECERRA. No. 2 is the politics. I think you and I are very
well aware that this is a political game of who gets what. There
is a formula to distribute Chapter I dollars. Someone from the
Northeast may not like the formula that folks from the West Coast,
California, might like; so we may end up killing ourselves trying
to come up with a formula that will distribute the funds.

And finally, the issue of whether this should be an entitlement
or some form of reward. If it is something that everyone has a right
to, every State should receive a certain allocation of Chapter I dol-
lars, some people will say you will be rewarding inefficiency, bu-
reaucracy; there are certain school disiricts that are not doing a
good job with the little money that they now have. Or, should we
go toward a system that says if you have poor children, you have
EOt to provide some money to begin with, whether or not the school

as had a good record or not.

The issue of Goals 2000, I think we have to address. And I don't
believe we should pass any legislation dealing with standards with-
out really dealing with “opportunity to learn” standards. I think we
really have to have the inputs as well as the outputs.
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Finally, I think we should also stress that we've got a changi
world; our students are changing, and we have to teach teachers
to teach. And that means that in many cases, for example, bilin-
ﬁual education, we have to have teachers who can teach children

ow 0 learn. At this stage, we don’t have enough teachers to do
the job of basic education; we certainly don’t have enough teachers
to {fach special ed or bilingual ed, and we hr e to address that as
well.

Senator WELLSTONE. One final %uest.ion, and I'll let you go. 1
would be interested in how you would respond to this. What would
be your best judgment—this is less on the poli? part and more on
making sure the follow-up is done—what would be your best ,‘udg-
ment as to what you consider to be the kind of necessary follow-
up on beginningeto get the Federal Government to, thro the El-
ementary and Secondary Education Act, look at this set of ques-
tions, begin to start to change the direction? How do you see this
process evolving, and what advice can_you give me as to how we
can continue with the follow-up to make sure it is not a hearing,
then, “Goodbye; talk to you in another 5 years”?

Mr. TAYLOR. Let me try to address that, but to also say a couple
things about some of the things that have been said. First, I should
say that I haven’t been so bold as to get into the interstate for-
mula, Congressman, and the Chapter I report doesn’t do that. We
know that Congress reserves certain prerogatives to itself, and it
works out the formulas. I think there is a strong case that can be
made that the interstate formula is not geared as much to need
and poverty as it ought to be, and it may be that Congress may
want to study this issue. But our focus is really on the distribution
within the State and the fundamental notion that each State is re-
sponsible for assuring some degree of equity and equal opportunity
within the State. I think if Congress were to try to take on that

roblem in a meaningful way, it would be a major advance even
if it didn’t take on the broader problem of interstate equity.

I do think that rewards are part of the picture, and indeed, in
putting forward proposals about high standards and higlh expecta-
tions and assessment and accountability, the Chapter I Commis-
sion is talking about a system of rewards and incentives for teach-
ers, schools, and for school systems as well. But those things really
cannot be meaningful—I think it is wise always to bring it down
to the school level, as Mayor Schmoke did, and look at that school
in Ba'timore and see what is it getting that will enable it to suc-
ceed, and if it is not getting the resources that will enable it to suc-
ceed, you know, we all can sit up here in Washington and talk
about concepts, but it is not going to make a difference.

In terms of what the next steps are, I think we have to take this
a step at a time. There is a process that I haven’t talked about
toda¥ of getting information. I think we have a lot of information,
and I would hate to see us just appoint another study commission,
but for example, if we are talking about comparability of services,
on some services, we have information, and on other services, we
are going to need the aggropriate bodies, NCES and others, to
make studies. So I think that ought to be built into any approach.

Beyond that, I would hope we would see a dialogue in the House
like the one that is taking place here in the Senate. I have a feel-
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ing, which may be wrong, that we are on kind of a slow track with
respect to Chapter I right now, and I guess my own view is if it
would take another year to get a little incentive money into the
system and to have a true hold-harmless, it wouldn’t be such a ter-
nble thing to see Chapter I extended for a year, while we really
made a meaningful effort at reform.

I think the worst thing would be to take a pass at it and not do
it right, and then have to wait 5 or 10 years, because that's too
logto wait.

nator WELLSTONE. Mayor Schmoke.

Mayor ScHMOKE. Well, Senator, although it may not be popular,
I would operate, and I would ask you to operate from the assump-
tion that ther: is not going to be any new money for elementary
and secondary education coming from the Federal Government.
That is, take the existing money and make the assumption that
that is not going to be substantially increased, and then review the
programs that you currentli have to see exactly what benefit you
are getting from them and how they could ke changed in order to
achieve some of the goals that you set forth here of tryg\g to assist
schools in dealing with the inequalities that are established in
State ﬁnancin% sgstems. Also, I think there may be some oppor-
tunity for the Federal Government to mandate changes in that fi-
nancing system by the States and tie that into the receipt of some
of these existing dollars. But I would operate from the assumption
that there is not going to be a lot of new money from the Federal
Government in elementary and secondary education.

Senator WELLSTONE. Congressman, the last comment.

Mr. BECZRRA. Senator, let me leave the policy issues to peotple
like Mr. %aylor, who have spent many, many yeers devising for-
mulas and coming up with good proposals for us, and le: -ne just
address something that you and I have to deal with as two of the
535 members in Washington, DC who are elected to Congreas.

I don’t see anything happening unless you, I and the other niem-
bers of the Senate and the House of Representatives sit down and
say that we aren’t going to let politics imperil our children, and we
are ‘foing to try to come up with formulas that really reflect the
needs of the children out there in the Nation and not necessarily
reflect what our districts or our States want them to look like.

I don't see how we can get to the policy stage if we don’t get past
the politics. What I have found in the 6 months that I have been
here is that politics dictates policy, and it is unfortunate because
oftentimes we are finding that policy doesn't really hit the real but-
ton, and it doesn’t serve the children who need it.

.So I would say, and I think you and I know this well, that it is
difficult to get the moneys we need, it is difficult to come up with
the formulas we think are best, but I don't really believe that un-
less we sit down, all of us, and put aside some of the politics—and
I know that is going to be very difficult if not impossible—that
Chapter I, education equity, whatever it might be, will ultimately
lose, and I think we really do imperil our children.

Senator WELLSTONE. Let me thank each of you and just make a
request of g'ou that we would like to stay in close touch with you.
And what I said at the beginning, I meant, that I don’t think this
is symbolic to anybody in this room. We want to do the work, and
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there are no guarantees, but we want to do the work, we want to
pusk. it forward, and we would like to stay in close touch and work
with all of you.

Thank lyou very much. We agglreciate it.

Il call the second panel, which consists of Joseph Fernandez,
Marilyn Morhauser, and Marilyn Gittell. .
Joseph Fernandez is the former superintendent of schools in New
York &ty and in Dade County, and he is currently president of the
Council of the Great City Schools. . .

Marilyn Morhauser is director of the Education Law Center in
Newark, NJ, and she is lead counsel for plaintiffs in Abbott v.
Burk, the constitutional chall to New Jersey’s school ﬁnancm$
statute, brought in 1981 by the Education Law Center on behalf o
poor and mnority children. She is the recipient of numerous
awards and honors for her tireless work on behalf of poor children.

And Marilyn Gittell is a professor of political science at the Grad-
uate University Center at the City University of NEw York, and
she is the director of the Howard uels State Management and
Policy Center. She is the autho: of numerous books—a number of
which I assigned in classes—and articles on education and school
srec?ml:i, in”cluding “Choosing Equality: The Case for Democratic

00)

If it’sngil right, I'll take your testimony in the order that I intro-
duced you, and we’ll start with Joseph Fernandez. And I thank you
very much for being here, Dr. Fernandez.

STATEMENTS OF JOSEFH A. FERNANDEZ, PRESIDENT, COUN-
CIL OF THE GREAT CITY SCHOOLS, WASHINGTON, DC;

- MARILYN MORHAUSER, DIRECTOR, EDUCATION LAW CEN-
TER, INC,, NEWARK, NJ; AND MARILYN GITTELL, HOWARD
SAMUELS STATE MANAGEMENT AND POLICY CENTER, THE
CI'I:RYK' UNN;VEBSITY OF NEW YORK GRADUATE SCHOOL, NEW
YO

Mr. FERNANDEZ. Thank you, Sencztor. I really appreciate it.
I have submitted written testimony, but let me talk a little bit
about some of the as in terms of educationsl equity, and I will

try to paraphrase it in relation to the experience I have had as su-

perintendent of Dade County, which is the fourth-largest school
s¥stem, made up of 27 different Miami being the largest, and then
of course, New York City, which has almost one million students.

The Council represents a little more than 13 percent of our Na-
tion’s children in kinde n through 12th grade in public
schools, and the majority of those children are children of color, Af-
rican American, Latino, Asian American. And most of the poverty
in this country, excluding the rural areas, is concentrated in our
inner cities. That is the focus of the Council.

I think the issue of educational equity is an appropriate one, be-
cause oftentimes we are criticized in terms of money being soured
into a bottomless pit and no results coming out the other end. I am
here to tell you that some results are beginning to come out the
other end, but I am also here to tell you that my colleagues in the
field can't do it with mirrors; they need some resources. And often-
times—and I know that you recognize this—it takes unequal re-
sources to get an equal educational opportunity. Chapter I recog-
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nizes that, Head Start recognizes that, even though everyone is not
co‘l’xexr:hd 2o p .hqeutlx‘llal:e ﬁcoveredﬁm. icularly wh have bee i
ese particular times, when we have been go

through this recession and the tremenious cuts that we have l::ﬁ
in the educational communities, it has been particularly tough, be-
cause when you are faced with thee educational cuts—and I was
faced with almost $1 billion worth in New York City; in fact, when
1 left on the 30th, they were hit with another $50 million—the deci-
sions you make are not good decisions. You have a choice of bad
decisions. And generally, things that you need the most are taken
out of the budget, things like maintaining teacher training, which
is very, very important particular in our inner cities, where we
have a revolvi:::: door of teachers. The kids that need the most sta-
bility, if you will, some continuity in their lives, have this revolving
door of teachers going on; every 2 or 3 years, there are different
faces in their classrooms. And particularly in our cities that are im-
pacted so_heavily by an immigrant population—and they don’t
come at nice times; they don’t come at the beginning of school and
then stop—they come all during the school year, all different sizes,
all different shapes, and their educational backgrounds vary tre-
mendously depending upon where they come from.

I recall when I was in Miami, at one point when the struggle was
foing on in Nicaragua, we were receiving about 25 students a day.

n a month’s time, we had the equivalent of an elementary school.
And this was just going on constantly. This has an impact because
we want to serve these students, obviously, but it draws and
strains the t, which is limited.

When you look at the playing field, it is not level, and unfortu-
nately the political will in most States is not to change it. In fact,
if you look at the landscape across this country in terms of edu-
cational equity, most of it has been changed by the courts because
the courts mandated it; some advocacy group or some school sys-
tem like New York City, which is currently T its State, has
g::‘e to the court to try to force the issue. So it hasn't hap
2 rw‘::ueepl;oph of good will out there have wanted to change it, un-
ortunately.

When you look at the infrastructure in our cities, we have the
oldest b\uldmg.o{ recognized one of the s ers spoke about Jona-
than Kozol's , Savage Inequalities. ] am embarrassed to tell
gou that one of the schools he mentions in there is Morris High

chool in the Bronx. He described how, when it rained, torrents of
rain would come down the steps like a river. That is very factual.

This is 20 years later, and we are ﬁnall,yl"}}mild a new school, or
renovating it. But this is 20 years later. Think of the generation
of kids who went thro that school, mostly Latino children, who
went through that school thinking, “Nobody gives a damn about me
if they put me in this kind of situation.”

These are the conditions that our kids are facing in our cities
over and over again. In many ways, it is a national disgrace, Sen-
ator, and I applaud your efforts and those of your other committee
members, in trying to deal with this issue. It is a tough issue. I
don't know how you can really get at it because it is the purview
of the State, but somehow there has to be a way that the U.S. Con-
gress can address this issue of educational equity.
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I still maintain that there are some vestiges of discrimination
from the old days in our schools, particularly in our inner cities—
maybe not intentional, but the vestiges are there; there are a lot
of peopl: siill in our schools who believe that children of color can-
not learn, don’t recognize different learning styles. Lower the aca-
demic staixdards, if you will. One of the things that reformers like
myself have siiuggled with has been to make the academic require-
ments more rigorous, not less, because it is almost like a self-fulfill-
‘ng prophecy that children of color can’t learn, therefore you lower
the standard. And yet, we know programs like mathematics, gate-
way programs for children of color, if they are exposed to bra
early on in the 7th and 8th wdes, their chances of going on and
completing school are better. We know that class size 1s important;
yet in our schools, particularly in our cities, our class sizes are in-
ordinately larger than ir the surrounding areas. We know that ex-
posure to computer-assisted instructional programs and hands-on
to the computers are important; yet the ratio of computers to chil-
dren in inner city schools is very, very high compared to the other
school districts.

We know libraries an media centers are important; yet I am em-

to tell you that in New York City some schools still don’t
have libraries because they were cut back in the seventies when
thg went through that et cut. .
this is what is faced in the inner cities that represent over
13 percent of the children in this country’s public schools. Some-
how, we have to address this issue of equity. I am very m-
sioned about it, obviously, because I have been out there looking
at it day in and dsy out. The color of this country is changing, the
demoira hics are changing. When you look at Bud H ins’ re-
yort, ¢’ll tell you that by the year 2036, the majority of the work
orce will become people of color, children who are in our schools
right now. We have to do a better job with them, but we cannot
do it with mirrors; we have to do it with some resources. We have
to level that playing field.
Thank you.
[The prepared statement of Mr. Fernandez follows:)
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PREPARED STATEMENT OF JOSEPH A. FERNANDEZ

My name is Joscph Fernandez and § am the President of the Council of the Great City Schools
and former Chancellor of the New York City Public Schools and former Superintendent of the
Dade County Public Schools. ‘Thank you for this opportunity to testify before this critical
Subcommittee on an issue of vital importance to Ametica's urban schools: educational finance.

‘The Council of the Great City Schools is a coalition of the nation's largest urhan publie school
systems. 1t's sole mission is the impre cement of education in out nation's inncs-citics. On its Board
of Dircetars sit the Superintendent and one Sehool Board member fiom cach city, making it the
only national organization constituted actoss school constituenciea and the only national education
group whose mission and function is solely urban.

While compricing le<s than 0.3% of all the school districts in the nation. the member urban
schaol systens of the Conncil educate some 5.4 million youngsters or about 13.1% of the nation's
public clementaty and sccondary enrollment; and within those 47 citics are found 37.1% of the
conntry's African American students, 31.8% of its ispanie and 22.2%of its Asian childeen.
Approximatcly 55% of our entollments are cligible for a frec/reduced price funch (compared with
29.4% nationally) énd 13.5% ate limited English proficient (compated with 4.9% nationally).

In the brief period of titne we have this morming T want to concentrate my oral statement on &
munbert of paints about the financing of urban schools, and then devote the remainder of my time
to issues in New York and how they are similat to prablems of city schools specifically, and to our
entirc educational finance system in general. 1 also have a scries of recominendations 1 would like
to make. 1 would also like to ask the Committee's petmission to expand my wtitten atatcment for
the tecord.

As prclude to that discussion T would fike to say a few words about federal funding of urban
schools and how we think it makes # difference. You have heatd tepeatedly in these hearings that
federal suppost of schools in general amounts to somewhere around only 6.0%. But federal sipport
of urban schools is over 9.0% and the fedetat shate of all comy y education aid nationally is
about 60%. ‘The fedetal government's wargeting of its limited dollars into high priority ateaa for
childten at-risk is extraotdinasily important despite ita low dollar shate of all education funding.

1 would also like to say that those dollars make a major differcnce. ‘This Committee is to be
conpratulated for how it has re-targeted federal funds since the tast reauthorizstion, taising the total
share of federal education funds devoted to out nation's innct city public schools from 20.0% in
1988.89 o 21.3% in 1990-91. Your work in targeting Chapter 1 Concenttation grants, drug free
achools, dropout prevention, and vocational education is having the desited results.

Between 1988-89 and 1990-91, 68.9% of the Great City School districts saw theis reading and
math achicvement test scotes inctease in the elementary grades as did about half of the discsicts in
the secondary grades.

In addition, the median annual dropout rate among the Great City School districts declined
from 10.6% in 1988-89 to B.8% in 1990-91, a drop of 17.0%. "The median four year dropout rate
declined from 32.1% in 1988-89 to 26.1% in 1990-91, a dip of 18.7%.

And urhan schools are making progress or doing surprisingly well in a number of other critical
arens.  Fes instance, uthan schools serve a higher proportion of pre-schools students with more
scrvices than the average scliool nationally. We place more students proportionately in’advanced-
plszement English, math and scicnce courscs than the average: we send more of our students to
four-ycat colleges than usual; and we provide considerably mote in the way of social and health
services. .

Unfortunately, urban schools have a great deal of distance to travel before we are thotoughly
ptoud of our performance. “the evidence is clear (sce table):

¢ While showing progress, our dropout tates are about twice the national averages.
¢ African Amnerican and Hispanic youngsters in our schools diop out at higher rates

and graduate ac lower rates than even the urhan average, although substantial
progress has been made of late with African Ametican youngsters.
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+ ‘Fhe vast majotity of our students have not successfully complcted an introductory
coutsc in algebra by the end of the 10th grade.

+ Only about a thitd of onr Hispanic, Asian Amcrican and African American youngsters
scorc above the national norms on standardized reading and math tests.

4 We have significant shortages of pre-school, math and scicnce and minority teachers,
as well as teachcrs fos the disabled and limited English proficient.

4 ‘T'he backlog of maintenance and repair necds for out inner city schools continues to
be severe.

4 Issucs of violence and drug use continue to reverberate through out schools from the
surrounding community.

I mention thesc performance indicators in this hearing on school finance rather than in a
heating on the rcauthorization of the fcderal Elementary and Sccondary Fducation Act for
purpose: we sce the issues as related, and we are not afraid of the accountability for performance
that now comes from reform.  You have heard, however, from previous wit at these hearings
that greater {inancing--botk its amounts and its cquity--would come only when schools reformed
and when performance was demonstrated.  But adequate and cquitable financing should not be a
teward for reform b any new fi ial investment can not be sustaincd under such a scenario-
-instead educational rcform and school finance should be secn as part of the same seamlcss web.,
We ate not likely to achicve one without the othet, and neither one should be thought of ss ends
unto themselves.

‘T'he goal of public schooling is two-fold and inextricably linkcd: the crcation of an cducated,
productive and competitive citizenry; and the reduction of disparitics in citcumstance that allows
individual opportunity and national democtacy to thrive. ‘That linkage is also true of reform and
finance, giving cach its own ¢ mension but neither supremacy over the other.

With that I would likc to make a number of points about urban schools and their financing.

1. "The Council is a firm bclicver that funding in schools does mnke a difference in
the performance of students and tcachers, and | have secn it everyday in my work in
New York City and Mianii. Pare of that belicl sests in the fact that urban school
systeme and the childicn they serve do not have access to the same tesources
available to other children nationally. Our data and that from the Educational
Rescarch Scrvice indicates that the average targe city school system spent about
$5.200 per student in 1990-91 while the average suburban school systein spent
$6,073 and the average rusal schoal systein spent $5,476. ‘Thae $873 disparity
between urban schools and the suburbs amounts to ncarly $22,000 for a class of 25
children whosc nceds are not as high as theit peess in the innce city. However
confusing the rescarch, it is hard for us to helicve that the disparity does not make a
differcnce. It certainly doces to those who have the money and won't give it up.

2. Bccausc of the cxtranidinaty nceds that an overwhelming number of our youngsters
bring to the school-house donr cach day, urban schools delives scrvices well beyond
traditional instruction. \We do this in part becausc no onc else will, even if it flics in
the face of our central inission. It mcans that urban schools spend more of theit
school dollar on sncial service and on the administration of thosc setvices. But we
shauld put the facts straight here. Urban schools nctually spend (in 1990-91) «
slightly higher share of their dollar on direct instructional services (62,0%)
than do suburbnn students (61.4%) but the share is of a much smnller pot.
And what urhnn schools spend on socinl nnd health services, suburban
schools spend on extracurriculnr nctivitics that few inner city schools will
ever dream of having, Finally, total expenditures in the centeal offices of utban
schools amounts to only 4.9% of the total budget compared to 4.5% in subuthan
schools--hoth pereentages that would be hard to match in the private scctor, as was
clearly demonstrated in the recent Eli Lilly Eadowment fundcd study comnparing
schoole and busincss.  Effonts such as the one sccently on the Senate floos to cap
non-instructional cxpenditurcs in schools is cleaily based on etroneous information.
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3. Ronald Ferguson, a witncss helore this Subcommiteee last week, rightly pointed out
that money can buy smaller class size in schools and that the rescarch
demonstrates that it is moncy well invested.  He also indicated that money is
impartant in attracting well.qualified teachers, arguing that poor school districts
have to pay mote to attract good teachets because they have little else to offer. We
belicve his findings, but worty abont theit implications because urban schools are
bichind on both crucial fronts. Our average elass size in the cities is 27 with many
classcs timning well in excess of 40 students, figures well above national averages.
In addition. our ahility to offer highce salarics to teachers choosing between our
schools and the morc attgactive subutban schools is sheinking. While utban schools
cuttently pay about 11% higher salarics to teachers than the national average--mostly
because of higher cost of living in the cities, the diffceential advantage between the
cities and the nation has nattowed by 31.7% between 1980-81 and 1990-91.

4. \We also nced to clatify a statcment madc in carlier testimony by Governor Romer
when it was contended that states ate doing better than the fedcrat government in
correcting, problems of incquity in funding. States have, indecd, improved their
overall funding of schools in the last ten ycats, but states have not corrected the
finaneinl incquities ns well as the federal government. At hest the record is
mixed. P veen 1980-81 and 1990-91, the percentage of total seate education
expenditates devated to poor w .an schools actually declined from 14.6% to 14.4%,
and in ncithcr case did the total share tise much above what one would expect on o
per x:udent basis, thereby giving little recognition of the grcater needs of utban
stunlents.  ‘The federal government, on the other hand and mostly because of
Congress, increascd the shate of thicir total el ary and dary expenditures
devoted to urhan schools from 19.7% to 21.3%--mostly coming between 1988-89 and
1990-91--even as the total ainount of utban school tevenue coming from the federat
government dropped from 11.9% t0 9.1%.

S. In ncithzr case, however, is the amount of funding ot the share of overafl funding
reflective of uthan needs despite the perception that massive amounts of funding
are pumped into our schools to no avail. In fact. the average per pupil tevenue
devated to uthan schools in 199091 was about 7.0% less than the national
nverage--after ndjusting for numbers of poor, limited English proficient and
disnbled youth. "T'he effect is often severe on racial minorities heavily concenteated
in the citics. If the performnnce is not what is desired it is largely that the
nation is getting what it is paying for in urban education.

6. ‘T'hc financing of whan schoals is similat to other school systems in their reliance on
property tax, except that a disptoportionately large shate of urhan schools are
financially dependent on theit general purpose unit of government (i.e. the mayor)
and have fo taxing aurhotity of their own, thereby competing more ditectly with
other city nceds for housing, police, welfate and other setvices. When urban schools
do have taxing authority that autharity is often severcly constrained by the state or
other jurisdictions. For instance, no major urban school distriet tas.es corporate
or industrinl income. 1n addition, many whan school system: ovetlap high
property wealth arcas but are not allowed to tax that property because. the taxes have
hcen abated to induce the companies to stay inside the city liraits to save the
diminishing number of wban jobs. State and fedcral formulas that use properey
wealth as an indication of <hility to pay for their schools w.'l severely overestimate
the effcct for citics. In gencral urban residents devote a higher share of their
personal income to public edueation than do other citizens nationally.

7. ltis often perccived that the states are the main engines of cducational teform and
thae city schools in particular me burcaucratically entrenched agencics with tittle
stomach for accountability, bigh seandards and assessments, and with intcrest only in
the moncy. In fact, most cities are undergning substantial reforms on their own. We
have pioncercd sitc-bascd managcinent, down-sized centeal office personncl, tested
hroadeseale teacher training appioaches, designed a good deal of the nation's
authentic asscssment and portfolio approaches and many others.  Urban schools
know they have a gond deal mote work, some of which requites little additional
money like further cooperative learning, less tacking, and better distribution of
funding within disnicts. 1lowever, urban schools are aquarely behind the need
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for higher performance standards as well as finance equity. It is why we have
set our own goals, held our own summit and published our own indicators.

Urban schools have been the victims of incquity in the state financing of schools and we agree
that the cusrent sitvation is a national and federal issue, but we urge some caution in solving the
problems, “The warst thing that either states or the federal government could do is to tequire that
finance cqnity be determined by dollar cquality. It makes no scnse to give as much to a wealthy
child as to a poor onc in the name of faitness. Unfortunately the federal government has limited
options in solving these probleins beeause of its limited standing in school funding and b of
the massive coinplexity of the technicalities.

\We would, however, rccommend 2 numbes of limited federal efforts in the short-run:

v Mizintain and cnhance the targeting of federal aid in current programs on poor,
limited English proficicnt and disabled youth. ‘The federal government’s histosic
role in ensuring opportunity for at.risk children should be strengthened in the
upcoming reauthorization of the Flementary and Sccondary Education Act because
the states will not pick up the slack if the federal government moves onto another
apenda that Icaves these childien in the cold.

v Suengthen the federal governiment's data collection capacity in the area of school
financc. Past cfforts to build capacity were abandoncd in the early 1980s, leaving us
now with a substantial gap in data.

v Authorize a ncw federal study of federal options in state and local finance reform.
‘T'hese hearings are extremely important but they are just a start in understanding
the issucs and the implications of various policy options, We would also encourage
morc hearings, patticularly conducted in the ficld and we offer our cities as sites in
which to hold them.

v/ Refrain from using Chaprer t or other federal edneation programs as the fulcrom for
leveraging broader school reform or financial equity. The program is not large
enough in the grand scheme of things to withstand such pressure.

v Consider the posebility of tnore dramatic action like amending "Goals 2000 to
strengthen provisions for opportunity to Iearn standards, or by amending that bill or
the federal civil rights act to allow standing in federal court fos state finance issues--
which they have not had since the 1973 Rodriguez case.

“I'hc arca of school finance is a complex onc as you have seen from these hearings, It is also an
issuc of critical national importance if the reforn of our schools is to work. ‘The Council would urge
Congress to hepin wading into this arca at the same time it looks at programmatic reform and
performance standards but to do so with some caution. 1t is an area where harm can be done in the
process of trying to do goad.

‘Thank you for this opportunity to testify on this important set of issues. | would be pleased to
try to answer your qucstions.
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Comparison of the Great City Schools and the Nation, 1990-91

Indicator Nation Great Cities
L. Demographics '
+ Population: 248,709.873  40.295.253
+ Public school enroliment: 41,223,804 5,408,321
+ Enroliment as % of population: . 16.6% . 13.4%
- + Enrollment as % 5-17 year old population: 91.1% 82.1%
+ Percent change in enrollment: +0.7% +0.6%
+ Petcent of enrollment Aftican-Ametican: 15.2% 42.1%
s 4 Peteent of entollinent Hispanic: 10.1% 26.5%
+ Petcent of enrollinent Asian or Pacifie Islander: 3.1% 5.9%
+ Percent of entollnient Native-American ot other: 0.9% 0.5%
+ Percent of enrollment white: 70.7% 25.0%
+ Percent of enrollment freefteduced priced lunch: 29.4% 54.83%
+ Pcreent of entoltment timited-English proficient: 49% 13.5%
+ Percent of entollment disabled: 10.0% 10.6%

1. Urban Goal Indientors
Goal 1. Readiness is Learn

+ Asscssments of school readiness: No Yes
4 Pereent of entering st graders with: '
- full.day kindergarten: NA 51.5%
- half-day kindergarten: NA 35.3%
- no priof schooling: NA 5.9%
- undetermined: NA 7.3%
+ Number of pre-k pupils per teacher: NA 144
+ Number of kindetgarten pupils per teacher: NA 22.1
+ Perceat of pre-k staff credentialed: NA 52.4%
+ Percent of kindergarten staff clem. school certified: 82.9% 80.5%
Goal 2: Graduation Rates
+ ‘Total number of graduates: . 2,253,043 214,253
+ Annual dropout rate: 41% 8.8%
+ Four ycar dropout rate: NA 26.1%
+ Attendance rate: 93.2% 90.0%
Goal 3: Aeadrmie Achicvement
+ Percent of students scoring shove Reading norm: 50.0% 40.4%
4 Percent of students scoring above Math norm: 50.0% 47.8%
. 4 Percent of 10th graders successfully completing
Ist year algebra: NA 36.1%
4 Peteent of 11-12th graders with Advanced
Placement or Internstional Baccalaureste English: 2.3% 5.2%
15.
O
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& Petcent of $1-12th Graders with Advanced

Placement or tutesnational Baccalaureate Math: 1.5% 3.3%
@ Percent of 11-12th Graders with Advanced
Placement or International Baccalauseate Science: 1.2% 3.3%

Goal 4: Tracket Quality

¢ ‘Votal nnibes of teachers: 2,390,411 297,648
¢ Porcent of Fanglish teachers fully certificd: . 96.7% 98.6%
¢ Percent of Mach teachers fully cerntified: 95.2% 96.9%
¢ PPercent of Scicnce teacher fully certified: 9.t % 97.3%
¢ Percent of teachers who ate minotity: 12.2% 37.9%
+ Avciage teacher salary: $33,018 $36.650
& Average class size: NA 27.0

Goal S: Posisecandary Opportunities
+ Percent of graduates in:

- Vocational tiaining: 2.1% 7.0%
- Four year college: 382% 41.8%
- ‘I'wo year college: 19.3% 23.3%
- Military: NA 3.6%
- Employed: NA 9.6%
- Undetermined: 40.4% 14.7%
Goal 6: Safe and Caring Favironment
¢ Drup/atcohol incidents per 1,000 students: NA 20
& Ninnber of schiools with health clinies:  * NA 718
+ T'otal deferted maintenance: $25.0b $500b
+ "l'otal number of scliools: 82,74t 7392
IV. Finances
¢ Average expenditures per student: 55,512 55,200
¢ PPercent of revenues fromn local sousces: 45.0% 420%
¢ Pescent af tevemics from state sources: 48.9% 489%
& Percent of 1evenues from fedetal sources: 6.1% 91%
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Senator WELLSTONE. Dr. Fernandez,b{our testimony is gripping
and compelling. Thank you. I hope the Nation listens.

Ms. ‘Morhauser.

Ms. MORHAUSER. I come to this field of endeavor as a relative
novice. I have only been working on one lawsuit in one State since
1979. But that wasn’t the first lawsuit in the State.

The history of litigation attempting to assure what has to date
not been assured, that poor and ominantly minority children
receive the opportunity they n in order to compete with their
more affluent peers has not yet been realized. ) )

I have set forth the history of this tragedy and of justice denied
for so many years in a number of pages of the testimony that I
have submitted to the committee, Senator.

Senator WELLSTONE. Yes. All of the written testimony will be
made part of the record.

Ms. MORHAUSER. And I want to thank you for the opportunity to
bring my thoughts to you today, not orly about the terrible history
we have lived through, but about some remedies what you might
wish to consider.

But let me begin by remind you and other members of the Sen-
ate that those of ue fully involved in litigating this issue are really
asking for the application of Plessy v. Ferguson. We have, espe-
cially in our industrial centers, terrible segregation. We have in the
poorest cities in this Nation almost all Latino and African Amer-
ican children. We are asking not for integration—the country has
essentially rejected that, with few exceptions—we are asking for
equal. That is what Plessy stood for—separate but equal. That is
what we are about these days, and sometimes I am embarrassed
to acknowledge it. But the kind of testimony you have heard today
from the congressman, from Dr. Fernandez, about the effects of
what we are doing in our continuing determination to recognize
that children of color are citizens just as fully as are their counter-
parts in wealthy suburbs, is going to bring us terrible tragedy,
much of which we are already realizing.

I heard Senator Dodd in a C-SPAN coverage of one of these hear-
ings talk about the horror of children carrying guns to school. I
think if I went to school in some of the districis in this country,

" I would carry a gun, because I would be afraid of all the others who
are carrying s, or those who have been smart enough to realize
that they really don’t want to spend their lives working in a Burger
King; that they want to make a lot of monef' fast, selling drugs,
and that's the only option for some of the children in our country.

I would like to recommend—people have talked a lot about Sav-
age Inequalities, and I would like to recommend another book to
you and other members of this committee and other interested leg-
islators. It is a magnificent book by Alex Kotwitz called There are
No Children Here. It helps us to understand how little children
born into poverty, living in a housing project in a Chicago ghetto,
try to survive and try to grow ull).

But most of all, I want to talk to you in terms of what I think
z‘our job is. I want to begin first by saying that I do not believe the

ederal Government has done anything close to its share of what
it should be doing on this problem. To date, with few exceptions,
only one branch of Government, the judiciary, at the State level,
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has recognized and attempted to remedy the very serious problem
of inequitable school financing.

In urging the Federal Government to take action to end the trav-
esty of historic injustices to poor public school children exemplified
by the history of New uersey, I invoke the words of our U.S. Su-
preme Court which apply to many other States. Clearly, the Court
said, we are failing to solve this problem. It is the problem of bring-
ing this important and increasingly isolated class into the life of
America, for this is not just a New Jersey problem. There is
progress, and there are some successes in education, but the
central truth is that the poor remain plunged in poverty and severe
educational deprivation.

New Jersey’s large black and Hispanic population is more con-
centrated in poor urban areas and will remain isolated from the
rest of society unless this educational deficiency in poor urban dis-
tricts is addressed. While the constitutional measure of the edu-
cational deﬁcienc{y is its impact on the lives of these students, we
are also aware of the potential impact on the entire State and its
economﬁ, not only on its social and cultural fabric, but on its mate-
rial well-being, on its jobs, industries, and business. .

Economists and business leaders say that our State’s economic
well-being is dependent on more skilled workers, technically-pro-
ficient workers, literate and well-educated citizens. And they point
to the urban poor as an integral part of our future econcmic
strength. In short, they urge the State to 5:) about the business of
substantially improving the education of the very subjects of this
litigation, the students :n the poor urban districts.

ow, remember, the Court is talking about a very rich State, the
second-highest in income in the Nation, when it is addressing the
obligation of New Jerseg. So it is not just that their future, the fu-
ture of these children, depends on the State; the State’s future de-
pends on them.

That s)art of the constitutional standard requiring an education
that will enable the urban poor to compete in the marketplace, to
take their share of leadership and professional positions, assumes
a new significance.

We note a further impact on the continuing constitutional fail-
ure, and I thought of this when I heard Senator Dodd’s comments
the other day. n, one-third of our citizens will be black or His-
panic, and many of them will be undereducated. This substantial
segment of our population is isolated in a separate culture, in a so-
ciety they see as rich and r, for to the urban r, all other
classes are rich. There is despair and sometimes bitterness and
hostili?. ,

The fact is that a large part of our society is disintegrating, so
large a parti that it cannot help but affect the rest. Everyone’s fu-
ture is at stake and not just the poor's. those are words from the
ynanimous decision of the U.S. Supreme Court of New Jersey.
These words suggest what I believe is the first obligation of elected
officials, which is to use the bully pulpit, both through congres-
sional findings and legislation and through admonitions of the Ex-
ecutive, principally the Secretary of Education who, as Governor,
recoﬂized the importance of equity in spending; to help people in
this Nation understand that failing to provide excellent education
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to foor children is inviting a national crisis, both economic and so-
cial. '

Last week, in a July 28, 1993 news release from the U.S. Depart-
ment of Education, concerning the condition of education, however,
not a word was addressed to funding education. Rather, we were
given many ﬁndirll‘ﬁl concerning differences in access to programs
and in educational outcomes from low-income and high-income
families, but there was not a hint that many of th» children from
low-income families also attend low-funded schools, and vice versa.

Indeed, the Department of Education has never done a study of
interstate funding disparities. As I read the July 28th—and I
would certainly agree with Mr. Taylor, who did one of the few stud-
ies that has beex: done to date, relying I think almost exclusively
on court records, that we need more than studies—but we need the

.Nation to face the facts. And a study of what is happening to poor
children in cities, in rural areas, many poor children whe come to
this country hoping they’ll have a chance through public education,
the kind of children who flood into Dade County, the children who
have formed almost totally Cuban communities in New Jersey, ail-
most totally Haitian communities, school districts, in New Jersey.

We need the voice of the President and his Secretary of Edu-
cation to help the Nation understand that this problem is para-
mount, and it must be resolved.

I was affronted by the following words of Secretary Riley in his
July 28th release: “We know that all children can learn, and all
students benefit from clear expectations and high standards. Ac-
cepting second best from a disadvan child can condemn that
student to a second class life as an adult and thereby continuous
cycle of failure and disappointment in another generation. I mﬁe
everyone to focus on the central theme of President Clinton’s Goals
2000 legisiation—high standards equal higher achievement.”

Of course we should not accept second best from the disadvan-
taged child, but we should not in by giving that child second
best. As to President Clinton’s Goals 2000 legislation, similar to
President Bush’s program, many throughout the country, I among
them, fear that national standards will underscore and perpetuate
disparities between affluent and poor districts.

As an example, mathematics standards already developed and a
companion set of standards for teachers require costly teacher re-
training and wider use of computers and calculators, the cost of
which may well be met by well-funded districts, but may well leave
further behind poorly funded districts.

I did see in this week’s Education Week that the Clinton admin-
istration is considering providing with their Goals 2000 legislation
some funding for high-tech equipment. That can be helpful in some
places. It won’t be too helpful in the six schools in Newark that are
120 years old and that are ill-equipped with plumbing and wiring
to use high-tech equipment.

An article that ran recently in Education Week June 9, 1993 in
fact asked can the schoolhouse handle systemic reform, includin
the use of high-tech equipment. As Augustus F. Hawkins, retir
chairman of the House Committee on Education and Labor, said on
December 19, 1990, if the Bush administration is at all serious

Q
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about achieving national goals in education, it must join the Con-
gress in redressing the damaging consequences of fiscal inequity.

Now, 1 am not going to ask you for a lot of money. I too read
the newspapers, and I know about the budget problems. But per-
haps 2 years later, after Congressman Hawking’ challenge, the
Clinton administration and Congress will do somethin%

I recommend that the committee require and fund what Mr. Tay-
lor spoke to—a Department of Education study of intrastate dis-
garitxes in pupil spending, or perhaps establishing a commission

ut that study should be funded so that it can be done well an
so that it will be based on fundin‘g for regular education, not on
total fundinﬁ. You will see the definition of regular education set
out by our U.S. Supreme Court in the earlier section of my pap.r.

I further recommend that this committee revisit both the Fair
Chance Act which Mr. Taylor referred to, introduced by Mr. Haw-
kins in January 1990, and the recommendations of the December
1990 study prepared i)y Mr. Taylor and Ms. Piche, The thrust of
both of these is to require equitable statewiue funding as a condi-
tion of Federal funding.

Although sometimes I am not sure when we start talking about
m opportunity to learn that we are talking about equity in

ng——

Senator WELLSTONE. Ms, Morhauser, I have to interrupt you and
ask you to conclude so I'll have time for questions, and we do have
one other panel. And I do apologize for that.

Ms. MORHAUSER. OK. I will conclude very shortéy.

Two more recommendations have to do with Congress assistin
those who are ﬁ%hting the fight at the State level—providing P an
A, protection- and advocacy, ndinﬁ, much as Congress does to as-
sure the rights of handicapped children, and channeling that not
through the States, but either through Justice or thro the Edu-
cation Department. And 1 omitted from my paper, out of a lack of
self-interest, 1 think, that this money should go to those alread
engaged in litigation who have years to go before they finish, in ad-
dition to those who wish to initiate litigation.

Also, I believe Federal funding, es&gcially for Chapter I, should
be withheld if States refuse to provide attorneys’ fees and costs to
prevailing plaintiffs in such lawsuits.

My last recommendation is actually the most daring one, and
that is that this committee, if it is within its purview, urge Attor-
ney General Reno to join a State in attempting very seriously to
overthrow Rodriguez so that we can finally establish that education
is a fundamental right under the U.S. Constitution.

Thank you.

[The prepared statement of Ms. Morhauser follows:]
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PREPARED STATEMENT OF MARILYN MORHAUSER

1 appoar before you today to provide you with informution atrout the depth and
scope of disctiminntion tn the allucation of resowsecs for public education in ono of the
weslthiest states In the nation and to urge yoe t6 sz congressits.ul suthwity fo move
toward ending this discrimintion. Fur twelve yems, 3 have beea fead counsed for
pluhatifie o Abbotr v, Burke, & challenge to the constitutionslity af New Jersey's school
financing statute brought by Bducathon Luw Centar in hebalf of poor and minorhy
children n the stito’ 30 poor wrban districtr. Those districts have rosponsibility fur
cducating sume 275,000 childics, 80% of whom wrc Afrlcun-American or ispanie, 75%
of whom mect federal poverty sindurds,

The Iunlg histoty of the New Jerscy strugaic 1o nssuie equal educational
opportunlty to alf publio schuo! childien (a stsupple which has not ended and which, to
dule, b falled to yleld rerults) follows. Por the st 24 years New Jersey oftielals have
dcllbc.tm;iy donlcd huntheds of thousands of poor and minorlty ehlidren cqual utcess 1o

rpality oducution, ‘fhe New Jerscy expetienco arpues for the federst povernment to take

serlous steps to reverse this dangerous and growiig trond, tho scopo of which Is
damuntrated by there belng some 35 states n varying stages of school finance litigatiun.

Befure dutafling the New Jersey struggle for equity, let mo give you'u profile of
my sta10. For many years New Jerscy has had lpe second highest Income fevel dn tho
aation. Yet, according to the Brockings Instimta, 1t nlso has within its borders four of
the 11 most distressed clties in the nation. New Jersoy publiv schiools renk fourth I tho
segregation of African Americon children and thicd in tho scgrepation of Larlso
chifdren.! Fiosily, 8 1990 study dune for the House Subcommitice on Bducatinn lated
New Jomey umang tha five mos disparntcly fanding sites in the navon,

Although New Jetsey elected officials (requently pulut tn fodvral eduoution
unalyses showing that the State ranks Hirst or sccond o averape spending per child, a
well-kept scctet is busied In Censue Bureau data, the must 1sosnt of which plnces Now
Jexsey 40th in spending for cducation as measuted by kicome. (See Exh, 1, sitached.)

Purther, a8 the tsial judyi i New Jutsey firt schon) finencs cirse noted, “Avernpes
conceal disparitics.”
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Additlonully, the high uveruge spending level of the Stato vells several factors.
First, sixty percent of that average derives from Jocal propeity taxes as conlrasted to &
national avesage state funding shame of over 50%. Second, New Jessey led the nation
histnicully in fuvesting in the oducution of hundicspped children and $n woredtizing
parents and educators to the importance of identifying and sppropristely ¢ducating such

childien. ‘Ihix edncation can be and often s extremely coally. Whie the national

average of handicapped children waigned to specinl education §s 10-11%, Now Jersey's
anmunt avorugs j& 16%. This Jeads to the final flaw i the US NDOB dutw. I the U.S.
Department of Education fe interoated fn measuring dificsences among the staies in
spending fur 1he education all children re;dvc. thet ds "regulir sducution,” it should take
3 page from tho Now Jorsey Supremo Cowl's 1990 declion to which 1 will alluda Inter.
The Court mado & clear that the meature of cquity must be sprading lor regular
education, that s, {t must cxclude the exwual vosls of categorieal programs such a8 the
¢dueation of handicapped chifdren und bidingual cdueation as well as thu costs of
trwwporiation. The reason: this funding ‘ln turgoted to discteto needs of indhvidually
qualificd children. The mumles follow the children wherever they go.
The New Jersey Stiupgls

‘The New Jorsey struggle began in 1969, when Robinson v. Cahlll, the stute's first
rchont financing luwswit was filed. Since 1972, when the Rubinson trinl eourt declsion
inrued, there has been offielnl reougnition of seijous fonding dhpardtics and
Inyufficioncles in o delivery of public education to New lerseys pour children, 1o 1973,
the Now Jorsey Supreme Court declared the priun siatute unconstitutionsl and
proclaimed the slght of all New Jetscy childeen to cqual cducations] vpportonity, 1t took
four more decdslons of the Court o force the Toyivuture o enact & new statute. The
tiatate (PL.1975, €.212) wns nnt funded untll 1976-77. In 1976 (Rodinson V, 69 NJ,
449), o) of the Supreine Court justiccs raisod serlons queations abuut whether the new
formula would mees the eonntiutionu) tmpurative. See Abboir w Burke, 100 N1, 269,

287(1085) (Abboit 1), Nevertheless they found the stulute facially constitionat booause

<01




198

they belicved that & newly enacted sywiem of dotalled state oversight would detoot any
funding probloms. Pusther, they cxpected the Leghlatwrs ti deal with the widely
roccgnised problem of municipal overtmrden in New Jervey's vesy poor eltles.

The falth of the Couet Ju the sxocutive and teglslative branches wae mispiaced.
The Commistioner of Education mlicd 10 hnplussnl key soctions of tho new law, such se
the requircment for an anvusl roviow of she sufficiency of disteict budgete. The
Leglsluture did nothing to deal whh tho Inoreaingly setious problem of urban poverty
and the cities fnability to raise sulTient revenues to support edweation. Morcover, in
1979, leghlation wes enacted to reduce the equalizing factor of the formula which tho
Ciurt had approved. Then, yoar afier year, the Goversor and Loghlatuse underfunded
the amcnded formuls, prorating further reduetions in squaliaation add, In 1977, S6R% of
#v; uid was discesed toward equatizing vapenditures between groperty-sich and
propetty-poot schoo! ditsicts, By 1987, cqualization famding had boen reduced 10 49.3%
of state uid,

The opposition of New Jersey officlals to remodying disparate school fundlog grew
even more adamusit with the filing of Abbon v. Burke on Fabruary S, 1981, Tha Stato hes
dons everything potsible to frustrate reaslution of the case. Dofondunin Conwnissioner
and State Board of Education, represented by the Atturney Goneral, delayed trials
schodulud 1 1953 and in carly 1086 by fulilig to meet discovory deudlines and by filing
11th hour motions. At the nine month tiial cventually held in 1986-87, the State rofused
1o agrec i 8 single fact introduced by pluintitfe, ineluding ccnmn date,

In the face of unruluted facts detadling the Infuslur leve) of education affardod
New Jersey's poorest children, the Cnmubsionsr of ducation's posltion wur thut equity
ix not requited vunder the New- Jescy Constitution; that monsy wpont on education s
totally unrelated to oducational ecsults, that, £g., there js no reseaich showing that »
student who bas oaly inferior wivice lab facilities In high schoo) cuns. A succeed in
coliege; that munkipal overburden b o tiyth, and that cities could asture morc money thr
oducation under the present fannule by ncreasing thele property tux rutes (already much
highee than suburbunt scliool tax rates); that, If given muss time, state moalioring, and,
neccasary, state takeovet of more uthan distrivts would resolve their provent fallure to
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provide the 1 Snimum educstion which, In the Commisdoncy’s visw, 3 all that the State
Constitution requires. Sco Bxhihit 2, sttached, for the Supreme Court's respone & ihie
State's position.

‘The New Jersey Supreme Court hourd oral srgument in Septomber 1989 and
jssued what many consider & landmurk decision on Junc §, 1990, For the firss thue in the
history of uehoof finance litigation, & stte Supremre Court sulcd that the State ust
pravide more funding for the education of poor urban children than for childien in
alfluent school districtx. In sum, the Court ordered tmt (he State must assurs funding
for rogulur education in New Jersey's pourer utban districts thet §s substuntially equal fo
funding {n the statc's most affMuent districts and further, beeuuse of the demonkirably
greater eduvational nceds of poor chitdren, that the State must assurs sufficient funding
for programs which thess children need In order to he fully prepated to compete with
children in ore affluent districts. Additionally, the Court required that funding be
surtain every ycox, not dependent on Jocal budgoting aud taxing decision, and that tax
ratcs In poot urban dirtricts nut by incieased. Finally, tho Court declared
unconstitutionsl minimwm aid almed only at affiucat districts, and pormitted the State W
phase in funding pority for regular sducation at the same time that it phased out fnding
of mininuun aid.

Facts beforo the Court estuhlished thut in 1987 e in 1973, poor wiban schools
employed fower wnd lawer-pald toachers, had farger clatses, offsred fewer programs,
provided narrower currlevlum, and housed studenbs in alder, overerowded, iN.equipped,
ard Jess eduantinnally appropriute tacilities than wealthicr school districts. In mny
cares, conditions had worsened sinos 1972,

In the Roblieon triw) devision, &g, Judge Theodore Botter found that only thran
of Pulorsan's 26 elementary schools had ¥brarles or Ibrariuns, In 1987 thore were nome.
As of 1979, districts such ns Newurk, Puteison and Camden had to drop clementary
schon! ibrarians and teuchers of art, music and physical education from Weir slall, By
1987, children in Patorson, Jorsey City, ast Usauge, Newatk and many other utbon

v
districts were attending classes in storage rooms, furnnco rooms, contranma, suditorium
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baloonics, aod abandoned warchouses. In Asbuty Purk X-4 clacser were on double
session. In an Irvington schanl 11 cusses wete boused simultancously 1o an auditorfom,
Aversge tlementary school class slze (Including K-3 clxows) in puor districts had
grown from 27 to 32 (with sams clusses numbeting 39). In 1987 overlarpo elascs in
urbun districls precluded mainstreaming handicnpped childron, Bitingul clusses
numbercd ag many os 37 children un four grade Jevels, speaking threo different

Tangusges,

In 1972, Camden sclenco fucilition weto found to bo deficient, Py 1987 most
Crmden high achool laboratory sclences were tought In ropulor classroums;, devoid of
equipment. Simiatly, thore wok no lah oquipment for Ewst Orauge Junlor high students,
and Patersun high school labr were withiout ruming water, While suburbun dietricu,
such a5 Mootestown of Soutb Orangs/Muplewuud ur Ridgefisld, coukd provide «
trecomsnended rutis of ane computet for evety 12 chiidren, assuring thut all chitdren have
#coess (0 computers, poor districts ke Nework, Bust Orutge, and Camden eould alford
equipment to provids enmputer education to undy 1% 10 4% of thelr studenm. Whilo
suburhan children were provided forclgn langnngs inxtruction ae emly as kindergaricn or
fousth grade, urban studenit were lwited to a ehoke of two languages for two years
huginning In the 9th o 10th grade.

The Abbous trlal judge hud found that disadvantaged children begin schoo! twu
years bohind thelr suburban peers and progrcssively fose moro ground; that while
suburban children rely on formal schuuling for only 40-50% of thel cducation, poor
children huve only the schools they attend on which to rely. Yot it ta poor urbun wehoo!
districts, where childrens® needs are greatest, thut had on average $1700 pér ¢hild less to
spend in 1989.90, when the Suprems Court decision fisuce.

Such dispurities wnd concomkant Inadequacics tn the education of children whoso
only 1o is to be bora into poverty lewd to dha;(nm conseguences. Tho d_;opmt tute jn
many of New Jeirey's poor utban high schools fe $019% or more. Recent Depattment of
Education date show thot sume 16,000 studeats drop out annunlly, mast of (hem urban
youngrers, Many who do manage to praduste wie functionally illiterate. A quostion
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recently raisod by Robert Winters, Prosident and CEO of ‘The Prudential fe: "How long
can wa remein competitive vhon our economy is burdened by & luge undor-educated
population?” Chairman Winters also reminds that rescasch shows a cloar link between
dropping out of schoo! and criminal behavior. In New Jersey, as elsewhere, tho fastest
growing item ll.1 the state budget is the oost of corroctions.

For at lvost 24 years, hundreds of thousands of urban children's chance for later
lifo success has been joopardized by Now Jorsey officials' refusal to accord them their
comtitutional right.

Theso conditions havo obtained notwithstanding two prolonged and costly law

suits, Education Law Contor has spent moro than $2.5 million on the Abbort litigation
tlone.

Justice Denied

Notwithstanding the unambiguous mandate of the Abbot 11 Coutt, we are now
awaiting a trial decision on the State's faiture to implemont that mandate. In 1990, the
Supreme Court found that in the 89-90 achool year the total disparity in spending for
regular education betweon the state's poorest urban districts and the most affluent
districts (1 & J) districts was $440 million, 1t ordered the Stato to ennct legllation to be
implemented by Sepiember 1991 whkh would cure that disparlty In one year or through
a phase-in, during which the State would phase out thic special funding it had dirocted
only o the wealthlest districts In the state.

Governor Flotio, who had campaigued on school finance reform, took office in
January 1990. He was faced with a farge budget deficlt as well as the need to fulfill his
promise of school funding reform, but he chose not to wait for the Supreme Court
decleion, which fssued only thres weeks Jater on June 5, 1990. He urged and won
adoption of the Quality Bducation Act und uf income and salcs tax increases of well over
$2 hiition, $1.1 billlon of which was targetod to increased state support for education,
When the Abbott Court spoke in its highly persussive decision, no one listened, for a tax
rovolt wee sweeping Neﬁ Jersoy. Off:year November 1990 election results demonatratod
the scriousness of the tax revolt,
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On Murch 15, 1994, theroforo, the Legislature and the Governor backtracked,
They enacted Jegisiation which transferred $500 million originally targeted to education
to statewkdo property tax relief, Funding originally designed to phase in parity in
spending for regulur education was significantly reduced ax wan at-risk funding, targeted
to meet tho special educational needs of poor urban chitdren.

The failure of the amended QEA to phase in parity in spending for regular
education within a five-year period is set out in Exhibit 3, attached. The total 1089.90
disparity of $440 million will be roughly the same in 1993-94, On the inividuat disteict
lovel, there remaln 11 poor urban districts in 1993-94 which have $20004 less per pupll
1o spend on regular education than do sverage affluent districts.

As to the additiona! funding ordered by the Court to assure provision of progtams
and services needed by dissdvantaged children, unrefuted proofs offerod by Abbou
Plaintfs established that the funding is woetully inudequuio. The State has yet to
identify and cost cut programs which tho children need. The present Assistant
Commissioner of Education testified in August 1992 that the current allocation of at-tisk
fundln.b.pprothnmlyom-thlrdwbul!ﬁwﬂbbmmﬂ»mmwﬁm
childron,

Across the state, school financing fs in shambios. Gcboolmumhml@h
focome districts have tiacn dramatically (89 thoy have in 18 of the 30 “spocial noods”
districts). Through drastically reduced caps on tota) spending in affiuent districes,
programs and services are belng reduced. Per puphl dispsrities, howovor, remain
obscenely high. In 1992-93 (excluding the hip'iest and lowcst sponding outlier districts),
per puplt spending for K to 12 regular eduoation tanges from the $4,035 to $11,006, with
& statewide average of $6,818, Tax rates por $100 of equalized valuation range from
$0.19 1o $2.50, with & statewide averago of $1.07,

What we are heading for, therefore, i anothor Now Jersey Tawsuit rocking what

the Supreme Court promised in 1990 that it might wo) conslder in the futurc: mandated
state-wide equity.
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The Federal Gwemmcal and Disparate School Financing
To date, with few exceptions, only one branch of government ~ the judiclary at
the stato Jevet - has recognized and attompted to remedy the very serious problem of
inequitablo schoot finarcing. In urging the fcderal government to take action to end the
travesty of histork infustics 10 poor public school children exemplificd by the history of

New Jorscy, 1 invoks the words of the now Jerscy Suptemo Court, words which apply to
mauy other siates:

Clearly, wa are failing to salvo this problem, 1t s the problom of brinping
this important and inczcasingly solated class into the life of America, for this is
not just a New Jersey problem, There Is progress, and there are somo successes in
education, but the central truth Is thut the poor remain plunged in poverty and
severe educational deprivation . .. . [New Jersey's] large biack and hispanic
population is more concentrated In poor urban aréas and will remain leolated

from the rest of socicty unless this educational deficlency in poorer arban districts
is addressed. :

Whils the constitutional measuro of the educational deficlency le its impact
on the Jives of these students, we are also aware of fts potential impact on the
entire stato and its economy -- not only on hs sochl and cultural fabrie - but on
fts material well being, on its jobs, industry and businoss. Economists and business
Jeaders say that our state's coonomie well-being i dependent on more skilled
workers, technically proficient workess, litorate and well-educated cltbrens, And

. they point to the urban poor as an integeal part of our future economic strength, -
In short, they utge tho siate to go about the busincss of substantially lrupmlrx
the education of the very subjects of this litigation, the students in the pode utban
districts. So it i not Just that thelr futurc depends on the Siate, the state's future
depends on them, That part of the comtitutions] standard requiring an educetion
that will enablc the wban poor to compete in the marketpiace, to take thele shate
of leadership and professionat positions, assumes a new significance.

We note a further impact on the eontinuing constitutional fellure. Soon,
one third of our cltizens will he biack or hispanic, and many of them will be
undereducated. This substantial segmont of our population is ksolated in a
separate culture, Io & soclety they see as rich ané poor, for to the urban poor, all
other clasees ar6 tich. There s deapalr, and sometimes bitternows wmd hostility.

The fact is that a large part of our society is disintegtating, so lasge a part
that it cannot help but affect t& grest. Everyone's future is at stake, and not just
the poor's. -

Abbout 11, 119 NJ, 287, 39293
These words suggest what I believe is the first obligation of elected officials, which
 fa to ubé the bully pulplt .- both through Cungressionul findivgs and legisiation snd

through admonitions of the executive, principally the Secretary of Education, to help
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people in this mﬁon understand that failing to provide excelient education to poor
children In inviting a national crisia, both economic and social.

In a July 28, 1993, nows relense from tho United States Department of Education
concerning The Condition of Education, however, not & word was addressed to inoquities
in funding education. Rather, we were given many findings conoeming differences both
in access to programs and In educational outcomes betweon children from Jow Income
and high income families. But there Js not oven a hint that many of the ¢, "dren from
low-fncomno families also attend low-funded sciools and vice versn, Indeod the
Dopariment of Bducation has nevor done a study of intra-state funding disparitics.

As 1 read the July 28 relcase, 1 was affronted by the following words of Secretary
Riley:

We know that ALL childron can loarn and ALL students benefit from clear

expectations and bigh standards. Accepting second hest from a divadvantaged

child can condemn that student to & second-class fife as an adult -+ and thoreby
continue a ¢ycle of fallure and disappointinent into another generation. I urge

everyone to focus on the oentral themo of Prosidont Clinton's GOALS 2000
legislation « high standards cqual higher achlevement,

Of course we should not aocept socond bost from the disadvantaged child, but we
should begin by not given that child seoond best, As to President Clinton's GOALS 2000
legisiation (dmilar to President Bush's program), many throughout the country - 1
among them -- fcalf that national standards will undcrecore and perpetuate disparities
between affluent and poor schools.

As an example, mathematics standards (now developed) and a companion set of
standards for teachers require costly teacher retruining and wider use of computers and
calculators, the costs of which represent hefty investments even for well-financed school
districts. As noted in "The Fight Ovor National Standards” (NY Timses, August 1, 1993,
§4A, p. 14), "Wé can envislon a scenario in which wealthier districts could muster thelr
tesources to buy the necessary equipment and pay for teacher retraining, loaving behind
children in poor districts.”

As Augustus P, Hewking, retired Chairman of the Houss Committee on Bducation
and Labor aakd on Decentber 19, 1990, *If the Bush Adminietration Js at all sorious about
achieving natlonal goals in education, it must joIn the Congress in redressing the
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damaging consequenced of fiscal inequity, § hopo that Congress will make this a priority
in 1991.*

Perhaps two years later, in 1993, the Clinton Administration and Congress will
take up Mr, Hawkins' challenge. 1 recommend that this Comuuittee require and fund a
U.S.D.0.E. study of intra-state disparities in per pupil sponding for regular education. J
further recommend that this Committes tevislt bth the Falr Chance Act, introduced by
Mr., Hawkins in January 1990, and the recommendations of the Deceimber 1990 study
described above. ‘The thrust of both of these is 10 require equitablo statowido funding as
& condition of federal funding.

I offer two additlona) recommendations for Congressional action which ure
designed to encourage school finance reform at the state level and for which there is
ample precedent in federal laws governing educating of the handicapped.

Since the fete 1970's, Congress has appropriately encouraged implementation of
the Educetion of the Handicapped Act ("EHA"), now entiticd the Dissbilitics Bducation
Act, 20 U.S.C, §81400-1485(1990), us well we Scetion 504 of the Relbilitation Act of
1973, 28 U.S.C.§794, through the provision to the statcs of Protection and Advocacy
funds, ‘These funds are distributed to bona fide advocates of the rights of the
handicapped to enable them to act as private attorneys general, Although 1 do not
pretend to know how such funds are proratod for distribution to the states, 1 do know
that many non-profit agencies, such as the Education Law Conter offices in Pennsylvania
recelve substantial P & A funding which they use to groat sdvantago to protect the rights
of handicapped children. .

Notwithstanding the critical imporiance to the nation of equitable funding for the
education of poor childsen and the complexity and high cost of school finance reform
fitigation, no such assistance has ever been forthcoming from Congress. Those who bear
the costs are oither not-for-profit agencics or low-funded school districts, who are alroady
financially pressed.

1 recommend that this Committeo scriously conslder legislation designed to assist
in funding schoo! finance reform Hiigation fn all states receiving Chapter I funding,
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Unlike current Protection and Advocacy aid, however, such funding should not be
distributed through sate officials, who are the defendants in afl funding challenges,
Rather, it should be directly awarded whether through the Department of Bducation or
of Justice upon a showing of facts warranting such a chalienge and the capacity of the:
applkant to litigate the cate,

My sccond recommendation s shinitarly related to laws governing the oducation of
handicapped childien. 1 ask that this Committee consider rocominending that attornoys'
fees and costs be awarded prevalling plaintilts in schoo) Sinance cases Just a8 they are
vnder the Handicapped Children's Protection Act, 20 U.S.C.$81415(0)(4)(B)-(G) and
1415(f) (1988). ‘Tho wward of attomcy’s fees should perhaps be made a condition of &
state's roceipt of federal funds, Not only would such legidlation assist and sncourage
plaintifty $0 bring such action, It may well discourage states from the delaying tactics
which oftcn seem designed 10 put plaintiifs out of busiyess. The ticking clock on fees
.md costs may serve 1o dampen the determination .o( states’ atiorneys general and
Jegislators to svoid for ae Jong as possible resolution of tirose cases. .

Any such legindation, whether based on the Commerce Clause or the Spending
power of Congress, should, I auggest, set forth the strong riatione! interest in assuring
equal educational opportunity to all of the nation's public school children,

Finally, If it s within the purview of this Commitice, I supgest that Attorney
General Reno be aked to investigate the powsibility of the Department of Justice joining
some state Htigants in revisiting San Antonlo Independent School District v. Rodrigucz, 411
V.S, 28 (1973) v a casc which represents a confluence of low income districts, and low-
income and largely minorlty childron, Such facts coupled with proofs showing both flscal
and educational deptlvallon 88 well a8 concomitant diffcronces in cducational results may
well provide what the Supreme Court lacked in Rodrigues when K refused to declare
oducation & fundamental right under the United States Constitution.

To urgs your serious consideration of these suggestions, 1 will end as I began with
the words of the Now Jerscy Supreme Court: "The children have atready walted t00
fong*
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Post Seript; As a C-SPAN addict, I have seon some of 1ast wook's testimony
before this Committoo dealing with what I consider the frrational question, "Docs money
make a difference?,” vuggesting that the laws of economics stop at the school house door.
Like plaintiffs in many other recent schoo} finance cases, Abbors plaintiffs are feniliar
with Professor Hanushak as woll as Professors Garms, Guthrie, and Walbusg, who are
among the proponents of production-function analysis of educational outcomes in
arguing that money makes no difference. They were examinod and cross-examined
extensivoly In the Abbort trial, and were rejected by the Supreme Court in Abboit 2 s
fuiling to show that monocy makos no difference, with tho Court noting with approval the
trial judge's characterization of such studies as “relatively primitive.” 119 NJ. =t 287. The
court was persuaded that no use of outoome moasurcs could substitate for eritical
rosourcos such as early childhood programs, well-equippod faclitics, smal) cless slzo, woll-
pald toachers and a host of other rescarch-tested intorventions which are essential if
public schools are to successfully compensato for the soclal and economic doprivation of
poor children.

Can moncy be used more effectively? Of cousse & can. But are outcoms basod
anessments the answer, Of course they are pot. As to outcome based incentives,
Professor David H. Monk states:

This policy responte can be viewed a8 a sirategy, pethaps an ingenlous
strategy, that successfully fincasos the ignorance thet cheractorizes our knowledge
of the undetlying education production functions.?

frees et et e o e

' Otfickd, 0., "Public Schaat Deacgregnion I the Unhed Sues, Joint Cenwr for Potkieal Swdles
().

? 'The only studly of tho effect of Intra.state spending gape on tho quality of education wes rolonned fa
December 1590, 1t wie preparod by Wilkam Taylor md Disns Fiché {or the House Commilttes on
Bducation asd Labor. The sivdy refied almott echurivoly on court tecorde.

? *Bdueation Productivity Rosearch: An Update and Amesment of Tis Role in Education Finance
Reform? Fduentional Enlustion and Policy Avalysls, Winter, 1992, Vol.34, No, 4, 307-332 at 308, See alro
Nichard 3. Mutanme, *Intesproting tho Bvidence on *Does Moty Matie? Harverd Joumel on
Lagivesion, Vol, 28: 457,
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Rankisg of States in Terss of lwweatsry and Secondaty Rducation
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25. 0.3 Pastteylvaniz 50 - 33,68 Hassuchusates

81 « 35,33 Nannid
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GF/90e5, USTYD, 1991y T3ble 31, Rolatiom of Seiestse taes and Losnl
Government Finsnefsl Stems o 01,000 Pozsonal Inseme, by States
1989-99 (Siemwntory ane Sseendary Bdncatien).

Abbott v. Burke (Abbott 1) i the first decision in the twenty-year history of schocl
finance reform to recquire that a state provide more funding for urban children's
education than for subwhban children’s education, The New Sersey Supremo Court .
recognized that poor wban children have greater educationel needs than thelr suburban
counterparts. On June §, 1990, the Supreme Court struck down the State's school
funding law (ch. 212) as unconstitutional, and ordered the Stote to cnect & now lew which
would truly mest the needs of poor urban schoolchildren. .

In Abbott, the Supreme Court consldered whether the State had met its
constitutional obligation to provide a “thorough and efficient edueation® 1o poor urban
children. The Court began by exoraining the meaning of *thorough and ef cient,” 08
follows:
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Thorough and efficiens means more than teaching the sk*Ts needed to compele
in the labor market, as critically important as that may be. It means being able 1o
Julflll one’s role as a citizen, a role that encompasses far more than mercly registering
to vote. It wieans the ability to participate fully In soclety, In the I[f® of one's
community, the ablilty to appreciate muste, art, and literature, and the ability to share
all of that with friends, [Abbout v, Burke, 119 NJ. 289, 363-4 (1990) (Abbott 11).]

Mensured against this standard, the Court found, the Statc had fallcd miscrably:

{T]he level of education offered to students in some of the poorer urban distriets is
tragically inadeqiate. Many opporiunliies offered to students in richer suburban
districts are denied to them...We note..that these poorer districts offer curvicula
deniuded not only of advanced academic courses but of virtually every subject thut tics a
child, particelarly & child with acaderic problems, to school -~ of art, muste, drama,

" athletics, aven, to & very substantinl degres, of sclence and soclal studies. [Td. at 359,
Js4.5.)

Having identified the problem, the Court looked to a solution. The State had

argued that more money wouid not help the urban districts, The Court rejected this
argument in these words:

1l the claim is that addttional funding will not enable ths poorer urban ditricts
to satiefy the thorough and efficient test, ihe consiitutional answor Is that they are
entltled fo pass or fall with af least the same amount of moncy s thetr competitors,

U the claim is that these students stmply cannot make ¥, the constituttonal
answer is, give them a chance.

The students of Newark and Trenton are no less cltlzons tham their frands in
Milburn and Prinoston. {Id. at 375.)

Based on this satlonate, the Cours ordered that the State essure and guamntee

substaniial equulig; tn spending for regular education between each poor urban district
and aversge spending in the 1 and J disiricts, 1d at 295,

Parity in regular ¢ducation spending, however, was not cnough. The Court
recognized that the neede of poor urban children "vastly excoed those of others,
eapeclally those from richer districts.” Id, at 369. Consequently, the Court found,

{1In order to achieve the constitutional standard for the students fom these
poorer urban districts « the ability to fanctivn in that soility entered by thelr rilatively
advantaged peers - the totality of the districts' educationnl offering must contain
olemenis over and above (hoss found in the afluens suburban district, [Id. at 374.)

Accordingly, the Court required the State to provide additional funding, funding
which is adequate to support the special programs needed by poor children to help
compensate for tholr extreme dicadvantages, Id. at 385,

‘The Abboft Court addscsscd soveral other lssucs. Firs, it required that the State
sovide cerralnty of funding, every year, and decrecd that "funding cannot depend on the
Eudgeting and taxing decisions of Jocal schuv) boards.” K. Next, the Court recognized
that municipal overburden s killing the cities and that new legislation should not require
oities to increase their school tax ratcs. Jd. at 388-389,

In addition, the Court found minimum aid to be counter-equatizing and, therefore,
unconstitutional. 1t ordered the Legislature to eliminate such ald, Id. at 382, Finally,
the Court permitted tho Leghlature 10 phase-In pardty in regular education sponding, and
stated that ¥ prrity were phased In, the Loglalature could phase out minimum ald under
the ssmo timetablo. Id. at 363,
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Senator WELLSTONE. That did catch my attention as I was going
through your written testimony.

Dr. Gittell.

Ms. GrrTELL. I want to thank you for allowing me to appear
today and present some testimony. I will try to shorten mwinu
and direct my attention to areas that have not been cove My
parer is there for the record, so I won't go into detail.

think there are several issues that have not yet been covered
that are important. The first is that this is not a simple issue; that
is, we are struggling with this question of the conflict between ex-
cellence and oa:;lity which has been a strain in the politics of edu-
fi?ﬁofg’ ‘t.'s“%u I'tm_’yk de Tocqueville would say & strain cn American

e for i .

But as regards education, we certainly see that we go through cy-

cles from wanting to improve excellence, in guotation marks, and
pursuing equality. And ve do that as a society, and these concepts,
althougf not necessarily in conflict, often are in conflict because in
the end, the public policy must determine the allocation of re-
sources.
. In the 1960’s and 1970’s, we were in a period of pursuing equal-
ity, and that equality was pursued in the compensatory r{mgrams
of that period up through 1975, with probably a landmark piece of
l?illation in the handicapped legislation. The Federal role was one
of establishing equality as the primary priority.

In the 1980's, on the other hand, we pursued excellence, and
when we pursued excellence, we abandoned equality. Historically,
that has been the case. That is not to nfest we can’t pursue both.
However, the pursuit of both requires the tremendous investment
of resources and a prior commitment to equality.

It is my view—and I think the evidence will bear this out—that
you cannot achieve equality through excellence; that is, the empha-
sis on excellence. However, the only way to achieve excellence for
a wider spectrum of the population is to pursue equality. And
think what has happened in the Goals 2000 legislation is that we
have taken the wrong tack. We are pursuing excellence and having,
at least from the point of view of maybe the Secretary or his
undersecretaries, a subterfuge of equality rather than a direct com-
mitment to that goal and that priorit{.

I think if you look at the history of the politics of education, that
never works. And I would strongly suggest that this committee look
to that issue of whether or not, by the emphasis on standards, one
can ever achieve the goal of equality.

One thing I do want to say about the Goals 2000 legislation, per-
haps because the Governors were the source of the legislation, is
that it doesn’t embody a really strong Federal leadership role.
There are some good things about having the legislation emer,
from the Governors’ conference and to have strong support by the
Governors for the legislation, and a Secretary who was a Governor,
and a President who was a Covernor—and since I wrote about pro-
freuive federalism in the book you mentioned, Choosing Equality,

am committed to that notion of a vitality of three levels of the
system. However, we need the Federal role, and what seems to be
abandoned here is that very Federal role, for which we have a very
strong tradition not only in the courts, by the way, but also in the
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precedents of the homestead legislation and certainly in the 1960’s
in the title acts.

The research on that period s sts that we did close the gap
in standards during that period of pursuing equality. So that the
evidence during the 1980’s, what the outcomes were from that em-
phasis on excellence, is highly questionable. We widened the gap,
which I think confirms my suggestion to you that this is not a sim-
ple %‘roposition and that the conflict in these concepts is something
we should address in developing public policies and legislation.

I think we nead to build on the 1960’s legislation, and that was
not just an emphasis on equality, which I think is so important,
but it also was an emphasis on reco?ﬁzing the importance of gov-
ernance and school politics and the fact that we need to establish
a public discourse.

would not call for a new study, frankly. I would call for a way
to improve and expand on public discourse on public education
issue. Michael Katz wrote an article recently on Chicago school re-
form, and said “This is our last ditch hope”—and this is an opti-
mist, those of you who know his work. If Chicago doesn’t succeed,
we are going to turn public education over to the private sector. We
have got to all have some sensibility about the importance of the
Chicago experiment. And I strongly support his view on that and
have written a great deal on it.

What is lacking from Goals 2000 is the commitment to expanding
the public discourse and creating standards out of that public dis-
course and expanding the participation of parents and community
in school decisionmaking. 'That requires school reform, especially
urban school reform. It is my view that not only can you not
achieve excellence through just the emphasis on excellence rather
than ecﬁzality, but I don't think you can achieve it unless we ex-

and who is making the decisions about education at the State and
ocal levels. We cannot rely on solely professional decisionmaking
about standards. And when you emphasize excellence, you tend to
err?hasize professional definitions and what excellence in stand-
ards is.

I would suggest to you strongly that what we need in the Federal
legislation is a way to expand on who participates in the States in
the devel(;pment of their plans, for one thing, but also in the gov-
ernance of schools for another. So that immediately built into that
legislation could be a requirement that States submit with their
plans stronger emphasis on the stakeholders who are participating
and governance plans for the future, and that that be a part of the
determination of whether or not their plans are acceptable.

In‘other words, I would say there are certainly three things that
have to come into the Federal role—that stress on equality, without
which we have nothing; a stress on governance and public dis-
course, and that the State plans must provide for that; and then
an emphasis on excellence.

I would recommend to you, as a matter of fact, here the fact that
we have a model in the State that everyone thinks has done the
best job on school reform, and that is the State of Kentucky. What
did Kentucky do as a result of the court case? It did three things.
It changed school governance; it presented a radical reform of
school governance structure. It changed financial formulas within
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the State for allocation of funds, and then it also changed stand-
ards. But it did all three things together, and I would suggest to
you that the Federal Government has to be doing all three thi

in this legislation and that the emphasis currently on standards 1s
totally insufficient to aceomflishing anX change in American edu-
cation and that we have all of the evidence to support that view.

So just to reiterate, I think we have to build on where we were
headed earlier in the 1960’s, where the Federal legislation, by the
w:i,) called for participation of new stakeholders in the decision-
making. And the reason I suggested the handicapped rl:}islation
was landmark is because the Federal Government required in that
legislation that no plan could be accepted by a school for an indi-
vidual child who had special needs without the approval of the par-
ent, and that the decision for the plan ideally was to be madegy
alnumber of different participants and not by school professionals
alone.

We were moving in a very important direction and then got way-
laid in the 1980’s, and I would strongly suggest that we take back
that direction we had in the 1960’s.

Thank you.

{The prepared statement of Ms. Gittell follows:]

O
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PREPARED STATEMENT OF MARILYN GITTELL

.de Tocqueville's prediction at the beginning of the 19th century

that the U.S. would struggle with the conflict between its values
of liberty and equality has been reflected most dramatica.ly in the
historical debates over the priorities of American education. While
the European welfare state grew welfare and health programs, the
United States made a major investment in public education. And that
investment had a distinctively American aspect. Legally controlled
by the states, education was soon made compulsory under state law
but local schools and school districts were responsible for

implementation of the general stats policies.

Within this scheme there was a constant reappraisal of the relative
importance of guaranteeing the society's commitment to equality
defined in education goals as universal access, equitable
standards, . and equitable distribution of resources. Democratic
processes vere translated into the governance structure by valuing
participation of a broad cross section of stakeholders in the

education decision making process.

The countervailing value of education sxcellence gave priority to
the preparation of an educated elite. It eschewed the goal of
equality, stressing instead the need to invest major resources in
those who would run the system. The emphasis on a high guality of
education excellence necessarily concentrated on profes-ionally
define! goals and standards of parformance. The development of a
unjiversal curriculum was devised to establish rewards bassd on
competitive performance. The universal curriculum was rationalized
as synonymous with equal opportunity for learning; sveryone was
treated "equally."” In fact, students were subjected to a
co;pctitivc system, but not on an equal basis. No one can argue
with ths goal of high standards, but the real issues are how thsy

are implemented and how resources are devoted to achieve them.
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Although advocates for excellence and equality declare their
support for both goals, the conccpts translated into public policy
are competitive. The reason h2s much to do with financial
constraints and the politica of resource allocation. Educatior
excellence can be satisfied by the investment of limited new
resources and assurance that the most endowed receive the rewards
of the system. Equity goals are far more costly, because they
require that larger numbers of students receive the same benefits.

The conflict occurs whan resources are limited and choices have *o
be made.

¥When American society has been willing to make a major investment
in education it has successfully combined its commitment to egual
and high quality education. The Goals 2000 legislation has such
limited funding available, that it seems to opt for the standards
goal for reasons of financial exigency, eschewing the primary
responsibility of the Federal government to promote e~ .‘ty. In
contrast,Kentucky's oft~cited model of education reform exemplifies
that successful joining of excellence and equity goals, but was
made with a major fufusion of new funds. In its first year
$700,000,000 was added to the state and local education budget, a
35% increase.! 1ne Goals 2000 iegislation budget is $400,000,000.
It is apparent that the Federal government must raise the stakes to
fulfill its most important responsibility. In fact, at a ninimum,
Chapter I funds should be added to the Goals 2000 dollars to
provide better incentives for the states to correct their school
aid formulae which are the source of gross inequities in school
finding.
INEQUITY IN THR STATES

The ptobl;n of financial inequities in state school aiad is
fundamental to the issue of improvement of sducation in the Unitead
States and cannot be separated from the issue of opportunity to
learn. Its importance is demonstrated by the fact that some of the

largest and most progressive statec are guilty of the worst abuses.
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Table 1 provides data indicating the ways in which states have
institutionalized inequities in distributing aid for education.?

These disparities have real impacts. The plaintiffs in the Alabama

case entered evidence demonstrating that Alabawma's highest funded

.system spent $4,820 per pupil while the lowest spent $2,371, less
than half of the highest. That represents an annual disparity of
over $61,000 per classroom of 25 students. Even using the most
conservative measure presented, the court found a "$790 per pupil
difference between the top and bottom quintiles (taking into
account 40 percent, or more than 270,000 students) l..(vhich)
amounted to a disparity of some $18,000 per classroom in a single
year."‘ New Jersey, which ranked first in the nation in average
per pupil expenditure, demonstrates the difficulties of over-
reliance on property taxes for funding education. One st:dy found
not only that “the top five percent of districts spent nearly
$3,500 more per pupil than the bottom five percent," but
additionally that the "poorest districts taxed themselves on
average at rates double those of the wealthiest districts but
realized an average $1700 less per pupil than the wealthiest
districts.”® The Texas Supreme court found that the 100 wealthiest
districts had average annual spending of $7,233 per pupil while the
100 poorest districts averaged only $2,978. Without ensuring that
states redress such glaring inequities, there can be no real

cpportunity to learn, at least not for all students.

The differential between rich and poor districts has been the basis
for wide ranging court cases in nearly half the states in the last
decade.* While most of the state cases have been tried on whether
or not the state constitution stipulates that state aid and/or
total school finance should be roughly equal across the state, some

more recent decisions have ruled more broadly. Tha Kentucky
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decision, for example, declared that the constitutional stipulation
that the state provide an efficient system of common schools means
Kentucky public schools “are thé sole responsibility of the General
Assembly...shall be free to all...shall be substantially uniform
throughout thae state... n»11 provide equal educational
oéportunléies to all Kentucky children, regardless of place of
residence or economic circumstances.®’ ‘Chief Justice Stephens
further declared that "the premise for the existence of common
schools is that all children in Kentucky have a constitutional
right to an adequate education."”® The Kentucky court ruled not
only that the financing was inequitabie, but that the state system
of governance that perpetuated both inequitable financing and the

resulting gross disparities of opportunity among districts was also

unconstitutional.

.In Alabama Coalition for Eguitv, Inc, et al v, Hunt the Alabama

court ruled that
"the present system of public schools in Alabama violates
the constitutional mandate of ... the Alabanma
Constitution, because the system of public schools fails
to provide equitable and adequate educational
opportunities to all schoolchildren...and fails to
provide appropriate instruction and special services [to
children with disabilities).®
In an aatonishingly sweeping decision, the Alabama court ruled that
children in the state of Alabama have a right n3t only to due
process in the determination of state aid, but that they have a
substantive right to both equitable and adequate educational
opportunity provided by the state. In effect, they said that
quality and equality are inseparable. The court admitted evidence
as widely "varying as textbook availability, a survey of the
physical condition of the schools, classroom overcrowding, teacher
salary comparisons, and the testimony of school finance experts.

The Justices cited both John Adams and Thomas Jefferson to defend

:
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the notion that Alabama's guarantee of a liberal education for all

in fact means that cducatlon‘tor the poor must be equitable, and

more especially, adequate. The Justices show that Jefferson
®cited illumination of the minds of tha people as 'the
wmost effectual means' of preventing tyranny: the
representatives who make and administer laws, he said,

‘should be rendered by 1liberal education worthy to

receive and able to guard the sacred deposit of the
rights and liberties of their fellow citizens, and
«+sthey should be called to that charge without regard to

wealth, birth or other accidental condition or

circumstance.*’

TER FRDERAL ROLSB
The Goals 2000: Educate America Act attempts to address the need to
renew creativity and promote improved student performance, and
rightly recognizes that both standards and orr~rtunities must be
tr.ul.y available for all students, regardless of income, residence,
race, gender or disability. Huch of the bill shows a Xkeen
understanding of the dynamics of the Federal system. The bill
wisely relies on the states in a manner which promises to build
reform from the bottom up, and focuses on local decision-making and
responsibility. It is not, hovever, a surprise that the Governors
vho were so influential in shaping the Goals 2000 failed to

appropriately recognize the Federal role in education.

In education the national role was late in coming and the equity
function was initially anun.d by the courts, first in Plessy v.
Ferguson stating that separate was equal'® then dramatically in the
1954 decision Prown v. Board of Education of Topeka recognizing

that separate was unequal." Later, in the early 1960's the
national education title acts formulated Federal compensatory

programs to redress the inequities in school systems perpetuated by
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states and localities. Federal dollars, never mwore than 9% of
education funding nationally, symbolized the commitment to the goal
of equality. The legislation included tinancial incentives but more
importantly provided Federal leadership and direction to the
states. Those programs and oiﬁerl 1ixe them initiated in the
decades of the 1960's and 1970's produced significant results in

closine the gaps in opportunitie= to learn for > broader cross-

section of the society. Certainly outcomes were essential to

program evaluation, however, standards and testing were not
priorities. Federal support and direction worked well with local
programs designed specifically to respond to local populations.
Some programs such as headstart. further demonstrated these new

opportunitics had to include such other elements as parent

participation.”

A significant aspect of the education agenda of that era was the

recognition of the political arena in which education decision

making took place. The ESEA legislation supported mandatory and

voluntary parent and community participation in school decisions.
The 197% Education for All Handicapped children's Act was a
landmark in the Federal role in education. The legislation
established detailed requirements which prescribe how schools must
make decisions for the future education of children with special
needs. The law requires a plan to be prepared jointly by parents,
teachers, counselors, and psychologiots: importantly, however,
parents are integral to the -lecision making process and no decision
can be made without their approval. Federal law guarantees that
eJery paréﬁt, rich or poor, black or white will be respected in
their judgement of what is educationally sound for their child.
This legislation moved the concept of opportunity to learn to
another level. Education standards were now to apply to a
population . formerly excluded, and in addition the legislation

recognized the importance of a parental role in the decision-making

process.,
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Although the legislative intent was clear, the effect of Federal
legislation was not always as_intended. The compensatory priority
of Federal aid was sometimes undermined by state, local and school
district implementation. Federal regulations and lack of oversight
contributed to distributions of Federal dollars according to state
formulae. State programs were often inequitable and Fede: .. grants
programs reinforced those results. Chapter I funding is the most

pointed example of a Federal policy gone awry. The GAO finds that

.many wealthy schools benefit from Chapter I while schools with

considerably highér proportions of poor students are underfunded."
Funds appropriated for poor s.uadents are routinely distributed to
wealthy districts. 2In Illinois, for example, the formula means
that only 64,000 of Chicago's 150,000 officially poor children are
served; Chicago had ineligible schools with poverty rates as high
as 53 percent. Meanwhile, schools with a 4 percent poverty rate in
schaumburg, a northwest Chicago suburb, receive Chapter I
funding.'" 1In New York, schools in the Oneonta system, which has
a district poverty rate of 6 percent, receive $1612 per rhapter 1
student, while schools in the Edmeston system, which has a district
poverty rate of 34 percent, receive only $761 per Chapter 1
student . Most critics conclude that §{f Chapter 1 directed

funding to schools instead of to individual children these
inequities. would be prevented.

ACHRIEVING EXCRLLENCE WITR REQUALITY
American education can only achieve its full potential under a
dynamic Federal system that gets all segments working together to

achieve {ts most important goals. Equality is the essential goal.

-Educational excellence necessarily will accumpany equality for more

of the population. An emphasis on standards and performance will
not necessarily produce equality. The last decade of education
reform gave us clear evidence of this fact. State school reform in

the 1980's which has been so highly acclaimed, significantly
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increased educational inequities. We improved quality for those
who wvere already advantaged, Indeed, these state programs wvere
implenented even as the block gfénting of Federal assistance under
Chapter 2 diminished resources for urban schools and Federal aid to

private schools grew.'®

The results of the educational reforms of the 1960°'s are in sharp
contrast to the results from the 1980's; the earlier reforms
asserted equality ;s the major priority, however quality was to be
achieved as a part of that effort. Indeed, changes in quality wvere
notable. Assessments of compensatory education and SAT scores
conducted by the National Assessment of Educational Progress prior
to the cutbacks in the early 1980's found improvement in narrowing
the gap between minority and white performance which can be

attributed in part to the success of Title 1.V

Goals 2000 fails to build on these accomplishments. w%hile working
to expand state efforts to achieve systemic reform, Goals 2000
treads too lightly on the issue of equity. Jennifer O'Day and
Marshall Smith assert: ]

"achools with large numbers of relatively disadvantaged
students typically have less discretionary money, fewer
well-trained teachers, aﬁ& sore problems that drain
attention and energy from implementing complex
reforms...fit is] unlikelv that the reforms will r.ach

the ‘iajority of sachools with large numbers of
disadvantaged gtudents -- at least not until well after

they are implemented in more advantagead schools. "'

Goals 2000 could address these and other important issues with

minor modifications by asserting the appropriate Federal role of
pursuing equity.

[ W]
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The authorizing legislation should require eligible state plans to
include plans for achieving equity, and should include target

measures for improvement which affect eligibility for other Federal

‘education funds. Without Federal incentives, some of the goals

may be reached, but not for all children. Specifically, Section
213(c) (3) (E) which deals with the Voluntary National Opportunity to
Learn Standards, should be amended to deal more precisely with the
standards of equity expected to assure opportunity to learn for all
students. Congress should not rely on the Standards Council to
lead in this area, but should assert the national interest.
Section 213(e)(2)(B)(ii1), which outlines how certification
standards shall be applied to state plans, should add reference to
incore or place of residence where it now "includes all students,
eépecialli' students with disabilities or with limited English
proficiency." 1n considering the simultaneocus inclusion of demands
for content and performaice standards that surpass current
standards for even the most advantaged students and programs, with
support for restructuring, the Standards Council should be directed
to be especially alert to the use of this legislation to justify
state-level "hold-harmless" provisions. The legislation needs
teeth on this point. Under Title 111, the committee should
consider increasing the amount the secretary can distribute to
LEA's with large concentrations of poor students from 6% to 20% to

assure their inclusion in state reform efforts.

The politics of education in America reflect other competing values
in the larger po'‘tical culture. Americans struggle to balance the
need to preserve an inclusive, participatory and democratic policy-

making process with the drive to attain efficiency and econony

through professional centralization of decision making. Our Federal
system allows us to retain local controls and responsiveness
through the states and localities while utilizing Federal oversight

and support to sustain the values of equity and fairness. Only at
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the higher levels can we guarantee equity, thus a natural division

of power persists.

Democratic process requires greater and continuing public discourse
on education goals and standards in an expanded and more inclusive
political arena. The Federal government's early leadership in
enéaginq p;tents and community in the school decision process can
be reinforced and enhanced in Goals 2000. Although provision is
made in Section 306 to require broader representation in the state
planning councils, the state plans they produce must be evaluated
by the degree to which they construct governance structures to
broaden thé public debate and give stakeholders a direct role in
school decision making. Only through broad based participation will
the combined goals of equity and excellence be appropriately
balanced. The Goals 2000 legislation should be specific in its
recognition of all three goals: equity, excellence and broader
participation in school decision making. The Federal emphasis must
however be on equity. Our strong tradition of Federalism and local
community based education should be the source of bottom up
definitions of standards. Public discourse in communities gives
vitality to education goals, not assessment tests and directives

from Washington. Goals 2000 legislation at this juncture assumes

that standards which apply to all in the same way will produce
equity or that opportunity to learn encompasses equity goals. There
is no evidence to support this claim. The federal government's role
should be to provide leadership in this regard by requiring that
plans for correcting school finance inequities be an essential part
of Goals 2000 submissions. Several states have demonstrated their
sense of responsibility and commitment to pursuing changes in their
education financing structures, federal support for these efforts
can be a deciding factor in achieving results. In addition other

states could be offered support toiinitiato actions.
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CONCLUSION
Better governance, broader participation, higher standards created
by those new governance structures and more equitable funding
should be tied together in the Federal legislation. The legislation
should be straight-forward about its prioritiee. An eseuntial part
of the federal role is its assertion of national leadership in
confiining social values and priorities. Equitable funding of
schools and school districts is fundamental to our commitment to
equality. Guaranteeing broader participation of a wider cross
section of stakeholders in education confirms our commitment to the
democratic political process. Encouraging higher state standards

on a national scale demonstrates the vitality of the federal

system.

Kentucky, the state most often cited as a model of school reform,

‘was successful because it combined the three elements: a broadly

based commission which devised a reform agenda and plan, a
commitment to change school funding formulae to produce greater
equity, and a movement toward higher standards of teaching and
learning. The state leaders 4id not rely on rhetoric, they moved
toward action with a sensitive recognition that all sectors of the

society needed to be included in the pursuit of greater equality in

education.

Further evidence of the impor*~nce of combir:ng these three

essential elements in any Federal legislation is the experience in
states where the courts have made strong decisions regarding the
legal requirements for equitable funding. In Texas the action of
the court hae been negated by the unwillingness of the legislature
to act. State legislators apparently have no reason to redress the
inequities suffered by powerless constituencies.The lack of a more
inclusive political coalition supporting the redesign of the echool
aid legielation hae been particularly costly. Bucceseful court

actions in Alabama and Connecticut, ruling in favor of finance
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reform, on the other hand have been backed up by organized
political groups representing a cross section of public interests.
Their goals are publicized and clear; they include equity, and high

standards to be achieved through new and more inclusive governance

practices.

Federal legislation should at a minimum establish the priority of
equitable funding, suggest the importance of a public discourse and
encourage the development of state plans to correct inequities.
Federal programs must do all they can to support a broader playing
field, to insure that state and local school systems are more
inclusive. School reform in America should be an opgoinq and

dynamic process, as is the democratic system { -self.
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Frankfurt, KY: December, 1992, p41l.
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Senator WELLSTONE. Thank you.

We will definitely need to conclude by one o’clock, and we have
one other superb panel left, and I would like to ask you one or two
questions, and then I hope it will be acceptable if I could get some
questions to you in writing, or for that matter, pick up the phone
an 1, because I view this as a working together process.

Do the other two of ]you share Dr. Gittell's skepticism about
Goals 2000? Let me just lay that on the table for a moment.

Mr. FERNANDEZ. I think she’s absolutely right on target. It's or:2
thing to set standards, but then to set standards and nothing else
presents a problem. If in fact you are going to sei out a group of
standards—and we ns;ee with that, inadentally; the Council is not
opposed to the standards, but we are opponeti to the standards
without providing some resources in order to imglement and to get
at those standards. You have to equalize the p ayir& field again.
I think that was the case she was trying to make, that you can't
impg:e stindards and keep things exactly the way they are; it just
won't work.

Senator WELLSTONE. Dr. Fernandez, if I could just ask you to
build on that point, putting together both desirability—what ﬁrou
and probably I and others here would wish for—and feasibility,
what would you suggest as—I have heard some of this from testi-
mony already—but as a sort of action agenda? I mean, where
would you start to focus the Federal role here—within this frame-
work of what I heard from Dr. Gittell which had to do with—and
I liked it, and I understand your point about equality and excel-
lence, and then you talked about governance, and then you talked
about excellence.

Mr. FERNANDEZ. Obviously, you are aware that this area is load-
ed with minefields because it is the responsibility of the State, and
it is very tricky and technical. But I think what she said in terms
of the Rodriguez case is very apropos. Certainly, legislatively, there
is something that could be done in that area.

I also think that one of the things that should be done in terms
of the discourse is to even come to the member cities. We welcome

ou. Have your hearings out there. Discuss this out in the open.
rinEemore people to the table than just the professionals, and you
will be shocked at some of the things you will hear.

Senator WELLSTONE. And actually, I think that is something that
this working group of Senators on the Labor and Human Resources
Committee, with the sufport of the chair and the chair of the sub-
committee, plan to do. It is something we have talkd about, and
I think we should.

Mr. FERNANDEZ. I think we should include in that some visits.

Senator WELLSTONE. I am t.emilt.ed to make this my forum, and
I don’t want to, but I'm having kind of a tough time restraining
myself here, because I think there is much that we could learn by
doing that. And when I heard Dr. Gittell, one of the things that oc-
curred to me is that coming from the Governors, I think in many
ways is positive, but it did occur to me that Governors don’t nec-
essarily refresent the involvement or the conversation, if you will.
There are lots of other people at more of a grassroots fevel, at the
State level, that I don't think have been included and need to be.

Mr. FERNANDEZ. Yes.
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Ms. MORHAUSER. I actually, I think, started to give an answer
to this in my original testimony in my request that you all in Rosi-
tions of great power to whom people listen when you speak do have
an obligation, certainly, to come and listen to people, but also to
speal:t of your recognition of the national priority of providing equal
opportunity.

F: New Jersey, we have wearied after 24 years of the continuing
warfare over the distribution of pennies that the legislature comes
up with, and we formed a coalition that includes all of the leaders
in the education community as well as the Education Law Center,
mf' agency. We need your voice. We need the voice of President
Clinton and of Secretary Riley and of this committee. We need you
to help us convince New Jerseyites that what the U.S. Supreme
Court said about reform and assuring equity, that is, fur ding ap-
propriate to the needs of the child, is in their interest.

I would agree certainly with Dr. Gittell that there needs to be
more input by the public. I have some reservations about the Ken-
tucky system, since one thing it threatens is one thing we have had
in New Jersey, and that is takeover, which further removes from
public participation any role in governance. We have been taken
over districts, only appointed boards that may advise; all the deci-
sions are made by the State official. So I have some real problems
with the “stick” approach in Kentucky and with some other aspects
of what has happened there.

As to Goals 2000, as a former teacher, I believe in setting the
highest possible qualities, but I believe we do not do what Goals
2000 is going to do—proceed on that road of excellence that Dr.
Gittell talked about and leave behind the children who have just
as much to offer and can truly contribute to our society, but will
never have an opportunity to reach those goals if equity isn't part
of the goals for excellence.

Senator WELLSTONE. Thank you.

I thank each of you very much, and I would hope it would be all
Eieght with all of you if we are back in touch with you, and we will

Thank you.

Our third ?anel includes Kern Alexander, a professor at Virginia
Tech—it’s still VPI, though, right—

Mr. Alexander. And Virginia Tech.

Senator WELLSTONE. —and Virginia Tech in Blacksburg, VA. He
has written extensively on the issues of school finance and school
law. He is currently the executive editor of the Journal of Edu-
cation Finance. He will address the issue of school equity as it af-
fects rural schools and communities, and I am especially pleased
that you will do that today.

Joe Nathan is a senior fellow at the University of Minnesota’s
Humphrey Institute of Public Affairs and Director of the Center for
School Change, and well-known in Minnesota for being outspoken,
for being a real risk-taker, and certainly someone whom I consider
to be a very deep thinker and an important person in this whole
area, as well as a very awd friend.

And Paula Prahl is the director of education policy at the Min-
nesota Business Partnership, a research and public policy advocacy
association of chief executive officers of the 105 largest employers
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in Minnesota. Ms. Prahl directs the work of the education qualigr
task force, which earlier this year issued a report on education fi-
nance,

And just to brag on Minnesota for 2 moment, I find it especially
siﬁniﬁunt that the business community has been so centrally in-
volved, and I appreciate your being here, Ms. Prahl.

We'l start out with Dr. Alexander.

STATEMENTS OF KERN ALEXANDER, VIRGINIA POLYTECHNIC
INSTITUTE AND STATE UNIVERSITY, RICHMOND, VA; JOE
NATHAN, DIRECTOR, CENTER FOR SCHOOL CHANGE, MIN-
NEAPOLIS, MN; AND PAULA J. PRAHL, DIRECTOR OF EDU-
CATION POLICY, MINNESOTA BUSINESS PARTNERSHIP, MIN-
NEAPOLIS, MN

Mr. Alexander. Thank you, Senator, and thank you for inviting
me to be here.

My comments today have to do with equity, adequacy, as well as
the “money doesn’t make a difference” argument. I obviously be-
lieve that equity and adequacy of educational funding is most im-
portant. As a matter of fact, I lieve that the activity in the courts
today, the State courts, is the most important educational initiative
that is being undertaken. There is no doubt that there is no other
that is turning and reforming education as the State courts are
now doing.‘

I was the plaintiff's consultant in Burris v. Wilkerson back in
1968, which was the first suit of this type against the State of Vir-
ginia, and it was the first in the country. Later, I was the plaintiffs
consultant in Kentucky, Tennessee, Alabama, Montana and Rhode
Island cases; Rhode Island was just last month. I am presently
working with Ohio, Pennsylvania, Indiana and South Dakota.
. This effort, I believe, is one that brings to focus the problems of

our legislative branch of Government and its inability to deal with
the factional issues that involve education in every State and in-
deed the Nation.

The effort of this Nation to support education, the effort of these
States to support education, is bound into the questions of equity
and equalitf' of opporl:uniti.rl

Senator, I am sure you know or you feel the impact of the 1980’s
on education, elementary and secondary. The Federal Govern-
r&ent’s gtl’f%rgo fell from $4 per $1,000 of personal income to less than

r $1,000.

e Federal Government’s tax effort today to support elementary
and secondary education is far less than it was in 1980. So I be-
lieve that certainly we should not approach the issues that you are
raising by saying that we should not invest more in elementary
and secondary education.

The problem of under-investment in this country, the under-in-
vestment in human capital, is the most disturbing aspect of our
Nation’s future. The disparities in educational opportunity that we
are discussing here today are egregious in most States. I am work-
ing with Ohio at the present time. The rural school districts of
Ohio and the core cities have joined together in a coalition. We
have six of the eight core cities working with the poor rural school
districts in an action against the State of Ohio. In fact, 500 school
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districts out of the 612 have banded together against the State of
Ohio o resolve this problem of educational inequity.

To give you an example of what we are ing about here and
just use Ohio, which has more difficult circumstances than most
States, the richest school district in Ohio has $22,000 per year in
revenue per supil. The mrest has $3,000. That is how much they
have to spend per year. This is Ohio.

If you take the second school district in the State and compare
it to the poorest, the second richest has $177,000 per year per
classroom more than the poorest. Now, if you walk down the hall-
way of an elementary school and look in the door of each elemen-
tary classroom, each of those classrooms has $177,000 per year
more than the poorest school district. Obviously, that’s a great in-
equality of opportunity.

The top 10 percent of the students in Ohio have $350 million per
year more for their education than the bottom 10 percent per year.

The concept that we have used and the concept that I think is
extremely important to your considerations here is that education
is a State function; it is a State system. All taxes are State taxes
in those States, and all children are children of the State and not
of the locality. What we have is a State-created system of inequal-
ity. It is much like segregation—the State creates by its State and
local tax structure a system of educational disparity.

It is the claim of the poor children in these States that it is an
e(ﬂlal protection question; it i8 an educational opportunity question
when the State in fact itself creates the disparities.

The issue is this. There are three kinds of inequalities. The first
is natural; nature creates inequalities, and the State cannot correct
them all. But it should try. Second, there are economic and social
inequalities. Third, there are those State-created inequalities to
which we refer here. The Congress and the State Governments
have a responsibility to see that the States themselves do not cre-
ate these inequalities of opportunity. They can try to work with
natural disparities and natural inequities. They can attempt to and
they should deal with economic and social disparities that come
from the marketplace and the operation of the system. But when
the State creates these disparities in its funding system, then it is
an interest of Congress, and it is certainly an interest of State Gov-
ernment.

We simply in these cases do not talk about cause and effect, Sen-
ator. We say that poor education from poor school districts have
lower property wealih; they have lower incomes; they have gen-
erally poorer quality of curriculum—this is shown in these States.
Their school districts many times Jmt forth greater tax efforts.
They score lower on test scores. And the State in turn gives them
less moneg. :

So the State sets them up in a system of having less resources
and then in turn gives them less money.

Senator WELLSTONE. Dr. Alexander, I wonder if I could interrupt
ﬁou for just one second. Senator Simon is between two committee

earings, and he wanted to briefly have the chance to make a
statement. He has been so committed to this, and I wanted to give
him the opportunity, and then we’ll go right on, and I apologize.
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OPENING STATEMENT OF SENATOR SIMON

Senator SIMON. And let me first commend my colleague from
Minnesota who has shown great interest in this field. We jointly
hosted a dinner here about 2 weeks ago where we brought in some
pe:]ple just to talk about this whole (g;estion of what not the Fed-
eral Government can do aboui school finance equalization.

I regret we have a hearing on assault weapons going on in the
Judiciary Committee, and these things absolutely ought to be out-
lawed in our society, s0 I need to be two places at once.

But let me {nst say the figures that you use in Ohio are dra-
matic, and if I could make one minor correction, when you said
$177,000 per classroom more, I just figure a classroom of 30
students—

Mr. Alexander. Twenty-five students, Senator.

Senator SIMON. Well, even at 25, gou end up with more than
$177,000 per classroom difference; at 30, it is $660,000 for one and
$90,000 for the other, or $570,000 difference per classroom.

Second, in a country like Sweden, which does not have the in-
91uities that we have in our society—and “Prahl” may be a Swed-
ish name——

Ms. PRAHL. Danish.

Senator SIMON. —all right—but in Sweden, they spend two to
three times as much in disadvantaged arcas as they do in the more
t::ll.dvatlltaged areas. We do precisely the opposite, and it is just irra-

ional.

I would like to_enter into the record—and my staff can provide
this—an article that appeared in the Chica un Times showing
the differences in demand of a classroom where 95 percent of the
students are below the poverty level, and another school district
where 2 percent are below the poverty level—differences in crime
and other things—and yet we are saying to the school that has rel-
atively few problems that we are going to give it moi_ than the
other school. It just is irrational. I want to commend the witnesses,
and I a lo?ze for not being here longer, but I have this conflict.

[Article follows:]
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Senator WELLSTONE. Thank you, Senator Simon.

And just speaking for Senator imon, I have said to everybody
today, Paul, that there will be plenty of follow-up. This hearing is
not just symbolic. There are a number of us who are just dedicated
to trying to make a difference here. . )

Senator SIMON. Absolutely. And we are going to be reauthorizing
the Elementary and Secon Education Act, and 1 can’t say we
are going to win this battle, but we are sure going to fight the bat-
tle and see if we can’t do something to come up with a better and
more rational and more equitable system of education for the
youns people in this country.

And again, Paul Wellstone in so many ways has been a refresh-
ing breeze in the U.S. Senate, and one of the reasons is that when
it comes to areas of equity, I don’t even ask where Paul Wellstone
is. I know where he is, and I am proud to serve with him here.

Thank you.

Senator WELLSTONE. Thank you.

Dr. Alexander.

Mr. Alexander. Thank you, Senator. You obviously understand
the issues that we are dealing with in the court cases daily, and
we can use Congress’ help and the Senate’s help. Thank you.

Senator, I have some recommendations as well, and they are
similar to the ones I presented to the Hawkins committee year be-
fore last. At that time, I felt that it was very important that Con-
gress do something to neutralize the effect o Rmf riguez. Rodriguez
was not simply an isolated decision that has nothing to do with on-
going activities now within and among the States. The U.S. Su-
greme Court’s precedent in Rodriguez has been used in all of the

tates that have held Rﬁainst poor plaintiff children and poor
school districts, citing riguez statement that money does not
matter, or that you cannot prove that money make a difference in
these cases. They cite also that the Equal Protection Clause of the
Federal Constitution cairies over and is followed by many State
constitutions and that ¢they do not have independent vitality to rise
above the ininimal standards of the Equal Protection Clause.

It was my feeling then, and I continue to believe this, that Con-
gress can act without the Equal Protection Clause, under Section
5 of the Equal Protection Clause, for independent ccngressional ac-
tion, to State and to maintain that it is a Federal policy, a Federal
issue, that education is a right in this country. The United Nations
declared it a right in 1948, and we as a country have not declared
education as a right of individuals to the present time.

This is one of the issues we are struggling over in the State
courts. So we believe that you, the Congress, should enunciate a
policy issue that education 18 important, it is a right, it is an indi-
vidual interest.

I also believe that a congressional plan, a Federal plan, should
provide incentive to create these uniform and equitable systems. If
you go back and put forth the tax effort that was gut forth in 1980,
there would be ample resources to give States fiscal incentive to
move toward more equitable systems, as the Hawkins plan envis-

aged.
Second, the plan should be funded, I believe, to take into account
the fiscal effort of the States and the capacity of the States, both
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fiscal capacity and effort. Chapter I, Title 1, incidentally, does in
fact ize among the States slightly and within the States rath-
er dramatically. So in considering reauthorization or new legisla-
tion, you may tie this into Title 1, the Elementary and Secondary
Education Act, and through that mechanism or a similar mecha-
nism or amendment of that mechanism achieve what we are talk-
ini‘h: about here today.

rd, I would say that the plan should provide for substantial
uniformity; it should call for substantial uniformity of educational
ogportmuty. It would be incumbent upon the States in receiving
their funds from the Congress that they show in the State Tﬁlm
that they are providi tantial educational opportunity. Those
words have been used in the Kentucky case, the Tennessee case,
and other court decisions where the plaintiffs have won. Substan-
tial uniformity is a workable definition.

Fourth, to the effect that education is a right, Congress should
enunciate a position that the Nation would maintain some reason-
able level of educational effort, funding of education. One of our
earlier members of this panel indicated that we were 13th in the
world, or at least among OECD countries. We are lower than that
among OECD countries in fiscal effort; that is, expenditures on ele-
men and secondary education as a percent of the gross domes-
tic product. We can’t expect to maintain global predominance in the
next 30 years, in the next generations, or even our current position,
if we are 16th among 22 countries in fiscal effort to support our in-
vestment in human capital at the elementary and seconduxi level,

Last, I would point out that a plan should initiate additional
funding to deal with the problems of our inordinately high edu-
cational burdens due to racial, ethnic, cultural, linguistic, and eco-
nomic diversity in this country. As you know, during the eighties,
our country’s spread as far as economic opportunity was con-
cerned—the lower fifth of our population has much less money
than it had in 1980. The inequities are greater in this country than
in other industrialized countries of the world. Japan has the larg-
emdgle class of any of the industrialized countries; we have the
smallest.

This legislation should address those educational needs that we
have, those extraordinary needs that we have, and it should deal
with the deprivation issue, centering the funds on the lower in-
come.

Thank you, Senator.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Alexander follows:]
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PREPARED STATEMENT OF KERN ALEXANDER
Introduction

The role of the federal government in the tinancing of
education will always be a subject of much controversy. Many
believe that the federal government has a special responsibility
for education that emanates from a national interest in the general
welfare that requires substantial federal financial commitment.
Others maintain that the nature of the American federelism places
little financial responsibility for education on the centrel
government. Yet, others are of the opinion that the federal
government should provide funding only as a stimulus for change end
innovation or to deal with educational needs that are of particuler
national interest. The issue of federal aid is, further,
complicated by strong lobbies representing other interests that
historically have had difficulty in accepting the politicel
philosophy of public schools. To this unstable state of affeirs
can be added the marketplace enthusiasts who believe that ell good
in soclety derives from competition and that it is not necessary
tfor the federal government to fund elementary and secondary
education in any appreciable magnitude, so long as the federel
government creates schemes of organization and finance that enhance
competition among schools, parents, and students. Any
consideration of federal aid to elementary and secondary schools
must recognize and fashion political accommodations for these
varied interaests.

Those who have advocated reduced go§érnnental involvement,
less taxation and smaller governmental expenditures have controlled
the federal political agenda throughout the 1980s. puring that
period, the response of most politicians regardless of party was to
exhibit a new se£§§‘of fiscal conservatism that influenced the
nation's investment in education. Today, presumably, we ere
entering into a new era when the concept of education es e vital
end elementel aspect of human capital development will reemerge.

1f this new era is to come to fruition the federel government nust
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essert e positive leadership end assume a responsible role in
financing the public schools taat will not only set en example for

the states, but will serve as a stimulus as well.

Federel Aid Criteria
Twenty years ago, the National Educational Finance Project'
recommended substantially greater involvement of the federal
government in the financing of the elementary end secondery
schools. As e part of this objective certein criteria for federel
funding vere set forth. These were:

1) The purpose of the program must be worthy end sppropriete
for the federal government.

2) The edministrative arrangements must be conducive to
sound federsl-stete-locel reletionships.

3) The combined effect of all federal progrems should
promote the development of edequete public schoc”.
progrems in ell stetes.

4) The federel programs should agqualize finenciel resources
anong stetes.

Bach of these criterie remain eppliceble todey. Regerding the
first, the federel government should give first considerstion to
those educationel needs thet trenscend stete lines. Because
educetionsl deticiencies cannot be querentined within state
bounderies. The spillovers of poor guality educetion in one state

thresten ell stetes, the federel interest must therefore be broad

end pervesive. Thus, it is within the realm of federel concern to
make general purpose grants to stetes to supplement stete end locel
funds and to provide incentives for states to expend the necessery
tax effort to maintain an adequate system of educetion. Second,
the federal-stete-local partnership must be so conceived es to

capture the special strengths of ezch level of government.

Historically end legally the stetes occupy the centrel role in the

formetion and wmeintenance of public «ducetion. The legel
relationship between federal end stete government hes been
described in terms of e contract, with the stetes entering
errangements on @ volitional basis. The federel government scts in

ite generel welfare interest end the stetes respond by tiscel
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cooperation and mutual intarest to that concern. This is as it
should be and should continue. The localities do not stand alone,
but are of the states, and as such form subsidiary units whose
purpose is to bring the prescribed educational initiatives as close
to the people as possible. Historically, these roles have been
found to be workabie and should continue. Third, the combined
effects of the federal programs should be viewed as to their unity
of impact on state educational policy. Federal categorical grants
that leave out of account consideration of educational needs in the
national interest should be supplemented with other wore far
reaching and comprehensive programs.

The last criterion, the need to equalize financial resources
for education, is a vital one. All federal programs regardless of
their substantive purpose should be so designed as to equalize the
fiscal capacity of the states. Federal programs should be also be
fashioned with a cognizance and awareness of inegualities internal
to the states. This concern for eguality should be a broad one
with due consideration for the need of pupils.

Importantly, it is this last criterion that has unique
importance today as we view the role of the federal government.
Inequalities of funding both among and within states stand as
possibly the most insidious threat to the provision of equel
educational opportunity in the United States.

Politicel Reelities of Generel Federel Ala

Serious consideration of substantial federal subventions for
the elementary and secondary schools have been attempted on
numerous occasions and have failed because o£ a complexity of
political issues that pervade education.

Throughout the years gensral federal eid for education has
been discussed and on occasion seriously pursued by its various
advocates. During the 1920s end 1930s the predominste position of
both Democrats and Republicans was that educetion wes not a federel
function and except for certain special circumstences should be

left to the states end 1locelities. This viewpoint hes been
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unerringly adhered to by the Republican Party over the years with
the notable reaffirmation during the 1980s. The Deuocratic Party,
while officlally opposed later, assumed a positive stance toward
education. The Democratic Party did not mention federal aid to
education in its platform of 1932, but indicated limited advocacy
in the 1936 platform.z The Democrats finally reversed their
position on the issue and in the platforms of 1944, 1948, and 1952
advocated federal aid to education with the proviso that it be
without federal control. President Truman actively supported
federal aid to public schools accompanied by higher education
scholarshlps.’ Truman had even included funds in his budgets in
the late 1940s and early 1950s that wen:t undistributed for lack of
authorizing legisiation.

During these years, at frequent intervals, major national
education groups and organizations had proposed federal ald to
education with variously stated caveatg concerning federsl
control. Butts and Cremin point out that it was generally the view
of these groups by the mid 19508 that the:

"Prevaliling control of education should be at local and state

levels, but the federal government should aid the states to

achieve a minimum level of quality of education and ald should
be granted according to wealth, ability to tax, and need of
the several states to help."

A flurry of legislative proposals in the early 1950s
circumscribed the issues and defined the boundaries of the
political conflicts that had to be resolved before general federal
ald could be achlieved. The contentious issues can be summarized
into four categories each having substantial political support and
all combined forming a formidable obstacle to substantial federal
subventions particularly in the form of general aid. The isgues

wvere:

1) fear of federal control:

2) fiscal conservatism;

3) religious opposition;

q) reluctance to provide funds to racially segregated

schools.
Each of these issues came to light in the late 19408 and early
19508 as general education aid was widely debated. 1In 1952 three

types of bills were proposed in Congress that highlighted these
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issues. one was the Taft-Thomas Bill (Senate Bill 246) that
proposed an expenditure of $300 million per year for a federal

foundation program that would bring public school expenditures up

to a minimum of $55 per pupil in all states. By the formula some
states would have received $5 per pupil while others could have
received up to $25 per pupn.s Two controversial limitations were
written into the bill that helped kill it. one required that
states maintaining segregated schools must allocate a Just and
equitable portion to black schools. The other provision allowed
states general uée of the funds for school transportation of
parochial school children. This bill passed the Senate in both
1948 and 1949, but failed in the House.*

The second bill, the Barden bill, sponsored by Representative
Graham A. Barden of North Carolina (House Bill 4643) proposed a
similar foundation program concept, with funding levels comparable
to the Taft-Thomas bill, but the Barden bill specifically prqvided
that the funds could be used only for the support of public
schools, not private and parochial schools. The clarity of this
bill's provision for black schools was less certain.’ This bill
failed as well after much acrimony.

A third bill, called the Murray-McMahon bill (Senate Bill 947)
and Fogarty bills {House Bill 915) included a provision that
required statas to provide funds to parochial schools for auxiliary
services. Representatives for church organizatjons testified for
this legislation and against the Taft-Thomas and Barden bills. A
clear line of political demarcation developed that formed well-
organized opposition to federal aid to education unless it provided
considerable amounts of funding for nonpublic schools.® The
controversy over aid to nonpublic schools was therefore

instrumental in killing all three of the bills.

The Johnson administration in 1965 largely compromised the
problem of aid to nonpublic schools by providing for dual
enrollment and shared time arrangements allowing parochial school

children to participate in Title I, ESEA, Title Il library books
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and materials, and Title III consortium arrangements. The
provisions moderated the dispute to a gsufficient degree that the
large Democratic majority in the Congress could enact the
Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965. Comparable
conditions for compromise coupled with the budgetary wherewithal
have not existed since the 1960s.

Today the path may, however, be clearer for larger federal
subventions for several reasons. Fear of federal control does not
appear to be as great today as in earlier years. 1In many aspects
state governments have become stronger and apparently more
confident of their roles in the federal system. Fiscal
conservatism reached an extreme state in the early 1980s and will
presumably take on greater moderation and be more liwmited in the
near future. Too, there gseems to be a continuing working solution
to the problem of aid to nonpublic schools by virtue of the
precedents of the ESEA agreements of the Johnson era. Last, even
though the racial problem is still one that stridently haunts
education the political dimensions of race have changed so that the
forces involved tend to be more proactive towards increased federal
ajd for education. The political problems associated with race
toady have become more economic , demographic, and geographic with
problems of education funding to be most notably concerned with the
flow of funds to core cities and poor rural areas and less with

segregated gchools, per se.

Trends in rederal Funding
Political pressures to reduce governmental expenditures wes
most directly manifested at the federal level of government during
the late 1970s and throughout the 1980s. As the federal government
became more parsimonious toward education and other sociel
progrems, greater costs were shifted to the state and local levels.
The decade of the 1980s saw a decline in federel effort to
support slementary end secondary education. From 196% to the late
1970s federel funds for elementary and secondary educetion rose

eteadily and then in the 1980s fell drametically once egain to
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crawl back upward in the early 1390s. Chart 1 shows the rise and
fall in constant dollars since 1965 for on-budget federal funds.
On-budget means federal funds derived from Congressional
appropriation, In 197% the federal government provided
appropriated support of $10.6 billjon for elementary and secondary
schools, the amount rose to $16.0 billion in 1980, then fell to
14.5 billion in 1983, finally to rise to $21.9 billion in 1990 and
an estimated $28.3 billion in 1992,

In constant dollars, however, as shown in Chart 1 the picture
is wuch different. Adjusted for 1992 conetant dollars, the 1973
appropriated amount was equivalant to $27.1 billion, 1980 to $27.4
billion, 1983 to $20.1 billion, 1990 to $23.7 billion and in 1992
the constant dollar amount was $28.3 billion. As the comparison of
constant dollars indicates the severity of tha decline in the mia-
1980s was far greater than a comparison of current dollars reveals.
In current dollars the dip from 1980 to 1983 was only about $1.5

billion, and the 1992 amount was $12.3 billion more than 1980.

Chart 1I: Federal on-budget funds for Elementary and Secondary
education, by level: 1965 to 1992
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In constant dollars, the fall in federal resources from 1980 to
1983 was $7.3 billion from $27.4 billion to 20.1 billion. By 1990,
the federal funding of $23.7 billion still fall significantly below
the 1980 level of $27.4 billion constant dollar figure. only in
1992 had the funding of elementary and secondary education returned

to its 1980 conetant dollar level. The trend is encouraging to say
the least.

_”47




EE

Q

244

The decline in federal support for elementery end secondary
educetion during the decade of the 1980s may be accurately
illustrated by comparing federal revenue receipts to personal
income for the nation for that period. As shown in Table 1,
federal revenue for elementary and secondary schools was $4.00 per
$1,000 of personal income in 1979-80 and declining to $2.70 in
1986~-87 and then rising to 3.17 i{n 1992-93. Notice that this teble
also shows that state effort remained relatively stable during the
19808, but rose during the early 1990s. Local tunding increesed to
offset the decline in federal effort during the 1980s and has

increased even more during the early 1990s.

This table indicates that there is recent tiscal response from
ell three levels of government to recover frowm the downturn of
tiscel effort in the mid-1980s. Of particuler note is the fact
that revenues for elementary and secondary educiation, from local
sources, increased more than revenues from cither of the other two

levels of government.
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Table )
riscal Effort Made to rund Public Flementary and secondary Schoole,
School Years 1979-80 to 1992-9)
(Revenue Receipts per $1000 of Personel Income
School Yeasrs Faderal Sffort | stete Effort | Local gftort | Totel Effort
1979-80 4.00 21.2¢ 18.08 43.31
1980-81 3.6) 20.86 18.24 42.72
1981-82 3.)0 21.06 18.82 42.88
1982~8) 2.98 21.33 19.7) 44.908
1983~-84 2.82 20.%4 19.1) 42.49
1984~-88 2.80 20.9) 18.44 42.18
1983-8¢ 2.77 21.34 18.76 42.88
1986-87 2.70 21.38 19.0) 43.12
1987-88 2.7¢ 21.49 18. 724 42.99
1988-89 2.78 21.69 18.9%4 43.42
1989-%0 2.78 21.34 19.68 43.80
1990-91 2.88 22.18% 20.72 4%.172
199192 J.o8 21.8¢ 21.37 46.31
1992-93 3.17 22.06 21.88 47,11
Source: National Education Association, pativates_of_School
gtotintics. (washington t NEA, various years.
Hational Education Associatlen. fan! .
(Washington, DC: NEA, verious years.
United Statns Department of Comwmerce, Suresu of Economic
Analysis, autyty.ei-c rrent. fusingep. (Washington, be:
U.8. Government printing office, various years).
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The trand toward greater reliance on local taxation for

support of elementary and sacondary schools is shown in Chart 2.
In 1980-81, local taxation providad 42.7 percent 6f school revenuas
and the federal and state governmants contributed 8.5 percent and
48.8 percent, respectively. By 1992-93 state and federal
contributions had declinad by about 2 percent each and the local
percentage had increasad by 3.7 percant. This trend is not

necassarily a positive one. Local revenues are primarily

SCHOOL YEAR, 1992-93

CHART I

PERCENT OF REVENUE RECEIPTS FOR PUBLIC

ELEMENTARY AND SECONDARY EDUCATION, BY SOURCE,
] roea B smte 7] woca

SOURCE: NATIONAL EDUCATION ASSOCIATION,

SELECTED SCHOOL YEARS, 1980-81 TO 1992-93

SCHOOL YEAR, 1980-81
SCHOOL YEAR, 1388-89

ESTIMATES OF SCHOOL STATISTICS

NEA; VARIOUS YEARS.
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responsible for the extensive revenue disparities found in most
states znd contribute materially to inequalities in educational
opportunity. The school financing inequalities that are the
subject of the school equity cases nationwide emanate from
unequalized local taxation. when the federal government's funding
levels decline and more fiscal pressure is relegated downward to
local government then federal policy inadvertently contributes to
ineq*ality.

Per Pupil Capacitv Comparjisons Among States

A plan for federal funding of elementary and secondary schools
must take into account the varying fiscal capacities of the states.
How capacity is measured is an important policy issue.

The relative capacity of states may vary depending on whether

the revenue bases are related to total state population or to the

number of pupils in the public schools. Some argue that relative
capacity is best measured by taking into account the entire
population because the tax system must support services for all the
people. Further, it is maintained that the income and weelth of
the entire population constitute the total capacity of a state. On
the other hand, it may be reasonably argued that tfor education
purposes capacity should be measured in relatjon of the number of
children to be educated. States have varying demographics and e
state like Florida has far fewer children ages 5-17 compared to the
total state population, than do other states. Too, some states
have much higher percentages of nonpublic school pupils resulting
in differing public school financial burdens. Thus, the
denominator for calculating capacity may be either population or
numbers of pupils depending on the accepted point of view.

Table 2 shows the fiscel capacity per average daily attendance
of selected states, ranking high, middle and low. The seme renking
of states are shown in for fiscal capacity per capita in Teble 3.
Notice that when the pupil count of average deily ettendance is
used for measuring stete capacity, Connecticut's advantage over
Mississippl is substantielly expanded. Personal income per cepita

shows thet Connecticut is 13¢ percent of the U.S8., everage and
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Mississippl 69 percent, but when personal income per ADA is used as
the denominator, Connecticut's advantage increases to 154 percent
of the U.S. average and Missiscippi's percentage is reduced to only
56 percent. The pattern is similar with the representative tax
system per capita. Connecticut's relative wealth rises from 143
percent of the U.S. average per capita to 159 percent per ADA and

Mississippi falls from 65 per capita to 56 percent per ADA. These

comparisons, also, show striking differences for Utah which appears
much poorer when using average daily attendance figures than
population. With the per pupil measure, Utah falls below
Mississippi on both personal income and the representative tax
system making it, by far, the poorest state in the country.

Regardless of measure, however, there remains a substantial
disparity in tax capacity among the states and any accurate
agssessment of provision of equality of educational opportunity
among states must take this into account.

Insofar as financial support is related to educational
opportunity, the wealthiest states have a decided advantage. The
most able states can finance a reasonably adequate quality of
education with a lower tax effort than can the least able. This
means that if schools were to be financed entirely from state and
local funds, either the people in the least capable states would
have to make a much greater effort to support their schools or the
children in these states would be relegated to schools that were
inadequately financed.

Thus, an appropriate national interest would be the
equalization of funds from federal sources among lt:tos. Federal
allocation policy should be designed to offset the disadvantages of
children in poor states by making every effort to prevent a child's

education from being materially linked to the fiscal capacity of a
state.
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Table

Fiscal Capacity of Selected States

as Percent of U.S. Average

as Measured by Personal Income
and the Representative Tax System

by Average Daily Attendance

Personal Income Per
rupil in ADA, 1990,
as Percent of U.S.

Representative Tax
System 1988 Per
Pupil in ADA, 1990,

Average as Percent of U.S.
Average
| High
Connecticut 154% 159%
New Jersey 156 148
Massachusetts 143 154
New York 141 132
Haryland' 131 119
| Hiddle
Ohio 98% 101%
Wisconsin 100 96
Nebraska 88 87
Vermont 921 103
Missouri 99 98
Low o
New Mexico 70% 77%
Arkansas 66 68
Utah 48 49
west Virginia 66 76
Mississippi 56 56
United States 100% 100%

O
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Tabls )

Interstate Differentials in Tax Capacity per Capita
(Stetes ranked by per Capita Personal Income, 1990)

Capacity Messurss
Stats Personsl Incoms Per Representstive Tax
Ccapita ss Percent syatem Per Cspits,
of U.8. Aversge, 1988, 83 Percent of
1990 U.8. Avarsgs, 1988
Righe
Connscticut 136% 1438
New Jersey 133 124
Hsseschusstte 121 129
Mew York 118 109
Heryland 116 109
Hiadls
ohio 94 91
wisconsin 94 90
Nebreasks 94 S0
Yasrmont 94 105
Hissouri 94 90
Low
New Mexico 716 83
Arksnsss 76 74
Utah 75 78
west virginise 74 78
Miselselippt 1 B LA
United Statss 100 100
Ninnka ranks flrat by RTS method having 159 percent of ths U.S. Aversgs
Capacity.

Sources: Hational FEducation Association, Rankings_of _the States, 1992,
(Wash., D.C.: MNEA, 1992), Table D-3, p. 29.: Advisory Commission

on Intergovernmental Relatlons, State Fiscal Capacity and Effort,
(Wash., D.C.: ACIR, August 1990), m-170, Table S01, p. 32.

Fiscal Effort Among the States
Any new federal funding plans should recognize the variations
in fiscal effort among states. Some states have shown little
enthusiasm for investment in elementary and secondary education and
others have contributed well beyond expectation.
Tax effort may be determined at the state level for any or all
governmental gervices for which revenue or expenditure data are

available. The tax efforts of the various states measured can

serve as a reasonably accurate indicator of policy choices and may

provide information about how a state spreads its fiscal resources

across governmental programs.
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Tax effort to support a particular governmental function can
be measured by determining the ratio of the revenues or
expenditures devoted for a particular purpose to a measure of state
fiscal capacity. As observed above, the most accurate and commonly
used capacity measures are personal income and the ACIRs’
Representative Tax System.

Table 4 shows the fiscal effort by selected rich, middle and
poor states for all government revenues and for state and local
public school revenues as a percentage of the U.S. average. This
table reveals several interesting comparisons. First, it |is
readily apparent that a poor state may frequently put forth more
tax effort for public schools, and for all governmental services
than a more wealthy state. For example, the wealthy state of
Massachusetts is below the U.S. average on all effort measures
while the pcor state of Utah exceeds the U.S. average on all
comparisons. Second, some poor states such as Mississippi increase
their own difficulties by putting forth low effort. Third, some
states may have higher effort for all government and lower effort
for public schools as does New York, while others may have
considerably greater effort for public schools and lower effort for
all government, as do New Jersey, Vermont, Arkansas, Utah and West
virginia. Fourth, some states evidence a split in effort based on
whether the capacity measure is personal lncome. or the
representative tax system. For example, Massachusetts, shows
higher effort with personal income than with the representative tax
system. In this regard, for example, Massachusetts has a
substantial store of unused tax capacity in general sales,
selective sales, and property taxes. On the other hand, New York
has 1ittle additional potential stored away showing greater effort
with representative tax system and less with personal income.

Patterns in effort of states tend to‘ change only very
gradually, but exceptions do occur as evidenced by the sharp
decline in th effort experienced by California after Proposition
13 and Massachusetts following Proposition 24. 1In Zalifornis the

tsx effort plummeted from over 120 percent of the U.S. sversge in

204

A1)




O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

251

1976 down to 94 percent in 1988. The effects of Proposition 2% in
Massachusetts vere even more pronounced dropping tax effort in that
state from over 140 percent of the U.S. average in 1979 to only 94
percent in 1988. Thus, dramatic shifts in governmental tax policy
can atfect tax effort and occasionaliy does so on a very large
scale.

The implications for federal aid.are quite clear. Any federal
formulation should be designed to stimulate state tax effort to
support elementary and secondary schools. States with low tax

effort should not be rewarded for their languor toward educational

investment.

tqualisatioa of Federal rumds

Federal subventions should be designed to contribute to
equality and to serve as redistrisutional mechanisms in advancing
a specified national purpose.

Today, the flow of federal funds for all programs, including
education, to the states has a net equalizing effect. Table §
shouws the per cspita net flow of all federal funds, 1988-1990, for
the top 10 status in per capita personal income and the 10 lowest.
This table shows the federal expenditure for all purposes minus
federal tax collections. Xf wve simply take the unveighted average,
ve see that the per capita flow of all federal funds to the poorest
statee is substantial. Factors influencing this flow include the
progressivity of the federal tax collections coupled with the
equalization features of the federal allocation formulas. ot
course, tax structure and distribution formulas do not account for
all the difterencee. Categorical grants of varioue sorts for
special purposes, such as national installations for research and
military and other national interests make a substantial difference

in the continuity cf the pattern.
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Teble 4

interstate Differentials in Tax Effort for
All Governmant mnd for Public Schools
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(Wash., D.C.:
for all government end Tsble F-4 for state and
public

Relations, State Fiscal Capacity end Effort,
August 1990), m-170, Table 501, p. 32.

(States qrouped by Per Cspite Personsl income, 1990)
pffort Measurss
All Government Public Schools
Righ, Middle, and Low
State State and Tax state and fitats snd
Local Tax | Effort in| Locel Publie tocsl Publie
Revenuss 1988 Trom School School Revenue
in 1999-90 | Repreaent | Revenues in in 1991-92 per
per $1,806 | ative Tax i 1999-90 per Repressntative
of System se $1,000 of Tax systenm
Parsonsl Parcent Parsonal Capacity ss
Income in of V.. incoms in Percent of
1990 as Aversge 1990 se v.8. Average
Parcent of Parcent of
Aversge U.8. Average
Righe
[: ticut 978 90% 100% 948
New Jeresy 4 101 108 12)
Ma h tte 96 L 1] 1] i}
Naw York 137 182 112 118
Merylend 97 108 9 }13
Middie
Ohio 3 1-3 97 102 3 3 ]
wisconain 110 119 112 113
Nsbraske 1] 98 9 b 1]
Yarmont 106 100 133 121
Missouri 92 L 13 93 94
Low
New Maxico 109 L 1) 114 103
Arkensas | b ] 84 98 101
Uteh 108 106 124 120
Weet Virginis 106 88 126 12)
_Miselssippi 91 .4 100 98
United States 100 100 100 100
Lo semrmrn w3 wodwym- wawayw
Sources: Hatlonsl Educatlon Assoclat

on, a&n&hﬂu.f._mﬁ_ssa.t_e_m 1992,
NEA, 1992), Table E-S for state and locsl revenuss
local revenus for
on 1ntsrgovernmental

(Wash., D.C.t ACIR,

schools. ! Advinory Commission
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Table §

Per Capita Net Flow of All Federal Funds, 1988-1990,
Ranked According to 1990 Per Capita Personal Income

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

ERIC

Income | Ten Richest Net Flow | Income | Ten Poorest Net
Rank States Rank States Flow
1 Connecticut _(1,161) 41 North Dakota 1,533
2 New Jersey (1,989) 42 South Carolina 816
3 Massachusetts (39) 43 Alabama 1,100
4 New York (831) 44 Kentucky 611
5 Maryland 1,002 45 Louisiana 525
6 Alaska 971 46 New Mexico 2,929
7 New Hampshire (1,216) 47 Arkansas 754
8 california {253) 48 Utah 1,131
9 Illinois {1,154) 49 west Virginia 853
10 Hawail 1,270 50 Hlssiggippl 1,613
Unweighted Average (340) 1,187
Source:  ACIR, Slaniflcant Features of Fiscal Federalism, Revenues

and _Expenditures, Volume 2, (Washington, D.C.: U.S.
Advisory Commission on Intergovernmental Relations,
October 1991), M-176-11, Map 1, p. 9.

c o qual . with regard to
federal funds for public schools alone, the data are less
dramatically egalitarian, but nevertheless create a positive flow
toward equality. In 1971 the National Educational Finance Project
in analyzing the equalization aspects of federal funds to public
schools found that all federal funds for public schools combined to
produce an equalizing effect.’

Later, studying the equalizing effects of federal funds in
1972 Berke and others concluded that federal funds had only a mild
equalizing effect among school districts within states. He found

correlations between revenues of major federal programs and median

family income in Metropolitan Areas as follows: California ~.27,
New York =-.31, Texas -.67, Michigan ~.17 and Massachusetts ~.30.
Among these states in only Texas did federal funds show a
particularly strong equalizing correlation.' The pattern of
moderate equalizetion was not, however, consistent. Some districts
with low median fsmily income actually received less federal

funding per pupil than some more affluent districts. Too, Berke
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found that when ESEA, Title I funds were removed that the remaining
“federal funds were either random or displayed a slight
disequalizing tendency."

Several measures today suggest that current federal
distributions have equalizing effects. We know that the poorer
states receive a substantially greater percentage of their public
school revenues from the federal government than do the richest
states. Table § shows that in 1991-92 the estimated percentage of
revenue that came from federal sources ranged from 16.9 percent in
Mississippl, the poorest state, to 2.5 percent in New Hampshire,
one of the richest states. As this table indicates, there is a
definite pattern of a greater percentage of federal funds flowing
to poorer states. If Utah and Alaska are excluded from their
respective groups, all states in the poor group, in Table §,
receive higher percentages of funding from the federal-government
than the states in the richest group. From this evidence alone it
may be concluded that even though the federal funding levels are
generally gquite low relative to state and local funding, the

federal funds do appear to have an equalizing effect.

Table §

Estimated Percent of Revenue for Public Elementary and
Secondary Schools from the Federal Government, 1991-92

Income | Ten Richest % Income | Ten Poorest Net

Rank States Federal Rank States Flow
1 Connecticut 3.9 41 North Dakota 9.3
2 New Jersey 3.3 42 South Carolina 11.6
3 Massachusetts 5.8 43 Alabama 13.6
4 New York 5.1 44 Kentucky 9.4
5 Maryland 5.2 45 Louisiana 9.8
6 Alaska 12.6 46 New Mexico 11.2
7 New Hampshire 2.5 47 Arkansas 8.8
8 California 7.9 48 Utah 6.4
9 Illinois 7.5 49 West Virginia 8.0
10 Hawaii 7.5 50 Mississippi 16.9

Unweighted Average 6.1 10.5

U.S. Average 6.4

Source: HNEA, Rankinas of the States, 1992, (Washington, D.C.:
National Education Association, 1992), Table F-10, p. 47.
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Another and more accurate view of the equalizing tendencies
of federal funds is to compare the actual dollar amounts per pupil

that flow to the various states. Table 7 shows the federal revenue

for elementary and secondary education per pupil in average daily

attendance. Using per capita personal income as the method to

determine rich and poor criterion, we see that a direct match of
states, shows that the poor states generally receive greater per

pupil federal funding. For example, the poorest state,

Mississippi, receives $648 per pupil and the richest state,

Connecticut, $385. West virginia is allocated more per pupil than

New Jersey, and

New Mexico is provided more than New York,

Louisiana gets more than Massachusetts and so on. If Alaska is

excluded, from the comparison, which it should be, then the
unweighted average for the groups is $90 per pupil more for the
poor states than the rich. when Alaska is excluded the rich group
recejives less than the U.S. average of $420 and the poor group $81

more.

Table 7

Federal Revenue for Elementary and Secondary Education
Per Pupil In Average Daily Attendance, 1992-93

RIC

Income | Ten Richest % Income | Ten Poorest i 4
Rank States Federal Rank States Flow
1 Connecticut $385 41 North Dakota $508
2 New Jersey 361 42 South Carolina 481
3 Massachusetts 416 43 Alabama 514
4 New York 505 44 Kentucky 561
5 Maryland 387 45 Louisiana 492
6 Alaska 1,237 46 New Mexico 642
7 New Hampshire 189 47 Arkansas 427
-] California 450 48 Utah 242
9 Illinois 524 49 West Virginia 493
10 Hawaii 483 50 lNississlppi 648
Unweighted Average $494 $501
Without Alaska $411
U.S. Average — $420
Source: Bureau of Economic Analysis, su;xe% of currept Business,
August 1991, p. 301 National Education Association, 1992-

923_Fstimates of Schoo)l Statistics, pages 31 and 36,
*Unveighted average means that we simply added the
amounts and divided by ten.

259
BEST COPY AVAILABLE




O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

256

A simple correlation between federal public school revenues
per pupil in ADA, 1992-93, and personal income per pupil in ADA
shows a slightly negative correlation of -.1024, a small equalizing

tendency. The federal funds, however, are shown to have stronger

equalizing aspects if the test of equality is effective buying
income per household, rather than personal income per pupil. The
correlation between federal aid per pupil and effective buying
income per household is -.04754, indicating that federal funds do
have a relatively strong equalizing tendency. Thus, these simple
tests do indicate that current federal funds have beneficial
redistributional tendencies.

All of this, of course, assumes that these personal income
measures are appropriate equalization criteria. This type of
analysis has the very obvious limitatisn that it refers wmerely to
fiscal equalization, dollar per scholar, horizontal equity, and
does not take into account the varying educational need burdene
among the states. Because a high percent of the federal funding is
influenced by Chapter 1, Title I, ESEA counting of educationally
deprived children, the actual dollar amounts among states can be
expected to vary substantially from a simple correlation to

determine horizontal equalization.

Inequelity In School Finencing

For reasons of both economics and morality the federal
government should have an abiding interest in the squitable
treatment of the nation's children. The economic justificetion for
equality of educationel opportunity, though often ignored, is well
documented.™

Beyond economics, though, and even more importently, greater
equelity of educationel opportunity is juetified on morel grounds
and considerations of sociel justice. Sociel justice requires thet

governmentel ellocation of benefits be divided equeliy unless
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departure from equality is justified on some rational, relevant, or
compelling reason of need.” Departure from equality may be
justified to help the most needy or least advantaged, but
government must be circumspect in determining the relevant factors
that justify such departure.' There is no doubt that social
justice is offended when children living in school districts with
great property wealth are given educational advantages over
children attending school in property poor school districts. State
legislatures have many times failed to adequately address the
funding problems of public schools because they are unable to
separate justifiable from irrelevant criteria.

The nature of the legislature as a constituent assembly itself
often tends to militate against equitable allocation of a state's
fiscal resources., Individual and factional interests may prevent
the adequate provision of state and local tax resources for the
poor and less politically influential. Because of the inability of
legislatures to fully address the problem of unequal funding, state
courts have, with increasing frequency, been asked introduce
fairness into state school financing systems.

During the past several years the pursuit of fiscal equality
for schools has intensified by way of court action. To date many
decisions have been rendered and several are pending. The
plaintiffs in these cases simply maintain that state constitutional
provisions are offended when state legislatures give more funds per
pupil to school districts that have greater property wealth,
greater family income, and higher adult educational levels, whils
denying the same to less able school districts. The plaintiffs
argue that the state cannot justify giving more to the less neady

and less to the more needy. At very least the plaintiffs in these
school finance cases call on the state to justify its creation of
funding disparities and to give compelling or justifiable reasons
for malapportionments.

Because state legislatures routinely allocate two to three
times as much money to students in affluent school districts as to

students in poor school districts, the federal government is within
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its national interest authority to intercede and help remediate the
disparities.

Fundawentality of Education. whether education is a fundamental
right has become a much debated issue with no clear final
determination. States defending legislative prerogative in the
unequal allocation of state school funds usually maintain that
education is not a fundamantal right. Strength is given to this
argument by the U.S. Suprewe Court's decision in Rodriguez where it
was held that education is not a fundamental right under tha Equal
Protection Clause of the Fourteenth Amendment. This precedent has
caused plaintiffs to labor excessively to extricate themselves from
overextension of Rodriquez to s:ate constitutions. Supreme Courts
Arkansas, Colorado, Georgia, Idaho, Michigan, New Jersey, New York,
Ohio, Oregon and Pennsylvania have cited Rodriguez in holding that
education is not a fundamental riqht." Other courts in Alabama,
Arizona, california, Connecticut, Kentucky, Missouri, Montana,
North bDakota, West virginia, Wisconsin and Wyoming have departed
from this view and held that education is a fundamental right under
their respective constitutions.' Other states, New Jersey,

Montana, Arkansas and Tennessee have found no need to declare

education fundamental for equal protection purposes, choosing
instead. to raly on the education provisions in their own state
constitutions to invalidate inequalities in tundinq."

Although some courts have by-passed the fundamental ity issua,
the concept is o7 substantial legal importance in justifying
judicial intervention in school finance cases. If fundamentality
is establishad, the legislature must show that its reasons for
unequal distribution of resources are not irrational or irrelevant
to educational criteria. A declaration by a court that aducation
is a fundamental right under a state constitution effectively
requires greater legislativa consideration and accountability,
Because funding disparities do exist among school districts in
virtually all states the invocation of the principla usually
foreordains the invalidation of widely disparate state funding
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mechanism.” without the legal criterion of fundamentality, fiscal

equalization within states becomes highly problematical.

The loglc of School Finance Cases. Typically plaintiffs in the
school finance cases have followed a path of logic that maintains
that a system is unconstitutional if combined state and local
revenues flow in greater amounts per pupil to school districts that
have greater wealth, higher incomes, greater expenditures and more
pervasive curricula. Plaintiffs do not argue that greater inputs
in terms of money cause greater outputs, as measured in terms of
test scores. Rather, the plaintiffs maintain that the school
children from the wealthiest school districts have better educated
parents, higher incomes, more enriched curricula, and high test
scores, better health and longer life spans: and the state, in
turn, gives them more money. The poor have less and get less. No
cause and effect between inputs and outputs is claimed or presumed
by plaintiffs.

Deviation from arithmetical egquality in school finance
programs favors the most advantaged not the least advanéaqed. This
pattern is present in all states (except Hawail). Facts presented
to the courts in Kentucky, Massachusetts, Tennessee, and other
states reveal disparities that are so weighty and of such magnitude
to draw strong and favorable judicial op!n!ong for plaintiffs. 1In
Kentucky the plaintiffs showed that:

"Students in property poor school districts receive

inadequate and inferior educational opportunities as

compared wjth those students in the more affluent
districts."

A cycle of disparity and educational disadvantage is formed by
the state system of financing. Without such court intervention,
these inequities, as a practical matter, could not be corrected by
normal state political processes.

Among the states, too numerous to discuss here, the courts
have ruled on the constitutionality of school t!qancc programs.

Hickrod and others give the following count: (1) Plaintiffs
won at state supreme court level, Arkansas, Connecticut, Kentucky,

Massachusetts, Texas, Tennessee, and Wyoming; (2) Plaintiffs won at
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state supreme court level, but further compliance litigation has
been filed, California, Montana, New Jersey, Washington, West
virginia: (3) Plaintiffs won at lower court level, under remedy
order and appeal, Alabama, Kansas, Minnesota, Missouri, and North
Dakota: (4) Plaintiffs lost at state supreme court level, Arizona,

Colorado, Georgia, Idaho, Louisiana, Maine, New York, Maryland,

Michigan, New York, Ohio, Oklahoma, Oregon, Pennsylvania, South
Carolina, and wisconsin.?

Examples of egregious inequalities may be illustrated by the
situations in Ohio and Pennsylvania. Neither of which have been
held to be unconstitutional at this writing. 1In ohio, in 1991, the
richest school district had state and local revenues of $22,625 per
pupil per year and the poorest, Huntington, only $3,114, the state
average in ohio was $4,249. The second richest district, Cuyahoga
Heights, had revenues of $10,222 per pupil. The magnitude of these
disparities may be better shown if one assumes a classroom of 25
pupils would generate $255,550 per year in Cuyahoga Heights and a
similar classroom in Huntington Local District would have only
$77,850 per year, a difference of $177,700 per year. Extending the
per pupil disparity over the thirteen year period of a child, the
total dollars available for a child's education in Cuyahoga Heights
would be $132,886 to only $40,482 for a student in Huntington
Local. Moreover, in ohio the ten percent of the students from the
richest school districts receive $953,427,533 per year and the ten
percent of the students in the poorest school districts receive
only $596,007,715 per year (See Appendix A). Ohio has about 1.7
million pupils, so the decile comparisons represent significant
numbers of students. Paradoxically, the Ohio Supreme Court held
in 1979 that the system of financing in oOhio was not
unconstitutional and further refused to hold that education was a
fundamental right.

Pennsylvania has disparities of similar magnitude as Ohio. 1In
Pennsylvania the five percent of the students from the richest

school districts have about $3,300 per pupil per year more for
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their educations than do the five percent of the students in the
poorest school districts. Two earlier court decisions in
Pennsylvania have obscured the fundamentality issue to the extent
that the legislature apparently feels little compulﬁion to correct
the problen.

other large states including Illinois, Indiana, Michigan and
New York have fiscal inequalities of comparable magnitude and
severity. These financial inequalities are obviously of national
concern. A federal program that provides incentives to redress

these problems should be a priority.

Federal Role in Educating the Underprivileged

The 1990s will hopefully find a reassertion of the federal
interest in helﬁinq underprivileged privileged children in America.
The initiatives that began in 1965 in the Elementary and Secondary
Education should be given new life in the 1990s. The educational
plight of children from poor families in benighted rural areas and
squalid core cities are clarion indicators of the necessity of a
wajor federal financial commitment for public schools. The
expansion of income inequality in America since 1980 dramatizes the
urgency cf this dilemma. Secretary Reich has noted that:

", . . most poorer towns and regions in the United States have

grown relatively poorer: most wealthier towns and regions,

relatively wealthier. American cities and counties with the

lowest per-person incomes in 1979 had dropped even further

below the nation's average by the 1980s; clities and countieﬁ

with the highest incomes headed in the opposite direction.®
As a result, the underprivileged are in relatively worse
circumstances today than in 1980 and the corresponding educational
burdens on the schools are even greater. Thus, the costs of
dealing with at-risk children are of greater magnitude today and
the need for major initiatives at the federal level to address the
problem has become more pronounced.

In recognition of this problem, the U.S. House of
Representatives, in 1990, prior to the retirement of Augustus
Hawkins, produced a report that advocated not only increased equity
in funding at the state level but a more affirmative federal

response to the problems of at-risk children.?
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At that time, Levin estimated that there were at least 13
million at-risk students and that the additional costs necessary to
fund a meaningful educational program would cost an additjional
$2,000 per student per year, a total bill of about $26 billion.?
The federal Chapter I program now devoted to at~risk children funds
only about one-fifth of that amount. Assuming that the states and
the federal government shared the necessary additional costs for
the education of underprivileged children, the federal share would,
of course, be substantially less than the $26 billion total that is
needed but would be markedly more than is now appropriated. while
the appropriate amount to be derived from federal resources is
uncertain one could logically maintain that the federal role should
be far greater. We do know that about one in four elementary and
secondary students in the United States received publicly funded
free or reduced price lunches in 1987-88., At public elementary
schools, the participation rate was 3+ percent and at public
secondary schools it was 18 percent. These numbers indicate a
substantial educational need that should have immediate attention.
Funds for this purpose can and should come largely from the federal
level, Regardless of the amount, it is reasonable to expect a
renewved federal interest in the resolution of the educational

problems of underprivileged children.

Conclusion and Recommendations
Apparently, as this hearing indicates, the Congress has become
increasingly concerned about the wide revenue disparities in state
school funding. 1In 1990, the legislation proposed by Hawkins would
have introduced corrective action to be followed by states,

According to Hawkins, himself, at-risk children were doubly

P
shortchanged because the state school finance formulas usually

provided 1less funding to students with the greatest needs.
Hawkins' bill entitled The Falr Chance Act was designed to motivate
the states to take action toward greater equalization of funding
among school districts. The purpose of the proposed legislation as
described by Wise was to encourage states "to do the right

thinq."“ Wise sald that "The Fair chance Act would create

RIC 266

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:




O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

263

sadditional incentives for states to do “what they morally, legally

and prudentially should - provide egual educational
opport:uni.!:y."zs

In this light the former Governor of Arkansas, Bill Clinton,

said that a greater federal role in education should be calculated

to “coax and embarrass states and schools into meeting higher

standards of educational eqguity and attainments.n?

Commenting on
proposed Hawkins legislation, Christopher P. Lu of Harvard observed
that "A more active federal role can spur school finance reform in
the 1890s, but federal action will be effective only with greater
federal spending for education."?’ 1t is my view that the Bawkins
bill was worthy and appropriate federal legislation well designed
to provide greater egualization of state funding. I am confident
that the Senate will consider legislation of a wimilar kind and

expand on the concept.

Recommendations. My own recommendations for a new federal
elementary and secondary funding initiative encompasses the four
criteria stated earlier in this paper. Any federal plan should be
scrutinized as to its adherence to each. Further, the federal
government should focus on three particular aspects of current
importance. The fundamentality of education as a basic right, the
need to fiscally egqualize among and within states and the
continuing and pervasive problems of educational needs of the core
cities and poor rural areas.

A federal initiative in elementary and secondary education
should recognize and take into account several factors.

First. A federal plan should provide incentives for states
to create and fund more uniform and equitable systems of education.
Attention should be explicitly given to the problems of fiscal
disparities among school districts and to the effects of unegual
education on the lower economic and working classes of Americans.
Measures should be taken to accelcrate efforts taken by state

courts and legislatures in redressing these problems of disparate

and inadequate funding.
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Second. The plan should be funded by the federal government
at a level sufficient to maintain a reasonably strong level of
federal fiscal effort and to provide incentive and impetus for
states to more adequately and equitably fund their elementary and

secondary schools. "

Third. The plan should moderate the negative effects of the
U.S. Supreme court's decision ‘in Rodriquez by declaring that
Congress recognizes the centrality of elementary and secondary
education to the maintenance of a republican form of government and
to the economic and social well-being of the nation. Moreover, the
legislation should provide that each child 1is entitled to
"substantially uniform" financial resources’ for education
regardless of the fiscal capacity of the state or local school
district.

Fourth. The plan should require that states, in the exercise
of their discretion in accepting the specified federal funding,
declare that education is a fundamental right for purposes of
educational funding. By virtue of this provision state
legislatures would acknowledge and agree that departures from equal
funding among school districts must be supported by relevant
educational rationale and criteria.

Fifth. The plan should initiate federal funding to assist
states that bear inordinately high educational burdens due to
racial, ethnic, cultural, linguistic, and economic diversity of the
school age population. The "coming apart of America" is a daunting
problem facing the nation and the strengthening of state school
systems to meet the emerging educational needs related thereto
should be a top priority of federal programs. The magnitude of
this dilemma calls for substantial federal involvement from both a
fiscal and a policy perspective. A major funding scheme should be

devised that will take into account the variety and incidence of

such educational burdens.
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Senator WELLSTONE. Thank you, Dr. Alexander.

Dr. Nathan.

Mr. NATHAN. Mr. Chairman, ladies and gentlemen, it is an honor
to be here. As you know, I have spent quarter of a century ar a

ublic school teacher and administrator, now a parent of three chil-
ren who attend the St. Paul public schools.

I also spent some time in this fascinating city. Ten years ago last
month, I published a book which was essentially a temper tantrum
masquerading as & book, called, Free to Teach: Achieving Equity
and Excellence in Schools. When I was a graduate student, Sen-
ator, I read some of your work, and it inspired me. As you have
mentioned, Senator, we have known each other for a number of

years. .

I have developed no theories after a quarter of a century. Some-
one told me about 10 years ago, after lots of research on children,
that she had developed three really strong theories about children;
she had completed an advanced degree, and she had three really
strong theories about child develo&)ment. She and her husband sub-
sequently had three children, and we had lunch recently, and she
told me that now, with three children, she has no theories of child
development.

I am not going to talk a lot about theories todaailamgoingto
talk about some of the things happening around the country, and
more specifically, what Congress might do.

You have h overwhelming testimony about the inequities. It is
no surprise. It continues, and in many cases, it expands.

I have spent a i!;od deal of time, as you know, Senator, in
schools all over the United States, workinﬁ\with and learning from
people. I was stunned as I walked into the Senate today by the
similarities and differences between the Senate and most schools
that I visit, particularly schools serving low-income youngsters. The
similarity is that there is a system to determine whether you have
a weapon. And the difference is that it is gorieoul in here, and it
is awful in there. And from the moment a child or an adult ap-
proaches most buildings, or certainly many buildings, serving low-
income children, they get a message. And it seems to me that if the
meu:bge that Congress wants people to get from the kinds of build-
ings that we find the money to put up in our Nation’s Capital, if
that is a message that is important, then the kind of environment
in which children come to learn and to grow also is critical.

I have a few suggestions to make. I am not going to cite research.
I could have put it into the testimo:g‘,) but you have many people
to do that. I want to speak briefly ut two matters. One is the
{issue of fiscal equity, and one is the matter is the matter of out-
come equity.

When I was a teacher a few years ago, I heard this great debate
over does money make a difference. This is the most ridiculous de-
bate I have ever heard. I have got to tell you, it is absurd. Any
teacher, any administrator knows that if you've got $2.76 per pupil
to spend on supplies, you can do some things, and if you've got $20,

ou can do a lot more. Any administrator, any teacher knows that
- 1f you've got $50 or $100 or $500 to spend on field trips—and some

of the schools in which I have worked have that, $500—you can
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take a couple of field trips, and if you've got $5,000 or $15,000 or
$25,000, you can do a lot more. This is absurd.

One of the things that fascinated me when I spent 2 years in this
town with the National Governors Association was the way people
glay games with research and numbers. I mean, we can go on and

ave all kinds of hearings about does money make a difference or
not, but the most affluent and powerful people send their children
to schools in this eounnar.that spend far more than the schools that
serve the low-income kids. Case closed.

Senator WELLSTONE. For the record, the case is closed.

Mr. NATHAN. Well, I try to learn from the memory of Hubert
Humphrey and the tradition that you are on so well here.

I might also say that there have been lots of comments about the
difficulty of the task, and I would simply refer people who are in-
tere in seeing improbable things happen to look at the record
of your election in Minnesota. It was improbable. It was remark-
able. I was proud to play a tiny role. But in:grobable things can
and do happen. I spent some time in the South in the sixties, an
improbable things can and do happen when people of good will de-
cide it is time and form alliances. ) .

OK, eno of the rhetoric. Three or four cs stions.
We have ed about some particular tl:lilt;? at might be done
to tarft money. Yes, money makes a difference. What are the
ways that it is going to make the most difference? I would have
three or four suggestions in the testimony, and Il briefly mention
several here.

First, the building issue. There is lots of research that buildings
in this country in many cases are just hopelessly out-of-date. You
and I have ed about the whole concept of shared facilities, and
20 and 25 years ago, Congress made enormous amounts of money
available on a matching basis to communities, rural and urban, in
low-income areas to create beautiful buildings that were shared fa-
cilities where social service agencies and schools cooperated.

I mention in the testimony that St. Paul created an inner city
junior high school which is a community center, housing a Head

tart center, a medical clinic, a family counseling center, a gym
open to the community, a senior citizen program and small busi-
ness promotion office—right there in the same building. And there
was cross-fertilization, obviously.

In Proctor, MN, in a low-income rural area in northeastern Min-
nesota, the Blanden Foundation, our project, with some Federal
funds has created a community center where the high school stu-
dents as part of their class work took over a building that was va-
cant and dreary and turned it into a beautiful community. The
space was shared by Head Start, by a senior citizens’ center. The
hi?' school students did this as a part of their class work with a .
volunteer local architect. The youngsters as part of the work cre-
ated space within the building not only for Head Start, but also for
s:&iﬁr citizens, and now they are creating a television production
studio.

Examples of this kind of thing can go on and on. As I have men-
tioned to you, the youngsters are also using this sgace because of
its excellent facilities as the home for their *Incredible Edibles” en-
trepreneurial class. This is a home economics class that actually
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sells things out in the community and has more business than they
know what to do with.

The point here is that we have to rethink school buildings, that
the Federal Government has a role, that what h:'::pens within the
school is extrem:lli important, but the message that young people
gft when they walk into the buildings is the first and a very power-

1 message. I have noted in the testimony that we don’t nec-
essarily need to start from ground zero in school buildings, that in
rural and urban and suburban areas there are excellent examples,
including Minnesota, but other places, of using existing buildin%:
and transforming them as we do in St. Paul with a downtown ban
that has provided space, as several downtown bujldinss are doing
in Minneapolis, providing space for public schools. And this is not
just an urban phenomenon, but there is shared space happening in
{Nheat.on, MN, where Head Start and Soil and Water Conservation
share space with schools.

So I think the first issue for you to think about is targeting and
pushing very hard on States to do a great deal more with their
school buildings.

The second incentive is the use of computers and other emergin
technology. Some years ago, the highest-ranking Federal officia
talked about the most amazing new technology which he felt was
going to have an enormous impact on education; it was going to,
as far as he was concerned, transform American education, he said.
From reformers and those who need reforming, questions are com-
ing in, and this machine has the capacity to transform American
e}c}ucatgon. This was William John Cooper in 1932, speaking about
the radio.

Our children attend the St. Paul public schools. Elizabeth and
David are 14. They attended a junior high school last year where
the computers were 8 years old. This is the computer I use. I walk
into suburban schools in Minnesota and other places, and this com-
puter and comparable computers, color computers, are available,
and theﬁ' ere available in much greater numbers.

We shouldn’t just be buying machines; we ought to he making
sure that we invest in training. But these machines have trans-
formed business, thoy have transformed Government, and thgy can
transform education, but onlry if we invest, only if we provide op-
portunities for youn%sters. think we have learned, having in-
vested millions of dollars just in buying machines, that it is not
nearly enough to buy the machines. We have to put a lot of money
into training. And the research is very clear that affluent school
districts are using computers and other technology in much more
sophisticated ways than are inner city schools, probably generally
mostly because of the training.

You have heard comments today about the question of providing
assistance to attorneys who are filing these cases. I make a number
of comments in my testimony about that. It is interesting that from
two different directions, both of us said the Federal Government
ought to file a friend of the court. It seems to me that that is a
very, very powerful message. It doesn’t take additional dollars.
There are lots of ways to spend additional dollars. It seenis to me
it is time for the Federal Government and Congress and the Presi-
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dent to stand up and say what they really mean if they really do
believe in equal opportunity.

You and I have had a number of discussions about magnet
schools. I believe that choice makes some sense in certain cir-
cumstances. I think that there is no one best kind of school for all
students. We have found in Minnesota that literally thousands of
K::ngsters who had dropped out of school have come back to school

ause of our second chance choice laws, and I give some exam-
ples of that in my testimonxi We have also found dramatic -in-
creases in aspiration levels. At one point, among some of the stu-
dents who participated in this using the public schools, only 19 per-
cent of them planned to graduate and go on to some form of post-
secondarr education. After transferring to a new school, that num-
ber doubled in 39 percent.

I don’t think that choice is just stone soup. I think there is no
one best kind of school for all kids and that we need to have dif-
ferent kinds of public schools. I do not buy, by and large, the com-
petition argument. I think if you look at the quality of produce
available in an inner city grocery store compared to the quality of
produce available in a grocery store in the suburbs, you will find
that competition is not helping the low-income peopie to get high-
quality vegetables. So I have real questions about the competition
argument as it relates to school choice. But I have seen with my
own children and with my own teaching that children who fail in
one kind of school can do very much better in another.

But the Congress over the last decade in funding magnet schools
has, as unfortunately in many cases, promoted inequities through
its magnet school funding by allowing school districts to establish
super-schools that spend thousands of dollars more per pupil than
schools 10 to 15-minute away, and allowing those schools to pick
and choose among the students.

As I have suggested to you in the past, I think it is time for us
to sto;l) allowing enforced inequity, expanded inequity. Dr. Alexan-
der talked about the State promoting ine?uity. I think the wa{ the
Federal magnet school legislation presently operates in many arge
cities—as I have noted in my testimony, there are schools that are
so-called public schools that are allowed to pick and choose among
kids—I don't think that is an appropriate role for the Federal Gov-
ernment, so I would suggest modifying this.

I make a number of other comments, just to conclude, about
some research that was done by my colleague Elaine Salinas,
whom I know you had hoped to have here, and a brief comment
that she made and asked that I share with you is attached to this
testimony. She points out the issue of educational equity must be
considered in the broadest context. That means moving beyond the
current discussions of equal resources to a. discussion of equal out-
comes for different goups of youngsters. She and her colleagues in
Minneapolis, a number of people representing communities of color,
have recently prepared a superb report pointing out that Min-
neapolis and St. Paul schools mend more than 75 to 80 percent of
the schools in Minnesota, and the results for youngsters of commu-
nities of color is not very impressive. One-quarter to one-half of the
children are dropping out, and their teat scores are way below.
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It is not just about money. It is partially about money, but it has
got to be some other things.

Three last points. You and I have discussed the issue of parent
involvement. en teachers in a variety of national surveys are
asked what is the number one thing that can be done to increase
student achievement, they say it is to increase parent involvement.
This is an issue in this retgor'tf and éet. our coll es, several grad-
uate students and I, in the Twin Cities found that virtually none
of the colleges of education offer courses in parent involvement, de-
spite the fact that Joyce Epstein at Johns Hopkins says the best
predictor of parent involvement is not the income level or the race
or the marital status or the education level of the parent; the best
predictor of parent involvement is what the school does to promote

it.

By and large, prospective teachers and administrators are not
learning what kinds of specific things they can do. James Comer
of Yale University is highly honored in this country; he has won
lots of awards. But he 1s mostly ignored in colleges of education.
This, it seems to me, has got to stop, and the Congress could take
steps in calling into question some things happening in collc;gen of
sducation and could take a variety of steps, some of which 1 have
outlined in here, to promote parent involvement.

1 commend your efforts in youth services. One of the things that
you have done that is thrilling to people is to hold hearings with
youngsters. And I can tell you, having spoken with some of the
youngsters who have had the opportumg to testify, that tr ot
sgm thousands of thousands of ways. ounﬁet.ert never forget
the testimony in the hearings that you have conducted in the State
of Minnesota. I want to encourage you and your colleagues, as a
w?nto glet. the word out about this issue, to do more of that.

d finally, I have talked about the system of incentives in Min-
nesota and in other States. Three of the last 12 Minnesota teachers
of the year have been laid off because of low seniority. We really
have to rethink some of the things within the system. Part of it is
money; part of it I think is central reform. And as you know, Sen-
ator, we are experimenting with charter public schools, and I think
it is far tno early to say this is unquestionably a success, but there
are some intriguing things happening.

Thanks again for the opportunity to be here.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Nathan follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF JOE NATHAN

Thank for the opportunity to be with you today. You in the Senate can play
a vital role in increasing not only e?ity in ‘educational opportunity, but oqui.t{ in
educational results, Today [1] speak briefly about two kinds of equity: financial re-
sources and student cutcomes.

The &nunt system of funding K-12 education in most Aerican states is unjust
unjustifiable and uuwise. In most states, you rs from the inner city and ru
families with the lowest income attend public schools which spend substantially less
than the public schools serving children of the most affluent families. In many
states, for every $1.00 spent on the education of a low income child, $2-4 are spent
on the education of the affluent.
. .Igo scholar, even the strongest supporter of the status quo, argues that this is
just, . .

Does money make a difference? Of course. As a former public school tescher and
administrator, I know what it means to rut tffether a budget. If I have $2.75 per
student to spend on supplies, I'll buy a little. If 1 have $20.75 per student to spend,
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I do more. If I have a $500. yearly fleld trip bu ur school can tske one
ore::o trips. If I have 3"5‘,000 or $1,000, woungg; mt'ige yta:npten out, much more

often.
As a teacher, administrator and then policy an in Washi I'm fascinated
by how people play games with nnmbonpzoll:’\'w murdx.w is nvhilmwed. Telated and re-

th"n” J‘g is that money makes a difference. Of course it isn't the only important
ing scuss.

But if we are to expand o and improve education, it’s one of the things
‘ which must be discussed. Bu! e&a:uitt{onhmndnmenuﬂyamhmdloul,nther
? than national! responsibility. What can the Senate do about enormous financial in-
’ ety provie Thcertive rame e e o ing progress toward equity. The Fed
n w A -
eral Government sheet encou state legislatures to “do the right .” Sorne-
times 1 atures need the of a court which threstens to close down schools
unless are made, as happened in Kentucky. Sometimes a Legislature will
L takeebuttonhm%mputytuwedthlﬁeralawmithﬁledmddecidedata
appened in Minnesota. And sometimes people respond to the

“carrot® of incentives. For example:

Congress could provide matching funds to help states and communities in low in-
come areas replace old, worn oul school buil . In the late 1960’s and early
1970’s, federal funds encouraged large cities and rural areas to establish shared fa-
cilities, involving cooperation among cities, achools and social service agencies. This
led to‘fnttcr services and more efficient use of tax payer dollars.

A few examples: St. Paul created a junior high school/coramunity service center
with Head Start, medical clinic, w counseling center, gym open to the commu-

, senior citizens program and business srormtlon office,

r, Mirnesota, with assistance from the Blandin Foundation, and some fed-
eral funds, has created the Proctor Area Community Center. Tmm a large
emmifdlnﬂihigh school carpentry students and a volunteer i
an n rebuilt a dreary, empty former furniture store located 2 blocks from the
M.m&ad&anmwhid:wuhkmgfumummk 1/3 of the
building. A senior citizens p took another And students are usi re.
maining portion as a place to watch TV and movies with their friends. But it doesn't
stop there. One of the home economics classes uses the Comrunity Center for its
“Incredible Edibles” class-a catering service which has a tough time staving up with
all its customers. After com{lo the remodeling of the ding, egzentry stu-
dente were asked to help out the ty.‘l'hc&did,tndunwayto anks,” the
sands of dollars of building materials which itudents are u
to construct a television production studio. Last year a history class intervie
senior citizens at the Center and produced. an oral history magasine. This year
%’H continue that effort, plus use the TV studio to interview seniors. The tapes

ill be shown on local TV.

Many of the youngsters moet active in the Proctor had not done well in

R , & ymn&‘womm from a troubled family who has dmgred out, told me
that “wo with Head Start kids, and helping fix up the building showed me
flt -cl}zo!emﬂdmhunu.ﬁymduhnnimpmvod, 'm feeling more in charge
3 X

ayttcr school buildings don't necessarily mean starting from ground zero. Some-
s times existing buildings can be transformed. For eumge. a downtown St. Paul
&l.ovidu s for a public school kindergarten. A St. Paul community center
s }or a charter achool serving youngsters who've failed in traditional
schools. Downtown Minneapolis businesses provide space for several elemen-
and secon: schools. An award winning St. Paul pro using the latest
logy to teach Hmong, Cambodian and Vietnamese adults to read English

shares space in a shopping mall.

The possibilities are endless. Federal funds, targeted to low income areas, could
encourage ter cooperation and provide the kind of beautiful, well-equipped
buildings which make youngsters think someone cares about them.

A second targeted incentive could involve purchase of computers and other emerg-
ing technology, accompanied by staff development. St. Paul and Minnespolis bene-
fited from state funds some years ago allowing the districts to purchase computers
and provide training. But the computers at Elizabeth and David’s St. Paul Junior
High achool are APK{ IT's: 8 year old machines. I go to suburban districts and see
room fulls of color McIntoshes. Inner city areas, with s0 many issues crowding in,
have enormous demands.

arch by Hank Becker at Johns Hopkins shows that affluent districts are
using their computers in much more sophisticated ways because they’'ve been able
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to invest in more staff training. Technology without training is foolish and short-
)

not offer federal financial incentives to states to target dollars for low
income communities in areas such as shared facility and technology, ac-

mpanied 3

8. 8o mmdincfn.qnl through inappropriate magnet school . Over
tboluspp Oonrnﬁzdwwm:ip”rddburl&nw velopment
of magnet schools. Federal funds thour . nde of educators, including nw, to
create opiion, estab Mhl’&mahwt
have graduated from adwoluancr

8

k
1
»
g

Ressarch n in several large cities the impact of thees admis-
sions tests. blic® magnet schools ha dlgdﬂan
niage of white, afffuent students. The “leas” exclusive public schools have a
mpmnupof Hispanio/Latino American stu-
mu,andwxd-ng from low income Who is benefiting from -
No wonder soms peopls As it's worked out in many u

g’uﬂonnhooldnb. rban
district, “choice” means a “super schools” with the most talented students, and
neighborhood schools which educate the rest. In many large cities, magnet s
also spend more per l{ﬂ.hthhmlubh?mmmt.

I urge you to uss of federal funds to establish magnet schools which will
}mnanuub admissions test. Don't add to the inequities, to the burden schools

ace.

But some magnet ard choice make sense. In Minnesota, thousands of
students who had dropped out o ] returned under the states “Second Change”
choice laws. In rurall suburban and urban sreas, young people who failed in tradi-

nal schools are thri in more flexible, ve programs,

It’mplo like of his fi to attend a rural achool.
His older rs and sisters drank father had left the home, his mother
drank. The first da chonuudtheiwdhﬂwhool.mrd s
his last name and family. They let him know their tions,

Sam met thoss expectations. He was disruptive. often drank. Finally he was
kicked out of school.

Fortunately, some friends told him about the “2nd Chance® law. He transferred
to another puf»lic school where they didn't know or care about his family’s troubles.
He graduated and is doing extremely well.

Or there’s Susan, the oldest of a large farm family which had maior ecopomic
problems, and feared losing the farm. el had lots of responsibilities and grew
tired of the constant battles about mon‘:x. She went looking for love elsewhere and
became pregnant. Several teachers called her a slut. She was kicked off the cheer-
leading squad and removed from the Honor Soclety. She thought about taking her
own life, and dr out,

Fortuna'ely, a told her about the 2nd Chance law. She used it to enroll
in a new suhool, graduated and is now employed and happy with her life.

Minnesot. has thousands of examples like this. There has been a dramatic in-
crease in aspirations among “second chance” stud-.iis, Before transferring to a new
public uhoo{ only 19% of thess students said they pianned to graduate and go on
to some form of po't-ncondn% education. After attending a new public school, that
number increased from 19% to 39%. Among youngsters attending private non-sec-
tarian schools such as the Minneapolis Urban lcq*’ue’o Street Academy under “2nd
Chance,” the percentages increased from 6% to 41%.

As this program shows, sometimes the opportunity to enroll in a new school has
a dramatic positive impact on a youn?m

Similar results have been obtained in several Massachusetts cities which used
controlled public school choice. They did not allow schools to have admissions tests.
Former Cambridge, Mass. Superintendent Bob Peterkin pointed out that 6 years
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after instituting a “universal magnet” program, there was no difference between test

Erogran, Tocouisiag tha thee 1 5o oo bos Kind of el n 4 Faporiant par
re is no one is an

gf e reason for that progress . . . not the o runon.butarrt.

Federal magnet school money can make a difference. But it should be targeted,
mdpﬁnmd:thditd;umtmbmﬁn p ities. tion fan

Third, su, thoss who are e state education fanding
cedures, Inppomut cases, oqmg‘l h‘::s‘md their state government. g"l:
state has much greater financial and resources. Couldn't the Federal Govern-
ment, its U.S. De nts of Justice and Education, support the side
inoti.ng equi 'l‘b:.Ix)o :'l;u of J.nltief::mﬂd file "ﬁ'iendmtl:'o court” briefs chal-
e perty cation funding systems. ustice Departmen
o duemdutahmofmkvmtmmdeonvem attorneys working on this
issue to share strategies. The Department of Education could repors different meth-
ods of education which are more equitable.

The Department of Education could also convene attorneys involved in legal chal-
lenges to discuss “what works” in education. Several attorneys specializing in eqmﬁy
Iaw suites told me they’d like the best available information about the ways spend-
ing money will make a big difference for youngsters from low income families, and
for students who haven't done well in traditional schools. These attomeys believe
tha‘:.l srppo-ing how funds would be spent, and citing research to support their cases
would increase

the likelihood of winning.
There’s much more to -tageabout e:ﬁty funding, but I waat to turn now to three
other approaches that will help promote equity of outcomes. More money can make

wi
a difference. It must be a factor. There are other key changes which are needed,
and once again Co can play a key role. )
tacAh'e mollengno laine Salinas of the Twin Cities Urban League notes in at-
mony:
“The issue o?fdueationnl equity must be considered in its broadest context. This
means moving beyond the current discussions of equal resources to a discussion of
al outcomes for different m'\llr of American students and how best to accom-
sh this end. . resources alone will not resolve the disparities which exist. We must
willing to challe, and when necessary, ehange the basic assumptions which
have gui mﬁo cation for the past 100 years.
Here are critical areas where Congress could make a difference:

. parent involvement. When teachers are surveyed by groups like In-
siructor Magazine or the national education group Phi Delta Kappa, he) say the
number one wuy to increase student achievement is to increase parent inv. i--mont.
As a former public schoo] teacher and administrator, that makes sense to me.

Elsine Salinas of the Twin Cities Urban Coalition and 1 . Salinas and . her
community activists recently completed a report, Children of Color: A Wakesup Cail
to the Community. The Minneapolis and St. Paul Public Schools spent more thux
75% of the achool districts in the state of Minnesota. The Minnezpolis schools spent
more than 80%, includin{lman“uburbl. Nevertheless, many youngsters from com-
munities of color are failing: dropout rates of 25-45% among the various commu-

nities.

The Children of Color report has several recommendations. Its first priority is

"Remwinf barriers to parent and community involvement and activism in the
educaiion ol children.” To help accomplish this, the report recommends providing
training to parents, educators and prospective educators, urgti outreach efforts
to low income communities of color, increasing representation of communities of
color on educational decision-making bodies.”

With federal support, Joyce Epstein of Johns Hopkins studied inner city elemen-
tary and secondary schools to determine the best rmdictou of nt involvement.
She found it was not the parents’ income, educational or marital status. The best
};ndictor of parent involvement was what the school did to promote and encourage
H

But do colleges of education help ‘rmpoctive teachers and administrators learn
how to promote parent involvement? Several Humphrey Institute students and I
studied course catalogs at 27 Minnesota colleges and universities. We found that
most of them did not offer a single course focusing on parent involvement. Of the
few courses offered in this area, most focused on early childhocd or special edu-
cation. Only 8 out of more than 1000 courses we reviewed focused on comprehensive
parent involvement. We've since looked at college courss offerings in several other
states and found a similar pattern.

Id we be alarmed by this? Both Dr. James Comer of Yale University of Dr.
Epstein of Johns Hopkins say *Definitely yes.” Comer’s pioneering work increased
student achievement in low income areas by bringing educators and parents to-
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gether on a variety of projects. But many prospective teachers and administrators
ave rever heard of the man.

C':? wus could meet with Comer, Epatein and educators who have successfully in-
volved parents from low income ps. It could dulhn.af colleges of education to
improve their oﬂcﬂx. It could enge businesses to allow parents to attend con-
ferences during the day. There is much, much more that Congress could do. Remem-
:r, lt::diu:. say the best way to increass student achievement is to increase parent

volvemen

2. Continue to support youth service efforis. You are moving toward agreement
in this critical ares. ’iﬁe. 1

We need to move away from a view of young people as empty vessels into which
know| is poured.. toward a view of youth as people who have a great deal to
offer and will learn much more if they are actively engaged, doing useful things as

. t.h? learn academic skills.
or_several I taught inner city teenagers. One of my favorite classes in-
volved them solving real consumer problems adults referred to them. Students’ writ-
ing,reading and research skills improved. They saw the value of these skills as they
applied them, successfully resolving 80% of the 500+ cases adults 5;ve us.
ﬁumemm examples could be cited. The Senate has recognized value of youth/
community service.

One thought about this issue and national standards. I hope as we move toward
some kind of standards, we don't forget to measure and endorse the kind of learning
which comes out of high quality youth service. Otherwise, teachers will eliminate
this form of education as they “teach to the test.”

3. Question the educational system’s priorities. Today there are few rewards for
schools which do a wonderful job, and few consequences if schools do poorly. Our
research showed that 3 of the last 12 Minnesota Teachers of the Year had been laid
off because of relatively low seniority. Last year more than half of Minnesota’s
school districts settled contracts for more than twice as much as the 3% increase
they received from the state (an increase at a time when most state agencies were
being cut). The predictable result was larger classes and program cuts.

Minnesota is experimenting with a o;zm of rewards for improved outcomes, in-
volving development of chartered public schools. Already we've learned that groups
of inner city, suburban and rura! teachers want to try this approach: uplacm&:c-
countability for most rules with accountability for results. (Incidentally, se
schools are not allowed to have any form of admissions test.)

Part of the problem in our schools is perhaps illustrated by a suburban district
where teachers at an award-winning alternative school asked for a charter after the
district said it was gi them a new principal and restricting the way they could
operate. The teachers asked for a charter. The');\veu willing to be held accountable
for results, but wanted the freedom to operate as they thought made sense. The
school board turned down the charter on a 4-3 vote, and then voted 7-0 to tell them
that were fine teachers.
droed tc\&;rter in &'.rg?:]l hu“l.mught back a ?umber of students who have

out. An attached e no ngeters are learning more.

Cgmrter schools are a new form of ¥p;‘.:l,:in: school choice. Eﬁny t the emphasis
on learning. Legislatures in California, Colorado, Georgia, usetts and New
Mexico have agreed to give this a try. It's an experiment that bears watching.

C::{t-l can encou and assist. You can be a much more active partner in
promoting equity of funding and results. Thank you for the opportunity to talk with
you today.

EDUCATION EQUITY

The issue of edicational equity must be considered in its broadest context. This
means moving beyond the curreat discussion of equal resources, to a discussion of
e%lul outcomes for different pwgl of American students and how best to accom-
plish this end. It is sad, but true, that students of color continue to suffer disparate
educational outcomes, even in soms of this country’s more affluent school districts.
In a recent study conducted by a local foundation, students of color in the Min-
neapolis and St. Paul School systems were found t:.pioﬁom tly lower than
their white peers on every indicator of educational success from achievement to
graduation rates. This is despite the fact that these two school systems aversge ex-
penditures of $7,500 per student, far more than many other schools districts in Min-
nesota and elsewhere.

As a nation, we must take the corrective actions necessary to ensure that all chil-
dren have acoess to equal educational resources, At the same time, we must recog-
nize that resources alone will not resclve the disparities which exist. We must be
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willing to challenge an, n necessary, change the basic assum s and 3
tices which hangidodd'pum education fr the post 100 years, peion prac
Senator WELLSTONE, Thank you. I really feel somewhat guilty
that you had to rush through your tuﬁmor;?'. We've gotten a little
behind, and I do apologize to you as well, Paula. It is very impor-
tant, and we'll continue to go on. It may be that I won't get a
chance to ask questions. We have a caucus meeting that start
about half an hour ago on—wouldn't you know it—two small is-
sues, one the reconciliation bill, and the ocher, for the Minnesotans,
flood disaster relief. So I will Brobably have to leave relatively soon.
'IM‘h‘ank yo!u very much, Dr. Nathan,

Ms. PRAHL. T%:nk you, I'll make my comments very brief. When
a group of Fortune 500 businesses is asked to provide grassroots
comments on a subject, wed_lump at the possibility.

Senator WELLSTONE. I don't believe that’s an oxymoron, by the

way.
I&u. PRAHL. The Partnership has been involved in education pol-
icy for a number of years, as you know. We Pt into the field of
o?ucation finance simply because every kind o l!‘:nt.h that we would
£0 down in a limited way to try to improve schools in Minnesota,
we would run into a finance roadblock. It was from that perspective
that we entered into the field of education finance. We entered only
with notion in mind, got into & much bigger project than we
thﬁ'l‘h > " t kn instrumental i idi
ou or may not know, we were in ntal in provi
some_’:'elem lmd‘izs of school districts across the State of Mll:lg
“r?etuato. & new fundmg system for the State

a new funding system which we think will help bridge this gap be-
tween excellence and equity, providing an equitable funding system
for all students which recognizes the variations in need and doesn’t
r ize the variations in access to revenue. That’s the piece we
nm to figure out.

I am just going to talk briefly about that finance system so that
you have some understanding of what it is and then go into what
we see as equity issues related to that finance system.

The finance system is three parts. One is core instruction, and
that is where the State—and it is yet to be defined—defines what
it is it thinks students need to know. That is probably broadly de-
fined, but we don't know yet. The difference from what we cur-
rently have now is that it is 100 reent State-financed—there is
No property tax mix in there—and it provides the kind of funding
that is equitable across the State,

The second distinction there is that the fundinf is targeted di-
rectly to the learning site, no longer to the school district. School
districts participate in that fundmﬁ but we want to make sure
there is equity within districts as well as between districts.

The third is that that funding is tied to outcomes. We see a very
clear connection between what these variations in resources ro-
vide in terms of what the schools are able to purchase, the kinds
of teachers, the kinds of resources, the kinds of buildings, those
things. We don't gee any connection between what those resources
necessarily provide in terms of student learning. That is not to say
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that money does not matter. We know it does. What we want to
see, though, is an increased look at actually student learning as op-
posed to the kinds of resources that we can guarantee across that.

The second piece of the funding plan is support services funding,
and that is where we recognize the variations in need between dis-
tricts in terms of a whole host of need-based variations. They vary
in terms of transportation—as you know, in Minnesota, transpor-
tation is a big issue in terms of school finance. They vary in terms
of the kinds of students that come to a school and the kind of eco-
nomic background they bring, the kind of su&lx)‘or.t they bring when
the come to school. So the support services funding provides need-

funding to school districts, probab changing e equity that
we are talking about in terms of equal dollars, but nevertheless
providing equity in term of on a needs basis.

The third piece is a discretionary services allowance. That allows
local districts to tax themselves at a higher rate to provide addi-
tional resources as they see need. The difference here is that we
are calling for a very strong equalization of the access to revenue
there. It is no longer that simply if you've got the revenue, you can
tax yourselves; it 18 an ability of school districts to provide that rev-
enlue based on their desire rather than their ability to tax them-
selves.

I just throw that sort of basic framework out as an idea of how
the Federal Government may look at finance systems across the
Nation in terms of providing some bridge between excellence and

equity.

In terms of the equity concerns that we identify in this study—
and it is clear that we are not looking only at equity in terms of
redefining the school finance system—I will make the following
four points.

One is that equal dollars may not ensure equal student learning
progress. That is, we need to make sure that we are recognizing
the variations in need that students bring to the table when they
enter school. But we need to make sure that our funding is tar-
geted toward needs and not access to revenue,

Two is that there must be shared and clear goals for student
learning. One of the things we know in Minnesota, which has a
strong local control component, is that students aren’t even ex-

cted to do the same things and don’t have access to the same

inds of courses because small schools are trying to hold onto their
district and those kinds of things. We need to make sure that we
have a shared vision for student learning, and that needs to be tied
to that funding system.

Three, if local control over spending is maintained, there must be
equal access to revenue. I have already talked about this a little
bit. But I think it is important that we recognize that it is not
going to be fast or easy to just yank away local taxing capacity in
terms of school districts. That's a pretty valued tenet at least in the
State of Minnesota, if not across the Nation.

And four, that the use of proK:rty taxes for education funding
must be limited. In the State of Minnesota, it is simplg imperative
that we move property taxes more to local services and not to edu-
cation. We have a much greater need for a hi$her level of education
across the State, and it is no longer okay for Black Duck to do
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something different than the city of Minneapolis does in terms of
education for their students.

In terms of Federal role for equity, we see a number of points
as critical, but a nevertheless limited role for the Federal Govern-
ment in terms of changing this. One is to continue to work to en-
sure learning readiness in the students. That is, if students enter
school with inequities in m ration for learning, that will further
compound inequities in ing and resource within those school
districts. We would encourage the coordination of federally-funded
services and the agencies which oversee them; encourage State and
local service coordination through Federal grants, and to increase
issuance of waivers to Federal rules for communities and States
who strive to tErovide seamless services to families and students.

Second, I think the Federal Government can continue to lead
States in defining what students should know and be able to do.
We believe in standards, and we believe in those standards bein
connected with the funding system in a very strong way. We thin
that is one of the ways we can bridge that gap between excellence
and equity.

Third, we need to work to develop assessments of student learn-
ing progress. The one thing we know is we can tell how much dif-
ference there is in terms of spending in a district; we can’t nec-
essarily equate that with variations in student learning progress.

It is important to note that we always use the word “progress”
there; we are not talking about an actual outcome goal. We are
talking about progress toward that outcome at whatever point it is.

And fourth, we need to review education processes only as they
relate to student leamin% We oftentimes lose that connection. In
the State of Minnesota, for example, we have been talking a lot
about class size, as many State are. It is a very hot issue with par-
ents. People are concerned about class size. And yet we fail often-
times to make the next step, which is what is the actual impact
on student learnietzf.

Finally, we need to really look at supporting the development of
education to employment programs and complete this complete
nexus that I know the Federal Government is working on in terms
of how do we make that connection between schools and the kind
of expectations that future employers will have. The Federal Gov-
ernment can play r strong role in terms of the credentials for youth
apprenticeships, for example, those kinds of things that are going
to set the stage for enhanced learning for all students across the
Nation in terms of creating an incredibly skilled work force.

Thank you.

[The prepared statement of Ms. Prahl follows:]

285




282

PREPARED STATEMENT OF PAUL_A J. PrAHL

Thank you for opportunity $0 share our ohservations on the education finance system In
Minnesola, Our work in this fleld has led us to the conclusion thet cutrent finunce sysiems, ia
their entirety, Emit education in two significant ways: '

1)  the eapacity of school systems to educate our future work forces and citizens, and
2)  the capacity of edecation reforms o affect positive change in that education,

Both of these concems Jed the Minnesotn Business Partnership 10 the study of education finance
Issues. As the Partnership worked on reform and improvement in vatious facels of the educstion
system, finance issues always surfaced.

THE MINNESOTA BUSINESS PARTNERSHIP AND EDUCATION FOLICY:

‘The Partnesship, bepun in 1977, is focused on public policy lstuea central to job creation in
Minnesots. Since 1982, education quality has been one of four focus arens for the group.
Membershlp of the Minnesota Business Partnership is comprised of CBOs of the 105 Jargeat
privato employers in the state. Reprosented in that membership are 18 of the Fortune 500
companies. Partnership member companies eraploy over 300,000 Minnesotans directly and an
additional 300,000 state resideats indirectly.

The Partnership’s work in education began with significant work on the use of market systems
withia education. The group worked in concert with educators and ofhers o push for sdoption
of the sations first "choice® provisions allowing stadents to attend any sckool in the state as
well as iliernetive schools and post scoondaty institutions. More rovent policy work bas
centered on three critical areas:
1) coordination of services st ~U fevels of govemment to ensure that stedents are ready to
leamn at every level of education,
2) enhancement of the school-to-work transition through the adoption of many work-based
jearning proprams inclxding youth apprenticeships and tech prep programs, and
3) incrensed student learning through development of results-oriented graduntion outcomes
and enhanced education management systems supporting increased learning. ,
Our recent work in education finance is related to all three steas.

The Pattnership's recommendations for overhaut of Minnesota’s education finance system stem
from analyxis of the state’s current Iaws, analysis of national trends in education policy and

finance reform, sxi an in depth analysls of the spending in 6 public school systems in the state,
From that basts we came to the following conclusions:

° Education spending pattetns vary widely in our scbools. Signlficant differentials exist
in total per pupll expenditures between school districts and between schools within
districts. These disparities are potentially ia violation of our congtitutios and laws and
are, in any event, not good public policy.

] Tte increasing rellance on referendum teviet firther compounds inequities in funding.
Disparities zesulting from these referonda aze increasing as wealthler disteicts enact more
teferenda than do poorer districts. While these Inequities in avallable dollars are

growling, there is no Minnesota data supporting the proposition that additional funds have
produced higher quality leamning.

. Instruction and services related to education are now funded by a varety of revenue
sources snd provided by a multitude of public entitlies. Few of these revenue sources and
spending unit. can be ted to particular education services or outcomes. As a result,
there Is little fiscal socountability in education finance.
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® . Our historic view ot cducstion as a Jocal “property service” Is inconsistent with the
reallties of today’s education and employment demands, The state has a greater Interest
in and accountability for the provision of quality education for Minnesota's chitdren than
do Jocal communities, but this nterest is not reflected in our system of education finance,

] The cutrent aystem of education finance is extraordinarily complicated and fragmented,
tends to move tax doliars away from Instructionst programe, jnsdequately compensates
for special leaming situations, and lacks incentives toward quality education and
mechanisms for evalusting the effectivencss of education expenditures.

. Schoof distdets provide a varlety of programs and services which are not part of the
central education mission, are occasionally duplicative of sexvices provided elsewhere in
the community, ate not provided in the most effective and efficient ways, and tead 1o
syphon off funding which should be going to the classroom.

. State-imposed mandates place cost and time burdens oa edwcators for which thers Is no
clear retum fo quality Improvement or cost-efficiency.

As & result of this study, the Partnership called for a major overhaut of Minnesota's education
finance system and many of the provisions were sdopted by the 1993 legislature. Ouwr proposed
new education funding sy~-~ which has three batlc components: core instruction, essential
support services, aad discretionary programs.

Key provisions of Core Instruction include:

State hag funding responsibi''y: The constitutional und statitory framework governing education
finance should be intexpreted to mean that the state should have exclusive responslbility for
financing the basic or instructional “core® component of education. This core should be defined
38 the education programs and services necessary for the average student to achicve prescribed
and measurable outcomes at the conclusion of thelr formal education, The state should pexform
its responiibility by using its general revenues to pry for 100% of every stadent's instructional
core. The local property tax is not sppropriate for these core education scrvices,

Fonding tageted direcily to Jeprning siles  Besic principles of sccountability require that the
resources be made avalsble 10 the institutions which we witimately hold responsible for
achicving the desired outcomes, In most instances, these sites will bo the schools. A key
function of schiool districts, therefore, will be to enwre that the core funding doliars reach the
schools or other learning sites having responsibitity for achieving the outcomes,
Ennfing_ia fled 3o cutcomes: A centinl goal of the redesigned funding sysiem is o create a
fundamental link between core funding and desired education outvomes. Linked together,
education outcomes -- which are established to challenge alt students — and & redesigned funding
ayatem have the power to encourngo sigaificant gains in student lemming.

Key provisions of Support Services Funding include:
Additional services tequire state fimding: There arc important services not provided dlrectly
through the core instractional aid thet are esscntial to allow all students to achleve (jesired
outcomes, and thess alvo need state support. These services Include such disparate fems as
wchool buses, career counseling, libraries, social workers, speclal languagoe instruction, discase
immunizntions, and subsidired achool lunches,

Support Scodces are need-tased: The services noeded by esch student wilt vary according to
thelr indlvidual needs. The concept of the instructional core assumes that a baslc package of
instructional programs are needed by every student; the concept of support setvices assumes that
each of the students needs support services of types and in amounts suited to each.

Sepamate fundding smechanism iy tequired: Becsmave the need for mpport services will vary
depending on local clrcumstances, finding for these services should not be resteicied 1o a
specified amount per student (ss is core funding), In most Instances, these servioes are best
provided by persous other than classroom teachers of aldes. In most Instances, companble
services are alieady provided by other public or private institutions, and expanding those
services to school children (cather than having the achools duplicale the services) will be a more
effective and cost-efficient method of providing them.
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Coordinated services is required:  Funding for suppoct sexvices needs to provide incentive for
coordination of services between governmental and private providers. The esseatia] support
services funding mechantsm should allow for identification of the most effective and efficlent
provider of each wervice in each region of the state. 1t is absoluicly casential that the funding
meochanism require coordintion of and encourages co-location of services.

Key provisions of Discretionacy Services include:

Local disctetion i3 pllowesl; These services include those education programs and services which
are not part of the core or the essential support services packages, They are not direcily related
0 meeting the graduation outonmes but may be desired by local taxpayers and school districts.
Examples of such services includo costs associated with & school bosrd and superiatendeat,
athletics and co curticular activitics, academic courses ia excess of the cors program, and capital
costs beyond those necessary for the delivery of the core.

Equalization is required: A disadvantage of using Jocul reveniwes is the fact that localities differ
widcly in theit tax capacity or relative weatth, Because of the incquities in the tax eapucity of
various communities, the fundiog for discretionary oervices showld be partislly equelized through
& technique culled "power equalization.” By this is meant that all school districts choosing to
provide discretionary secvices would deposit a perceniage of the revenurs ganeraied for
discretionary program Jevies into 2 statewlde *pool” which would be re-distributed back to the
funding districts on the basis of thelr relative tax capacity.

EQUITY CONCERNS:
Tnherent In our recommendations for & new education finance system ate concerns sbout oquity.
Our continulng concemns abowt equity i education sre summatized ju the following four polate:

1) Fqual dolnxs may not evsure equal student lenrming progress. While the Partnership
srgued for an Increased state role In education funding, whick in tum limits spending disparities,
we do not argue that equal spending will ensure equal student learing, We have 80 basis for
that segument. We, in fact, have crafted our sew educetion finance systemt 10 be Binked to actual
student Jearning. While in the beginning, spending will be more uniform between districts, over
time, as stadent leamning progress is charted, spending varistions may increase. There will be
a difference In these spending differences, however. They will be need-based and stedent
learning driven, and not the result of greater sccess o revenus.  Equily la student loarning
progress is more hmpottant than spending equity.

2) There winst be clesr and shared goals for student lentuing. Globalization of the economy
requrires & preater state interest in the education of students.  Without such concera for common
educational goals, education could be Inequitable simply because Jocal decisions on curriculum
may not be consistent with global educational demaads,

3) If loeal eontrol over spending Is mainiained, there must be equal access to revenss,
Variations in relative propesty wealth of districts drives the current spending differences.
Districts which are “property rich” have grester access (0 revenue.  Equalization of access to
revenue betwreen districis is eritical to enwuring quality, equitablc education across the state. R
is important fo note that such equaliztion of access may not ensure equal spending. Local
public will may limit additionsl spending foc education, Equalization of acoess to addi

revenue would result in the following signifieant difference from our present system: fack of

publie will to support sdditional funding for education would no longer be confused with lack
of acceas to revenue,

4) Use of the property tax for edircation funding must be Nmked. Bven in Minnesots,
whete significant provisions exist to Limit the regressivity of the tax, there are still limltatons
on the sbliity of propecty taxes 10 capture true ability to pay, By both Umiting the use of
property taxes for education mod equalizing access to reveous from much taxes, oquity ia
education funding and access can be ensured,
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POTENTIAL FEDERAL ROLE:

The role for the federal government In education funding is necessarily limited. As an
organdzation of business feaders, we see the feders] deficit as a real threst %0 economic vitality.
Consequently, we see n *~~reased federal role in the fimding of genera! education, Itis clear
that state and local funding is the central drivet of education throughout the mation. It is
imperative that congress limit the passage of unfonded federat mandates and the foderst uso of

stats sources of taxation. Such action I3 necessary to support continued and increased state and
focal funding of education.

Even with these fimilations in new funding role for education the fodersl government can,

however, play a significant role in supporting educational change and increased student fearning
in the following ways:

1) Work o ensure lenrning rendiness. Students must entee schools, every day, without the
kind of inequities of prepamtion thet further compound funding variations, At the federa! level,
this involves attention to three key areas:
1)  coordination of federally funded scrvices and the agencles which overseo them,
2)  encouragement of state and local sexvico coordination through federal grants, and
3)  increased fssuance of walvers o federal rules for communities and statos who sidve to
provide seamless services for students and their families,

2)  Leadstates in defining what students should know and be able to do. While we have
arguedlnmmponmtthemhunmmlnmhmeeduwbnofdﬁldm, itis clear
that national attention to the current and future educational demands of the economy may be
Pecessary to ensure equitable and serviceable education across the U.S. Many stales, like
Minnesota, are maiuug significant progress in redefining their education systems on a student

outcome basis, Fedudmppononblsﬂ\mdﬂ:deﬁniﬁonofmﬁowmdndnndhciﬂimu
very usefel. .

3) Work to develop awescments of student learning progress. One of the most criticat noeds
of our new education finance system 1s the development of assesements of student learning
progress.  Since equity n student learning progress is more critical than spending equity, it is
imperative that quality asscasments of student feaming be developed, Central 1o these
assessments is & focus on the leaming progress and not the attalnment of a specific outcome,
Such a focus ensures that learming Is encoursged at all fevels.

4) Review education processes only as they relate te student Jenrning. 1tis templing to try
1o cqualize or standardize the processes of education systems, in hopes of equalizing the student
learning within those systems.  Unfortunately such action does not guarantes equal learning,
Federal assistance {n defining the educational processes critical to student achlevement may be
helpful.  Once defined they can provide a framework for improving education. Such work
bowever - ¢ always be tempered by demonstrated impact on student Jearning,

3) Support the development of education to empleyment programs. Meny stales, ke
Minnesots, are moving forward in the development of enhanced achool-to-wosk transition
programs which seck fo provide the kind of training required by jobs of the futwre. Such
programs include youth apprenticeships, tech prep programs, and youth service opportunities,
These programs will not progress without the development of national credentials, certifying
student competencies In multiple occupations throughout the nation. Such work will assist I
linking education with the economic demands of the future. Because thers is a strong felcral
role in nationsl accreditation, it is sppropriat. for the federal government to provide finas,...
auistance & stales 10 encourage the development of youth apprenticeship and relat=d programs,
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Senator WELLSTONE. Thank lg'o Paula.

Let me thank each of you, a:ia, Joe and Kern. With your per-
mission, I would like to submit some questions to you in wnt.m%
and proi)a:)}& talk to you further, because we are just plain out o
time. I th you very much, and believe me, there will be follow-

up.
The subcommittee stands adjourned.
[Whereupon, at 1:10 p.m., the subcommittee was adjourned.}
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