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Executive Summary

Introduction

The “School District Finance Survey” (Form F-33) is an annual collection of school district financial
data that is part of the Common Core of Data (CCD). The F-33 collects data on revenues and expendi-
tures for pre-kindergarten through grade 12 in public schools in approximately 15,500 local education
agencies (LEAs) in the 50 states and the District of Columbia.

This report presents analyses of school district revenues for the 1997-98 school year. The F-33 data
form the core of these analyses, but information is supplemented by data on selected school district
demographic and fiscal characteristics from the 1990 School District Data Book, prepared by the U.S.
Census Bureau. The demographic and fiscal data are used to examine the relationship between selected
district characteristics and revenues from different sources.!

This report is designed to address a number of questions about the financing of public elementary and
secondary education at the state and district levels:

How much money per pupil is raised for elementary and secondary education from federal,
state, and local sources? '

B Whatis the level of variation in revenues per pupil across school districts nationally and in each
state?

How do district demographic and economic characteristics relate to revenues per pupil nation-
ally and in each state? How strong are these relationships?

@ What proportion of funds for elementary and secondary education comes from federal, state,
and local sources nationally and in each state? How do districts with different demographic and
economic characteristics differ in their proportion of funds for education from different sources?

Analyses of school district revenues are presented for the nation and the states. The national analyses
focus on school revenues in districts in different geographical regions, school districts of different size,
school districts with different fiscal capacity to support education (measured as median household
income and median value of owner-occupied housing), and school districts with different proportions
of minority and school-age children in poverty. The state analyses focus on interdistrict variation in
revenues per pupil and the relationship between revenues per pupil and the school district fiscal and
demographic characteristics cited in the national analyses.

‘While more current census data on district characteristics are now available, the 1990 census data were used in these
analyses because they were the most current data available at the time the report was planned and written. The national
analyses include districts in all states, even when the percentage of districts with demographic and fiscal data was less than
50 percent of the total districts in the state. The state analyses, however, only included the 40 states in which at least 50
percent of the districts had demographic and fiscal data.



Executive Summary

The analyses of revenues presented in this report are based on both actual dollars and cost-adjusted
dollars. Cost adjustments are designed to take into account differences in the cost of education across
school districts in a state. The cost adjustment used in these analyses is the Geographic Cost of Educa-
tion Index (GCEI) (Fowler and Monk 2001; Chambers 1998). The GCEI uses data from three separate
categories of school inputs: certified school personnel, noncertified school personnel, and nonpersonnel
school items. The index reflects how much more or less it costs in different geographic locations to
recruit and employ comparable school personnel, as well as the varying cost of nonpersonnel items
such as purchased services, supplies and materials, furnishings and equipment, travel, utilities, and
facilities.

In the remainder of this summary, the major findings of the report are presented using cost-adjusted
revenues. Findings based on actual revenues are included in the body of the report, with both actual
dollars and cost-adjusted dollars reported in the text.

National Findings

The national findings focus on three areas: geographic differences in revenues, revenues in school
districts of different size, and the relationship between revenues and selected school district fiscal and
demographic characteristics. '

Revenues in Different Geographic Regions

Cost-adjusted school district revenues for elementary and secondary education totaled $319.7 billion in
1997-98, or about $7,028 per pupil. State governments provided nearly half the total (49 percent)—
about $155 billion, or about $3,413 per pupil. Local governments provided the second-largest share (45
percent)—about $144 billion, or $3,167 per pupil. The federal government provided the remaining 6
percent of revenues—more than $20 billion, or $447 per pupil.

School districts in the Northeast started out with the highest cost-adjusted local revenues per pupil—
$4,699 per pupil in 1997-98. Even though state revenues per pupil were lowest in the Northeast—
$3,201 per pupil, state and local revenues per pupil of $7,899 were still higher than in all other regions.
Federal revenues per pupil of $380 were also lowest in the Northeast. However, even with lower fed-
eral revenues, the Northeast still had the highest total revenues per pupil. Put differently, school dis-
tricts in the Northeast had an advantage in local revenues per pupil that was not offset when other
regions obtained greater revenues from state and federal sources.

At the other end of the spectrum, school districts in the West had the lowest local revenues per pupil—
$2,114 per pupil in 1997-98. After the addition of state revenues of $3,515 per pupil, school districts in
the West still had the lowest state and local revenues per pupil—$5,629. Federal revenues were an
additional $436 per pupil in the West. However, even with the addition of state and federal revenues,
total revenues of $6,066 per pupil in school districts in the West were still lower than in all other
regions of the country.

Revenues in School Districts of Different Size

Small school districts (those with fewer than 1,000 students) consistently had the highest revenues per
pupil for education in cost-adjusted dollars. These school districts had local revenues of $3,819 per
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Executive Summary

pupil, which was $652 per pupil above the national average. With state revenues of $4,087 per pupil,
state and local revenues per pupil were more than $1,300 higher than the national average—$7,906 in
the smallest school districts compared to the national average of $6,580. Federal revenues per pupil,
which averaged $499 in the smallest districts, were also about $52 above the national average of $447.
As a result, total revenues per pupil in these districts were nearly $1,400 above the national average—
$8,405, compared to $7,028. In other words, the revenue advantage that the smallest school districts
had from local revenues more than doubled with the addition of state and federal revenues.

In contrast, the largest school districts (those with 10,000 or more students) consistently had the lowest
revenues per pupil. These school districts had the lowest local revenues per pupil ($2,896) and the
second-lowest state revenues per pupil ($3,328), compared with districts with fewer students.? State
and local revenues per pupil of $6,224 were therefore lower in the largest districts than in smaller

districts. Although federal revenues of $478 per pupil were only slightly lower than in the smallest

districts, the largest school districts still had the lowest total revenues per pupil ($6,702 in 1997-98) of
all size categories.

Relationship Between Revenues and School Districts’ Fiscal Capacity

For the nation as a whole, school districts with higher median household income tended to raise more
cost-adjusted revenues per pupil from local sources than lower income districts. School districts with
median household income less than $20,000 had local revenues per pupil ($1,975) that were less than
half of these revenues in districts with household income of $35,000 or more ($4,113). However, rev-
enues per pupil from state sources were negatively related to household income and tended to partially
offset the revenue advantage of high-income districts. As a result, while combined state and local
revenues per pupil were positively related to household income, the relationship was much weaker than
the relationship between household income and local revenues per pupil. Federal revenues per pupil
had an even stronger negative relationship with district income ($881 in the lowest income districts and
$210 in the highest income districts). Consequently, there was a small negative relationship between
household income and total revenues per pupil. Put differently, higher state and federal revenues per
pupil in school districts with lower household income tended to offset the local revenue advantage of
high-income school districts.

Similar results were found when the median value of a school district’s owner-occupied housing was
used as the measure of fiscal capacity. A positive relationship between median value of owner-occupied
housing and local revenues per pupil was counterbalanced by a stronger negative relationship between
housing value and state revenues per pupil. As a result, there was only a small positive relationship
between median. value of owner-occupied housing and state and local revenues per pupil. A negative
relationship between housing values and federal revenues per pupil changed the relationship between
housing value and total revenues per pupil from slightly positive to slightly negative. Again, higher
state and federal revenues per pupil in school districts with lower median housing values offset the
local revenue advantage of school districts with higher housing values.

?Four district size categories were examined: fewer than 1,000 students, 1,000 to 4,999 students, 5,000 to 9,999 students,
and 10,000 or more students.
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Executive Summary

Relationship Between Revenues and Minority and Poor Children

School districts with higher concentrations of minority and poor children tended to raise less money
from local revenues than districts with lower concentrations of poor and minority children. However,
higher state revenues per pupil in these districts partially offset the local revenue advantage in districts
with smaller proportions of poor and minority children. With federal revenues per pupil having a strong
positive correlation with a district’s proportion of poor and minority children, total revenues per pupil
had only a small negative relationship with percent minority enrollment and no significant relationship
with proportion of children in poverty. In short, the local revenue disadvantage of districts with high
proportions of poor and minority children was offset by higher revenues per pupil from state and fed-
eral sources.

State Findings

The state findings focus on two areas. The first is interdistrict variation in revenues per pupil. This area
was selected because the amount of interdistrict variation in revenues per pupil is often used as a
measure of the equity of state school finance systems. States with little variation in revenue per pupil .
are generally considered to have more equitable systems than those with large interdistrict variation
(Berne and Stiefel 1984).

The second area is the relationship between revenues per pupil and selected school district fiscal and
demographic characteristics. Fiscal characteristics such as median household income and median housing
values were selected because school district wealth, as measured by these variables, has been found in
many states to be associated with differences in funding for education (Parrish, Hikido, and Fowler
1998). States in which finance arrangements produce either no relationship or only a weak positive
relationship between district wealth and school funds are generally considered to be more equitable
than those that have a strong positive relationship between district wealth and revenues (Berne and
Stiefel 1984). Demographic characteristics such as proportion of children in poverty and proportion of
minority enrollment were also selected because of equity considerations. States in which revenues are
positively associated with students’ special educational needs, (e.g., needs based on poverty) are gener-
ally regarded as more equitable than those that do not provide additional funding to address the educa-
tional needs of poor students (Goertz and Odden 1999).

Interdistrict Variation in Revenues Per Pupil

This study created a synthesized measure of variation that combined state rankings on three standard-
ized vanation measures to assess the amount of interdistrict variation in revenues per pupil across
school districts.’ Based on their rankings on this synthesized measure, states were then organized into
4 groups with approximately 12 states in each group. States with the lowest rankings had the smallest
overall variation in revenues per pupil; states with the highest rankings had the largest variation. This
analysis includes 49 states; the District of Columbia and Hawaii are not included because each has only
one school district. -

*The three measures used to create the synthesized measure were the restricted range ratio, the coefficient of variation, and
the Gini coefficient. The method used to create the synthesized measure is explained more fully in the introduction to the
report.
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Executive Summary

The 12 states with the largest variation in unadjusted local revenues per pupil were Alaska, Arizona,
California, Connecticut, Idaho, Illinois, Kansas, Massachusetts, Michigan, New Jersey, Texas, and
Wyoming. Five of the 12 states (Alaska, Arizona, California, Idaho, and Wyoming) were in the West, 3
(Connecticut, Massachusetts, and New Jersey) were in the Northeast, and 3 (Illinois, Kansas, and Michi-
gan) were in the Midwest. There was only one state in this group from the South (Texas).

When state revenues were added to local revenues, only 4 of the original 12 states (Alaska, Illinois,
Kansas, and Wyoming) were in the group with the largest overall variation in state and local revenues
per pupil. The addition of state revenues tempered the variation in local revenues per pupil. The states

~with the largest variation in state and local revenues per pupil were now distributed nearly evenly

across three regions—Alaska, Montana, New Mexico, and Wyoming in the West; Illinois, Kansas, and
North Dakota in the Midwest; and New Hampshire, New York, and Vermont in the Northeast.

With the addition of federal revenues, 5 of the 12 states with the largest variation in local revenues per
pupil (Alaska, Arizona, Illinois, Kansas, and Texas) continued to show the largest variation in total
revenues per pupil. The largest concentration of states was in the Midwest (Illinois, Kansas, Missouri,
Nebraska, and North Dakota) and the West (Alaska, Arizona, Montana, and Wyoming), with only one
state from the South (Texas) in this group.

Looking at cost-adjusted revenues per pupil, 6 of the 13 states with the smallest variation in cost-
adjusted local revenues per pupil were in the South (Delaware, Florida, North Carolina, South Caro-
lina, Tennessee, and West Virginia), 5 were in the Midwest (Indiana, Iowa, Missouri, North Dakota,
and South Dakota), 1 was in the Northeast (New Hampshire), and one was in the West (Nevada).

When state revenues were added to local revenues, the balance shifted more heavily to the South. Eight
of the 12 states with the smallest overall variation in state and local revenues per pupil were in this
region (Arkansas, Delaware, Florida, Kentucky, North Carolina, South Carolina, Tennessee, and West
Virginia); only 4 states were outside the South—3 of them in the Midwest (Indiana, Iowa, and Wiscon-
sin).

With the addition of federal revenues, 9 of the 12 states with the smallest overall variation in cost-

‘adjusted total revenues per pupil were in the South. Alabama and Louisiana were added to the group,

and South Carolina was eliminated. Put differently, disparities in local revenues per pupil, which were
less pronounced in the South, were lessened even further with the addition of state and federal rev-
enues.

Relationship Between Revenues and School Districts’ Fiscal Capacity

Analyses of the relationship between school districts’ fiscal capacity and revenues per pupil were con-
ducted in the 40 states in which at least 50 percent of the school districts had demographic and fiscal
data. In 34 of these 40 states, there was a positive relationship between median household income and
cost-adjusted local revenues per pupil. There was, however, a negative relationship between district
median household income and state revenues per pupil in 39 states. As a result, there was a positive
relationship between median household income and state and local revenues per pupil in just 10 states.
Higher state revenues per pupil overcame the local revenue advantage of high-income districts. Federal
revenues reinforced this trend. After the addition of federal revenues per pupil, which had a negative
relationship to district income in 39 states, only 7 states still showed a positive relationship between
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Executive Summary

household income and total revenues per pupil. In 21 states, lower income districts actually tended to
have higher total revenues per pupil.

District fiscal capacity, measured as median value of owner-occupied housing, showed similar rela-
tionships to district revenues. Median value of owner-occupied housing was positively related to local
revenues per pupil in 35 of the 40 states with available data, and negatively related to state and federal
revenues per pupil in 40 and 34 states, respectively. When state and federal revenues were added to
local revenues, the local revenue advantage of districts with higher median housing values was over-
come by larger amounts of state aid in most states. Only 10 states continued to show a positive relation-
ship between median housing value and cost-adjusted state and local revenues per pupil, and only 7
states showed a positive relationship between median housing and total revenues per pupil.

Relationship Between Revenues and District Poverty and Proportion of Minority
Enroliment

School district poverty was negatively related to cost-adjusted local revenues per pupil in 33 of the 40
states with available data. State and federal revenues per pupil were positively related to school district
poverty in 36 and 38 states, respectively. With the addition of state revenues to local revenues, there
was still a negative relationship between district poverty and state and local revenues per pupil in nine
states. With the addition of state and federal funds, there was a negative relationship between district
poverty and revenues per pupil in only three states. Higher state and federal revenues in high-poverty
districts offset their local revenue disadvantage in a substantial number of states.

Similar results were found for minority enrollment. In 17 of the 40 states with available data, there was
a negative relationship between proportion of minority enrollment and cost-adjusted local revenues per
pupil. However, state revenues per pupil were positively related to minority enrollment in 19 states.
With the addition of state revenues, the proportion of minority enrollment was negatively related to
state and local revenues per pupil in only 12 states. Federal revenues per pupil were also positively
related to the proportion of minority enrollment in 36 states. As a result, with the addition of federal
revenues, there was a negative relationship between proportion of minority enrollment and total rev-
enues per pupil in only 6 states, and a positive relationship in 18 states. Higher state and federal rev-
enues in school districts with large minority enrollments worked to overcome the local revenue advan-
tage of school districts with relatively small minority populations.

Organization of the Report

In addition to the introduction (chapter 1), the report has six chapters. Chapter 2 presents an analysis of
local revenues, including property taxes and student fees. Chapter 3 examines state revenues, including
general formula assistance and instructional program revenues. Chapter 4 examines state and local
revenues combined. Chapter 5 examines Title I and other federal revenues. Chapter 6 presents an
analysis of total district revenues, including local, state, and federal funds. Chapter 7 presents a synthe-
sis and summary of the report’s major findings. Appendices to the report contain technical notes and
detailed correlation tables on district revenues.

12
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Chapter 1: Introduction

Background and Introduction

The financing of elementary and secondary education is always an important issue for policymakers at
the national, state, and local levels. Even during times of economic growth, education must compete
with other public functions for the taxpayer’s dollar; during periods of economic slowdown, that com-
petition is even more intense. In addition, issues of equity and productivity invariably enter into the
public debate, as policymakers seek to ensure equitable access to education for all children and the
most effective use of public funds.

Looking at education funding nationally is necessary to understand the overall investment of the United
States in education and how much funding comes from national, state, and local governments. How-
ever, a complete picture of education funding can only be developed by looking at funding at the state
and local levels, since state and local governments provide well over 90 percent of the funds for el-
ementary and secondary education. Since funding within states is generally not uniform across school
districts, it is important not only to look at average funding levels in the states, but to also examine
variation in funding across school districts and district characteristics that may be associated with
differences in funding levels. '

This report is designed to address a number of questions about the financing of pubhc elementary and
secondary education at the state and district levels. These questions are:

0 How much money per pupil is raised for elementary and secondary education from federal,
state, and local sources?

O Whatis the level of variation in revenues per pupil across school districts nationally and in each
state? ~ ~

0O How do district demographic and economic characteristics relate to revenues per pupil nation-
ally and in each state? How strong are these relationships?

0O What proportion of funds for elementary and secondary education comes from federal, state,
and local sources nationally and in each state? How do districts with different demographic and
economic characteristics differ in their proportion of funds for education from different sources?

Data Sources

The primary source of data for this report on school district financing of elementary and secondary
education was the 1997-98 “School District Financial Survey (Form F-33).” The F-33 is an annual
district-level collection of revenue and expenditure data in grades pre-kindergarten through 12. It is
part of the Common Core of Data (CCD) collection of surveys and administrative-records data relating
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to public elementary and secondary education. In 1997-98, the F-33 data file contained 15,512 districts
across the United States enrolling 45,772,962 students (table 1-1). Data on revenues and expenditures
collected through the F-33 were supplemented with data from the U.S. Census Bureau, 1990 Decennial
Census School District Special Tabulation, which contain 1990 school district demographic and fiscal
characteristics. These data are also called the Census Mapping data. Percentage of minority enrollment,
percentage of school-age children in poverty, median household income, and median value of owner-
occupied housing data were used from the Census Mapping data.

While more current Census data on district characteristics are now available, the 1990 Census data
were used in these analyses because they were the most current data available at the time the report was
planned and written. Although, overall, demographic characteristics may have remained relatively
constant over time, readers should be aware that there may be individual districts whose demographic
characteristics changed significantly between 1990 and 1997. It is difficult to say what the effect of
updated census demographic data would have on the analysis in the report.

Methods of Analysis

The analysis focuses on revenues from federal, state, and local governments. Each of the analyses
presented in the report contains two parts. One is a national analysis of school district revenues. The
second is an analysis of school district revenues in the SO states. Both the national analyses and the state
analyses are presented using two types of revenue measures. One is a measure of actual education
revenues. These figures represent the amount of money school districts actually raise for education and
are the figures they report as revenues in their audited financial records and in financial reports to the
state. The second component is an analysis of cost-adjusted revenues per pupil at the national level.
“Cost-adjusted” revenues are designed to take into account differences in the cost of education across
school districts. The cost adjustment used in these analyses is the Geographic Cost of Education Index
(GCEI) (Fowler and Monk 2001; Chambers 1998). The GCEI uses data from three separate categories
of school inputs: certified school personnel, non-certified school personnel, and non-personnel school
items. The index reflects how much more or less it costs in different geographic locations to recruit and
employ comparable school personnel, as well as the varying costs of non-personnel items such as
purchased services, supplies and materials, furnishings and equipment, travel, utilities, and facilities.
The index is established by weighting each component of expenditure by its share of current expendi-
ture during the 1993-94 school year.

Although cost-adjusted revenues provide a more rigorous way to compare revenues across school dis-
tricts and states, the report includes “actual” revenues—in addition to cost-adjusted revenues—for
certain reasons. First, “actual” revenues are the figures that appear in both official reports and other
communications to policymakers, education administrators and teachers, and the general public. Sec-
ond, a number of adjustment procedures could have been used to take into account cost-of-education
differences across communities (McMahon 1996). While only the GCEI was selected for use in this
report, it was important to also present analyses that correspond with data that are recognized as the
“real” data, in addition to cost-adjusted revenues.

National Analyses

The national analyses of school district revenues first present total education revenues per pupil for all
school districts in the nation. They then present average revenues per pupil for school districts in differ-
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Table 1-1. Total number of school districts, students, and revenues, by state: 1997-98

State Number of school districts Number of students Revenues (in thousands)

United States 15,512 45,772,962 331,730,773
Alabama 127 739,321 4,140,537
Alaska 53 ’ 130,633 1,206,195
Arizona 230 794,331 4,675,296
Arkansas 326 456,355 2,567,380
California . 1,077 5,727,224 39,183,018
Colorado 195 686,360 4,359,021
Connecticut - 174 515141 5,024,673
Delaware - 19 ] 111,428 934,530
District of Columbia 1 77,111 706,938
Florida 67 2,292,161 15,595,671
Georgia 196 1,375,980 9,207,163
Hawaii 1 189,887 1,279,125
idaho i 112 244,403 1,310,960
illinois 1,046 1,972,406 14,688,777
indiana 315 i 985,690 7,656,749
lowa 392 501,054 3,589,705
Kansas 304 468,980 3,207,670
Kentucky 176 . 645,232 3,938,009
Louisiana 66 774,561 4,443,468
Maine ‘ 292 ) 212,038 1,611,926
Maryland 24 830,744 6,521,269
Massachusetts 392 942,331 7,726,497
Michigan 719 1,680,559 14,712,250
Minnesota ’ 416 841,723 6,672,384
Mississippi 152 504,792 2,400,660
Missouri 525 909,441 5,990,499
Montana 483 ' 162,164 1,035,636
Nebraska 657 291,570 2,062,836
Nevada 17 296,621 1,906,860
New Hampshire 177 196,734 1,420,100
New Jersey 615 1,238,948 13,786,951
New Mexico 89 ’ 331,673 1,913,783
New York 690 ’ 2,834,992 27,900,803
North Carolina 117 1,230,010 7,516,979
North Dakota 260 116,813 731,384
Ohio ) 727 1,846,585 13,577,343
Oklahoma ’ 586 623,681 3,559,980
Oregon 220 540,226 3,892,091
Pennsylvania 605 1,791,100 15,671,363
Rhode Island 36 152,356 1,255,280
South Carolina 98 648,084 4,109,130
5outh Dakota 176 133,698 793,101
Tennessee 138 : 876,693 4,757,639
Texas 1,063 3,888,061 24,485,263
Utah 40 480,811 2,295,870
Vermont 328 101,413 1,089,658
Virginia : 155 ] 1,110,815 7,723,744
Washington 305 991,235 6,928,738
West Virginia 55 300,737 2,178,936
Wisconsin 430 881,552 7,083,655
Wyoming 48 96,504 703,280

SOURCE: U.5. Department of Education; National Center for Education Statistics, Common Core of Data, “School District Financial Survey (Form F-

33): 5chool Year 1997-98."

’
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ent geographic regions, school districts of different size, school districts with different fiscal capacity to
support education, and school districts with different proportions of minorities and school-age children
in poverty. The two measures of fiscal capacity used in the analysis are median household income and
median value of owner-occupied housing.

Revenues per pupil are calculated by dividing revenues in the 1997-98 school year by the fall 1997
student enrollment in each district. Average revenues per pupil for school districts in different regions
and for school districts with different demographic and fiscal characteristics are calculated as weighted
averages; each district’s weight is the number of students enrolled in fall 1997.

Analyses of “actual” or “unadjusted” revenues use a subset of districts on the F-33 file. This subset file -
contains 14,254 regular school districts or about 92 percent of the districts in the original file (table 1-
2). Districts designated as “college-grade,” “vocational or special education,” “non-operating,” and
“education service agency” were not included in the analysis since these are not school districts that
provide the regular elementary and secondary school programs. Districts with total revenues and total
expenditures reported as “zero” or “missing” and special districts for vocational education, technical
education, special education, and agricultural education were also removed from the original file.

Cost-of-education adjustments were not available for all school districts in the F-33 file. One hundred
and seventy-seven districts without GCEI data were therefore removed from these analyses. The analy-
ses of cost-adjusted revenues therefore contained 14,077 school districts or about 91 percent of the
districts in the original F-33 file (table 1-3). The districts in this analysis file contained about 99 percent
of the students enrolled in elementary and secondary education in fall 1997.!

State Analyses

The state analyses presented in the report generally follow the national model, but focus more on two
issues. One is the amount of variation in revenues per pupil across school districts within each state.
The second is the relationship between revenues per pupil and selected district demographic and fiscal
characteristics.?

Several factors motivated the selection of these analyses for the report. The amount of interdistrict
variation in revenues per pupil was selected because the literature on school finance equity uses

'In the national analyses of unadjusted districted revenues, total revenues for the nation and for each category of school
district include 91.9 percent of the nation’s school districts and 99.7 percent of the nation’s students (table 1-2). The analyses
of cost-adjusted revenues include 91 percent of school districts and 99 percent of students (table 1-3). The national analyses
of the relationship between selected district demographic and fiscal characteristics and unadjusted revenues include 78
percent of the nation’s school districts and 95 percent of the nation’s students (table 1-4). The analyses of the relationship
between district characteristics and adjusted revenues include 78 percent of school districts and 94 percent of students (table
1-5).

*The state analyses of the variation in both unadjusted and cost-adjusted revenues per pupils include all states except Hawaii
and the District of Columbia and all the school districts that are included in the national analyses (tables 1-2 and 1-3). The
state analyses of the relationship between districts’ demographic and fiscal characteristics and both unadjusted and cost-
adjusted revenues per pupil, however, only include states in which at least 50 percent of the districts had demographic and
fiscal data (tables 1-4 and 1-5). These exclusions were made in order to avoid imputing demographic and fiscal values to
more than half of the state’s school districts. It should be noted, however, that even with the exclusion of these states, the
state analyses of both unadjusted and cost-adjusted district revenues still include 74 percent of the nation’s school districts
and 85 percent of the nation’s students. Missing GCEI and Census Mapping data were imputed when data were missing. If
more than half of the districts in a state were missing, that state was not included in the state analysis.
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Table 1-2.  Total number of school districts and students for regular school districts and percentages based on all school districts, by state:

1997-98
Number of Percent of Number of Percent of Percent of

State ’ school districts school districts students students revenues

United States ’ 14,254 920 45,637,135 100.0 97.0
Alabama 127 100.0 : 739,321 100.0 100.0
Alaska 53 100.0 : 130,633 100.0 100.0
Arizona 215 93.5 794,325 1000 99.0
Arkansas 310 95.1 453,779 99.4 97.0
California 988 91.7 5,664,044 98.9 94.0
Colorado 176 90.3 686,360 100.0 99.0
Connecticut 166 95.4 515,141 1000 - 98.0
Delaware 16 84.2 105,697 94.9 ’ 92.0
District of Columbia 1 100.0 77, .100.0 100.0
Florida 67 100.0 2,292,161 100.0 100.0
Georgia 180 91.8 1,375,980 100.0 99.0
Hawaii 1 100.0 +189,887 ’ 100.0 ) 100.0
Idaho 112 : 100.0 244,403 100.0 100.0
Iflinois 896 857 1,971,705 100.0 97.0
Indiana 292 92.7 985,690 100.0 99.0
lowa . 377 96.2 501,054 100.0 94.0
Kansas . . 304 : 100.0 468,980 100.0 100.0
Kentucky 176 100.0 645,232 100.0 100.0
Louisiana 66 100.0 774,561 100.0 100.0
Maine 227 77.7 212,038 100.0 " 98.0
Maryland : 24 100.0 830,744 100.0 100.0
Massachusetts 298 76.0 912,500 96.8 95.0-
Michigan 656 91.2 1,679,792 100.0 90.0
Minnesota - 348 83.7 ) 841,723 1000 - 96.0
Mississippi 149 98.0 503,635 99.8 100.0
Missouri 522 99.4 ; 901,668 99.1 97.0
Montana 457 94.6 162,164 100.0 99.0
Nebraska 622 94.7 291,570 100.0 96.0
Nevada 17 - 100.0 . 296,621 . 100.0 100.0
New Hampshire 163 92.1 196,734 100.0 100.0
New Jersey 552 89.8 1,215,967 98.1 95.0
New Mexico - 89 : 100.0 331,673 100.0 100.0
New York 687 99.6 2,834,082 100.0 100.0
North Carolina 17 100.0 1,230,010 100.0 100.0
North Dakota 231 88.8 116,813 100.0 i 93.0
Ohio 611 84.0 1,846,585 © 1000 93.0
Oklahoma 548 93.5 623,681 100.0 92.0
Oregon 198 90.0 540,226 100.0 93.0
Pennsylvania 500 82.6 ) 1,791,100 100.0 90.0
Rhode Island 36 100.0 152,356 100.0 100.0
South Carolina 86 87.8 648,084 100.0 99.0
South Dakota 173 983 133,698 1000 - 100.0
Tennessee 137 99.3 876,693 100.0 100.0
Texas 1,041 979 '3,887,847 100.0 100.0
Utah ) 40 100.0 480,811 100.0 : 100.0
Vermont 245 747 101,413 100.0 90.0
Virginia 132 85.2 ’ 1,110,815 100.0 99.0
Washington 296 97.0 991,235 100.0 98.0
West Virginia 55 100.0 300,737 100.0 100.0
Wisconsin 426 99.1 881,552 100.0 100.0
Wyoming 48 100.0 : 96,504 100.0 100.0

NOTE: Regular school districts exclude non-operating and special districts. The percent of school districts is calculated by dividing the number of
regular districts by the total number of districts in the F-33 file shown in table 1-1. The percent of students is calculated by dividing the number
of students in regular districts by the total number of students in the F-33 file; the percent of revenues is calculated by dividing the revenues in
regular districts by the revenues of all districts in the F-33 file.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Common Core of Data, "School District Financial Survey (Form F-
33): School Year 1997-98."
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Chapter 1:Introduction

Table 1-3.  Total number of school districts and.students for regular school districts with Geographic Cost of Education Index (GCEI} and
percentages based on all school districts, by state: 1997-98

. Number of Percent of Number of Percent of Percent of

State school districts school districts students students revenues
United 5tates 14,077 91.0 45,496,799 99.0 97.0
Alabama 127 100.0 739,321 100.0 100.0
Alaska 53 100.0 130,633 100.0 100.0
Arizona 214 93.0 794,221 100.0 99.0
Arkansas 310 95.1 453,779 99.4 97.0
California 975 90.5 5,631,188 98.3 93.0
Colorado 176 90.3 686,360 .100.0 99.0
Connecticut ) 166 95.4 515,141 100.0 98.0
Delaware 16 ) 84.2 105,697 94.9 92.0
District of Columbia : 1 100.0 77111 100.0 100.0
Florida . ' 67 100.0 2,292,161 100.0 100.0
Georgia 180 ) 91.8 1,375,980 100.0 99.0
Hawaii _ 1 100.0 189,887 100.0 100.0
Idaho 112 100.0 244,403 100.0 100.0
Illinois 891 85.2 1,966,656 99.7 97.0
Indiana 292 92.7 985,690 . 100.0 99.0
lowa ‘ 377 96.2 501,054 100.0 94.0
Kansas 304 100.0 468,980 100.0 100.0
Kentucky ' 176 100.0 645,232 ) 100.0 ’ 100.0
Louisiana 66 100.0 774,561 100.0 100.0
Maine : : 224 -~ 76.7 211,613 . 9938 98.0
Maryland 24 100.0 830,744 100.0 100.0
Massachusetts 295 753 909,978 96.6 95.0
Michigan 552 76.8 1,655,333 98.5 89.0
Minnesota 327 78.6 820,211 97.4 94.0
Mississippi 149 98.0 503,635 99.8 100.0
Missouri 522 99.4 . 901,668 99.1 97.0
Montana 456 944 162,040 99.9 99.0
Nebraska 618 ' 94.1 289,873 99.4 95.0
Nevada 17 100.0 296,621 100.0 100.0
New Hampshire 162 91.5 194,270 ' 98.7 98.0
New Jersey 550 89.4 1,213,634 98.0 ' 950
New Mexico 88 98.9 322,742 97.3 97.0
New York 679 98.4 2,820,089 99.5 99.0
North Carolina 17 100.0 1,230,010 100.0 100.0
North Dakota 229 88.1 116,339 99.6 93.0

Ohio 611 84.0 1,846,585 © 1000 93.0
Oklahoma 547 93.3 623,174 99.9 92.0
Oregon 194 88.2 520,290 96.3 90.0
Pennsylvania 500 82,6 ] 1,791,100 100.0 90.0
Rhode Island 36 100.0 152,356 100.0 100.0
South Carolina 86 878 - 648,084 100.0 99.0
South Dakota 173 98.3 133,698 100.0 100.0
Tennessee 137 99.3 876,693 100.0 100.0
Texas 1,041 97.9 3,887,847 100.0 100.0
Utah 40 ) 100.0 480,811 100.0 100.0
Vermont 243 74.1 . 99,216 97.8 88.0
Virginia 132 85.2 1,110,815 100.0 99.0
Washington - 296 97.0 991,235 . 100.0 98.0
West Virginia 55 100.0 300,737 100.0 100.0
Wisconsin 425 98.8 880,799 99.9 100.0
Wyoming 48 100.0 96,504 100.0 100.0

SOURCE: U.5. Department of Education, National Center for Education 5tatistics, Common Core of Data, “5chool District Financial Survey (Form F-
33): 5chool Year 1997-98."
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Chapter 1: Introduction

interdistrict variation in revenue per pupil as a measure of the equity of a-state’s school finance system
(Bern and Stiefel 1984). This analysis was designed to determine whether states uniformly have a high
or low level of interdistrict variation in school revenues or whether the level of variation differs across
the states.

Of particular interest was whether there are regional differences in interdistrict variation in revenues
per pupil. Regional differences are important because different regions of the country have different
political cultures, which often affect the way schools are governed and financed. New England states,

* for example, have historically organized school districts around cities and towns, which then play a

major role in the financing of education. Southern states, in contrast, have organized school districts
around larger county units, with state governments playing a larger role in education policy and finance

(Kirst 1970).

The second set of analyses, for example, analyses of the relationship between school district fiscal
capacity and revenues for education was also included because this relationship is also an important
equity measure in school finance research (Berne and Stiefel 1984). A state finance system in which
revenues for education are a function of a school district’s wealth is considered to be less equitable than
one in which funding for education is wealth neutral. This study attempted to assess whether the rela-
tionship between school district wealth and education revenues still exists nationally and in the 50
states.

In addition, school districts with higher concentrations of poor and minority children often require
additional resources for special language programs and remediation in reading and mathematics for
children with special educational needs (Parrish, Hikido, and Fowler 1998). The study attempted to
ascertain whether, in fact, school districts with larger poor and minority school populations were actu-
ally receiving greater resources for education than school districts with lower concentrations of chil-
dren from poor and minority backgrounds.

Interdistrict Variation in Revenues Per Pupil

The equity framework developed by Berne and Stiefel (1984) contained several measures of interdistrict
variation in revenues. This analysis used three measures from that framework—the restricted range
ratio, the coefficient of vanatlon and the G1n1 coefficient—and a synthesized measure of variation that
integrates the three measures.? '

O The restricted range ratio calculates the difference in revenues per pupil between the district
at the 95™ percentile and the district at the 5* percentile and divides that difference by revenues
per pupil of the district at the 5" percentile. This measure demonstrates how many times greater
the resources are at the high end of the distribution than at the low end, while excluding outliers
from the analysis.

O The coefficient of variation expresses the standard deviation as a percentage of the mean. It
has a minimum value of zero, and increasing values indicate increasing disparity. The coeffi-

3The term “restricted range ratio” is used interchangeably with the term “Federal range ratio” in school finance analyses,
although Berne and Stiefel use the term Federal range ratio in their framework. The national statistics were calculated based
on data for all school districts, the country, not as the averages of states figures. The upper bound for reporting the ratio for
states was set at 200, since this level included almost all states whose ratios were less than infinity.
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Chapter 1: Introduction

cient of variation does not exclude outliers and indicates roughly the percentage above and
below the mean within which two-thirds of the observations lie.

O The Gini coefficient is the cumulative proportion of revenues against the cumulative propor-
tion of students in districts. If every school district had the same revenues per pupil, this curve
would be a straight line with a positive 45-degree slope. The Gini coefficient, which ranges
from O to 1, is a measure of the difference between the ideal straight line and the curve plotted
by the data. A value of 0 indicates no variation, while a value of 1 indicates maximum variation
among districts.

D The synthesized measure of variation is an average of the ranking of the states on each of the
three measures discussed above. States were divided into quartiles based on their ranking on the
synthesized measure; states in the lowest quartile had the least variation in revenues per pupil,
while those in the highest quartile had the greatest variation.

The analyses of interdistrict variation in revenues per pupil using the coefficient of variation and the
Gini coefficient are weighted analyses. Each district’s value on the measure of revenues per pupil is
weighted by the number of students enrolled in fall 1997. The analyses include 49 states. The District of
Columbia and Hawaii were not included in state-level analyses since they each only contain one school
district.

Regional analyses of interdistrict variation in revenues per pupil used the quartile ranking of the syn-
thesized measure of variation. Within each region states were classified in either the top two quartiles
(states with low variation) or the bottom two quartiles (states with high variation).

Analyses of interdistrict variation in revenues per pupil were conducted using both unadjusted and
cost-adjusted revenues. The number of school districts and students included in the unadjusted analy-
ses is found in table 1-2; the number of districts and students in the cost-adjusted analyses is found in
table 1-3.

Relationship between Revenues Per Pupil and Selected District Fiscal and Demographic
Characteristics

The final component of the state analyses was an examination of the relationship between revenues per
pupil and the following district demographic and fiscal characteristics: percent minority enrollment;
percent school-age children in poverty; median household income; and median value of owner-occu-
pied housing. These analyses used simple correlation coefficients as the basis for determining whether
school district revenues per pupil in each state were related to these school district characteristics. ’

Using their strength and direction, these relationships were characterized as:

O Strong positive: +0.50 to +1.00; Moderate positive: +0.11 to +0.49; Weak positive: +0.01 to
+0.10;

O Weak negative: -0.01 to -0.10; Moderate negative: -0.11 to -0.49; Strong negative: -0.50 to
-1.00.
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For a correlation to be classified in the above way, the relationship had to be significant at least at the
0.05 level, based on a two-tailed test of significance. When doing these significance tests it is assumed
that the data come from a simple random sample without replacement.

All the analyses of correlation between revenues per pupilvand district fiscal and demographic charac-
teristics are weighted analyses. Again, each district’s weight in the analyses is the number of students
enrolled in fall 1997.

Although included in national analyses, the presence of a single school district in the District of Colum-
bia and Hawaii precluded them from state-level variance and correlation analyses. In addition to the
District of Columbia and Hawaii, nine states were excluded from the correlation analyses because
more than 50 percent of the school districts were missing the required demographic and fiscal data.
These states are Arkansas, Colorado, Georgia, Kentucky, Mississippi, New Jersey, New Mexico, Okla-
homa, and South Dakota.

Finally, correlation analyses were conducted using both unadjusted and cost-adjusted revenues. Table
1-4 presents the number of districts and students in the correlation analysis based on unadjusted rev-
enues nationally and for each state. The 3,355 school districts without Census Mapping Data in the F-

_ Zwix, —fw)(i’i;J—’ w)
" Ew TS S, 7.

33 file were removed. Table 1-5 presents this information for the analysis based on cost-adjusted rev-
enues, with the 3,357 school districts without GCEI data removed. Both cost-adjusted and unadjusted
national correlation analyses therefore included about 78 percent of the school districts in the original
F-33 file and 94 percent of the students in the original file.

The computation of correlations in the report was based on a weighted Pearson product-moment corre-
lation. The computations were implemented by usmg Proc Corr in SAS. The formula for a weighted
Pearson product-moment correlation is

Where
= the number of students in the district

x, = the district’s value on the demographic characteristics (e.g., percent minority enrollment) or the
fiscal characteristic (e.g., median housing value)

X = the weighted mean on the demographic or fiscal characteristic
y, = the district’s value on the revenue measure (e.g., local revenues per pupil)
¥, = the weighted mean or the revenue measure

The analysis used two-tailed t-tests comparing each correlation to zero as a way to determine which
- correlations were significant. The correlation had to be significant at the 0.05 level in order to be
reported.
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Table 1-4.  Total number of school districts and students for regular school districts with Census Mapping Data and percentages based on all
school districts, by state: 1997-98

) Number of Percent of Number of Percent of Percent of

State school districts school districts students students revenues
United 5tates 12,157 78.0 43,260,940 95.0 92.0
Alabama 127 100.0 739,321 100.0 100.0
Alaska 53 100.0 130,633 100.0 100.0
Arizona AR 91.7 790,784 99.6 99.0
Arkansas - 116 35.6 : 321,196 70.4 69.0
California 952 88.4 5,547,426 96.9 91.0
Colorado 57 29.2 603,604 879 86.0
Connecticut 166 95.4 515,141 100.0 98.0
Delaware . 16 84.2 105,697 949 92.0
District of Columbia 1 100.0 77, 100.0 100.0
Florida 67 100.0 2,292,161 . 100.0 100.0
Georgia . 66 33.7 1,039,075 755 77.0
Hawaii 1 100.0 189,887 100.0 100.0
" Idaho 110 98.2 243,209 99.5 99.0
Illinois : 882 843 1,956,864 99.2 96.0
Indiana 292 92.7 985,690 . 100.0 99.0
lowa 366 934 ’ 492,080 98.2 92.0
Kansas 304 100.0 468,980 100.0 100.0
Kentucky ) : 86 489 494,553 766 77.0
Louisiana 66 100.0 774,561 100.0 100.0
Maine 222 76.0 211,536 99.8 98.0
Maryland : 24 100.0 830,744 100.0 100.0
Massachusetts 296 75.5 911,858 96.8 95.0
Michigan 553 76.9 1,659,550 98.7 89.0
Minnesota . 297 714 785,222 93.3 - 90.0
Mississippi 68 44.7 332,183 65.8 67.0
Missouri 352 67.0 609,277 67.0 64.0
Montana 449 93.0 161,518 99.6 98.0
Nebraska 611 93.0 ) 287,215 98.5 94.0
Nevada 17 100.0 296,621 100.0 100.0
New Hampshire ’ 158 89.3 191,246 97.2 96.0
New Jersey - 142 231 689,987 55.7 55.0
New Mexico 4 46.1 286,067 86.2 - 84.0
New York 674 97.7 2,812,718 99.2 99.0
North Carolina : 116 99.1 1,214,492 98.7 99.0
North Dakota 225 86.5 114,89 98.4 92.0
Ohio : 611 84.0 1,846,585 100.0 93.0
Oklahoma 63 10.8 321,252 51.5 47.0
Oregon 190 R 86.4 ’ 516,606 95.6 89.0
Pennsylvania 500 82.6 1,791,100 100.0 90.0
Rhode Island 35 97.2 148,385 974 . 97.0
5outh Carolina 86 87.8 648,084 100.0 99.0
5outh Dakota 81 - 46.0 105,792 791 78.0
Tennessee 135 97.8 875,401 99.9 100.0
Texas 1,041 97.9 3,887,847 100.0 100.0
Utah 40 100.0 480,811 100.0 100.0
Vermont 237 . 723 96,381 95.0 86.0
Virginia 132 85.2 1,110,815 100.0 99.0
Washington 295 96.7 991,226 100.0 98.0
West Virginia 55 100.0 300,737 100.0 100.0
Wisconsin 424 98.6 880,316 99.9 100.0
Wyoming 48 100.0 96,504 100.0 100.0

50URCE: U.5. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Common Core of Data,”5chool District Financial Survey (Form F-
33): 5chool Year 1997-98" and U.5. Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census, 1990 Decennial Census 5chool District 5pecial Tabulation.
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Table 1-5. Total number of school districts and students for regular school districts with Geographic Cost of Education Index (GCEIl) and Census
Mapping Data and percentages based on all school districts, by state: 1997-98

Number of Percent of Number of Percent of Percent of

State school districts school districts students - students revenues

United States 12,155 78.0 43,254,843 94.0 920
Alabama 127 100.0 739,321 100.0 100.0
Alaska 53 100.0 130,633 100.0 100.0
Arizona ' 21 o 91.7 790,784 99.6 99.0
Arkansas 116 356 : 321,196 704 69.0
California 952 - 884 5,547,426 ) 96.9 91.0
Colorado 57 29.2 603,604 87.9 86.0
Connecticut 166 95.4 515141 100.0 98.0
Delaware ) 16 84.2 ’ 105,697 949 920
District of Columbia 1 100.0 7711 100.0 100.0
Florida 67 100.0 2,292,161 100.0 100.0
Georgia 66 337 1,039,075 75.5 77.0
Hawaii 1 100.0 189,887 100.0 100.0
Idaho 10 98.2 243,209 99.5 99.0
lllinois 882 © 843 1,956,864 99.2 96.0
Indiana 292 927 985,690 100.0 . 99.0
lowa 366 934 492,080 98.2 - 920
Kansas 304 100.0 -468,980 100.0 100.0
Kentucky ' 86 489 494,553 76.6 : 77.0
Louisiana 66 1000 774,561 : 100.0- 100.0
Maine 222 76.0 211,536 99.8 98.0
Maryland 24 100.0 830,744 100.0 : 100.0
Massachusetts 295 753 909,978 '96.6 95.0
Michigan 552 76.8 1,655,333 . 985 89.0
Minnesota 297 74 785,222 933 90.0
Mississippi 68 447 : 332,183 65.8 67.0
Missouri 352 67.0 609,277 67.0 64.0
Montana 449 93.0 161,518 99.6 98.0
Nebraska 611 93.0 287,215 985 "~ 940
Nevada 17 100.0 . 296,621 1000 100.0
New Hampshire 158 - 89.3 191,246 97.2 96.0
New Jersey 142 231 689,987 55.7 55.0
New Mexico 14 46.1 286,067 86.2 ’ 84,0
New York 674 97.7 2,812,718 99.2 99.0
North Carolina 116 99.1 1,214,492 98.7 ’ 99.0
North Dakota = - 225 86.5 114,891 98.4 92.0
Ohio 611 84,0 1,846,585 100.0 93.0
Oklahoma 63 10.8 321,252 515 470
Oregon 190 86.4 516,606 956 89.0
Pennsylvania . 500 82.6 1,791,100 100.0 90.0
Rhode Island 35 97.2 148,385 ) 974 97.0
South Carolina 86 87.8 648,084 100.0 99.0
South Dakota 81 46.0 105,792 : 79 78.0
Tennessee 135 97.8 875,401 999 100.0
Texas 1,041 979 3,887,847 100.0 100.0
Utah 40 100.0 480,811 . 100.0 100.0
Vermont 237 723 96,381 95.0 86.0
Virginia 132 85.2 1,110,815 100.0 99.0
Washington 295 96.7 991,226 100.0 98.0
West Virginia 55 100.0 300,737 100.0 100.0
Wisconsin : 424 98.6 880,316 99.9 100.0
Wyoming 48 100.0 96,504 100.0 100.0

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Common Core of Data, “School District Financial Survey (Form F-
33): School Year 1997-98" and U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census, 1990 Decennial Census School District Special Tabulation.
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Chapter 1: Introduction

Definitions

Several revenues measures were used in the analyses described above. These include local revenues,
state revenues, the total of state and local revenues, federal revenues, and total revenues. Local rev-
enues analyzed in the report are property tax revenues and student fees; state revenues included general
formula assistance and instructional program funds; federal revenues 1nclude Title I and other federal
revenues. These revenue measures are defined below:

Local revenues include funds from local property taxes, non-property taxes (e.g., sales, utility, and
income taxes), contributions from parent governments (in dependent school systems), investments,
and revenues from student activities, textbook sales, transportation and tuition fees, and food service
revenues.

O Property tax revenues include taxes levied by a local education agency (LEA) on the assessed
value of real and personal property located within the LEA, which is the final authority in
determining the amount of tax raised for school purposes.

O Student fees include revenues from individuals for tuition and fees for transportation and other
school services.

State revenues include general formula assistance, funds for students with special educational needs
(e.g., special education, bilingual education, vocational education), funds for staff i improvement pro-
grams, as well as funds for school lunch, transportation, and capital outlay.

O State general formula assistance revenues include revenue recorded as grants from state funds,
which can be used for any legal purpose desired by the LEA without restriction.

O Instructional program revenues include funds received by LEAs from the state for special
education, compensatory and basic skills attainment, bilingual education, gifted and talented
education, and vocational education. -

Federal revenues include funds from federal sources that flow through state governments (e.g., Title I,
Eisenhower Professional Development Program (Eisenhower Math and Science) and funds from fed-
eral sources that flow directly to the school district (e.g., Impact Aid, and bilingual education funds). -

Several of the analyses in the report stratify states on different characteristics, including region. The
grouping of states into regions was based on the classification used by the U.S. Bureau of the Census.
It should be recognized that regional averages often mask differences among states and school districts
with the region. However, since “region” is generally recognized as a standard stratification of states in
many statistical reports, it was used in this report as well to present differences in revenues in different
parts of the country. The Census categories of region include the following states.

O Northeast: Connecticut, Maine, Massachusetts, New Hampshlre New Jersey, New York Penn-
~sylvania, Rhode Island, and Vermont.

0 Midwest: Illinois, Indiana, Iowa, Kansas, Michigan, Minnesota, Missouri, Nebraska, North
Dakota, Ohio, South Dakota, and Wisconsin.

O South: Alabama, Arkansas, Delaware, District of Columbia, Florida, Georgia, Kentucky, Loui-
siana, Maryland, Mississippi, North Carolina, Oklahoma, South Carolina, Tennessee, Texas
Virginia, and West Virginia.

12 3 2




Chapter 1: Introduction

0 West: Alaska, Arizona, Califoi'nia, Colorado, Hawaii, Idaho, Montana, Nevada, New Mexico,
Oregon, Utah, Washington, and Wyoming.

The analyses of relationships between school district characteristics and local, state, and federal rev-
enues include two measures of district wealth (median household income and median value of owner-
occupied housing)* and two demographic measures (percent minority enrollment and percent school-
age children in poverty)—all from the 1990 Census. These measures have the following definitions:

0 Median household income is defined as the median income of the householder and all other
persons 15 years old and over in the household, whether related to the householder or not, in
calendar year 1989.

0 Median value owner-occupied housing is defined as the median value of specified owner- .
occupied housing units in a district in 1990.

0 Percent minority students is defined as the percent of students who enrolled in public schools
who are African American, Hispanic, Asian, American Indian, and Alaskan Native in 1990.

0 Percent children in poverty is defined as children within a district who are 5 years of age and
living in households with income at or below the poverty level in 1989.

It should be recognized that the correlations presented in the report are based on bivariate statistics that
do not reflect the influence of other factors on school district revenues. The influence of other factors
would need to be examined through multivariate analyses, which was beyond the scope of this report.

Organization of the Report

The balance of the report is organized into six chapters. Chapter 2 presents an analysis of local rev-
enues, including property taxes and student fees. Chapter 3 examines state revenues, including general
formula assistance and instructional program revenues. Chapter 4 examines state and local revenues
combined. Chapter 5 examines Title I and other federal revenues. Chapter 6 presents an analysis of
total district revenues, including local, state and federal funds. Chapter 7 presents a synthesis and
summary of the report’s major findings. Appendices to the report contain technical notes and detailed
correlation tables on district revenues. Finally, the glossary provides definitions of key terms in the
report.

“In most school districts, property taxes are the primary source of local revenue for education. Median value of owner-
occupied housing is one measure of a school district’s property tax base. The use of residential property as a proxy for total
property wealth may, however, affect the analyses of the relationships between district wealth and district revenues, since it
excludes commercial and industrial property from total property valuation. However, it was used in these analyses, since it
is the only standard measure of property wealth that is available across states that can be attributed to school districts. Since
school district residents pay their taxes from income and other assets, median household income is used as another measure
of a community’s tax base.
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Chapterr 2: Local Revenues

Local Revenues

Local revenues for public elementary and secondary education totaled $146.9 billion in 1997-98 (table
2-1). This was approximately 46 percent of total district revenues ($321.6 billion) in 1997-98. Just
over 63 percent of local revenues came from property taxes ($93.2 billion) (table 2-6), with just over 4
percent from student fees ($6.0 billion) (table 2-7), and 32 percent from other local sources.

Local Revenues Per Pupil

Local revenues per pupil in the United States averaged $3,219 in 1997-98 before cost adjustments.
Local revenues per pupil were highest in the Northeast ($5,232) and lowest in the West ($2,228). At
$3,453 per pupil, local revenues in the Midwest were higher than in the South ($2,736) (table 2-1). The
use of cost adjustments decreased the range between the highest and lowest regions to between $3,004
and $2,585. The unadjusted ratio of revenues per pupil between the highest and lowest regions was 2.3
to 1. Cost adjustments decreased the ratio to 2.2 to 1. After adjusting for cost of education differences,
the Northeast remained the region with the highest per pupil revenues at $4,699, and the West remained
the region with the lowest local revenues per pupil at $2,114.

Very large districts tended to have lower local revenues per pupil than smaller districts, especially after
cost adjustments. Before cost adjustments, local revenues per pupil averaged $3,462 in districts with
fewer than 1,000 students, and $2,975 in districts with 10,000 or more students. After cost adjustments,
local revenues per pupil averaged $3,819 in the smallest districts and $2,896 in the largest. Thus, the
difference between the smallest and the largest districts increased from $487 to $923 per pupil. Corre-
lation studies, however, found a weak negative relationship between district enrollment and local rev-
enues per pupil, both before (-0.03) and after (-0.05) cost adjustments (tables A-1 and A-2).

Before cost adjustments, local revenues per pupil showed positive relationships with two measures of
district wealth—median household income (+0.53) and median value owner-occupied housing (+0.35)
(table A-3). This indicates that districts in areas with a larger economic base tended to have more
revenues from local sources than districts in areas with smaller economic bases. School districts with
median household incomes at or above $35,000 had average local revenues per pupil of $4,464, while
districts with median household incomes below $20,000 had revenues per pupil of $1,781 (table 2-1).
Similarly, districts with median housing values at or above $85,000 had average local revenues of
$4,069 per pupil, while districts with median housing values below $40,000 had local revenues per
pupil of $2,148.

After cost adjustments, there was still a relationship between district wealth and local revenues per.
pupil. Cost adjustments reduced the range from $2,683 to $2,138 between the highest- and lowest-
income districts, and from $1,921 to $1,325 between districts with the highest and lowest housing
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Chapter 2: Local Revenues

Table 2-1.  Local revenues, cost-adjusted local revenues, local revenues per pupil, and cost-adjusted local revenues per pupil in public school
districts, by region, enroliment, minority enrollment, poverty, median income, and median value owner-occupied housing: 1997-98

School district Local revenues Cost-adjusted local Local revenues Cost-adjusted local
characteristics (in thousands) revenues (in thousands) per pupil revenues per pupil
All districts $146,892,005 $144,105,712 $3,219 $3,167
Region
Northeast 41,494,209 37,153,679 5,232 4,699
Midwest 36,675,257 37,156,742 3,453 3,516
South 45,084,952 47,499,238 2,736 2,883
West 23,637,587 22,296,052 2,228 2,114
District enroliment
0-999 9,410,880 10,234,507 ’ 3,462 3,819
1,000-4,999 45,138,689 44,463,461 3,476 3,439
5,000-9,999 24,285,487 23,250,651 3,442 3,302
10,000 or more 68,056,949 66,157,093 ' 2,975 2,896
Minority enroliment
Less than 5 percent 38,879,006 39,410,649 3,442 3,491
5 percent-<20 percent 43,093,264 41,987,294 . 3,591 3,499
20 percent—-<50 percent - 37,595,417 37,121,137 2,929 2,892
50 percent or more 19,652,429 18,370,589 2,757 2,577
Data missing 7,671,889 7,216,043 — —
School-age children in poverty :
Less than 5 percent 29,072,244 26,591,156 5,621 5,148
5 percent-<15 percent 52,480,297 51,876,028 3,389 3,350
15 percent-<25 percent 30,938,661 32,128,305 2,611 . 2,711
25 percent or more 26,728914 26,294,180 2,485 ) 2,445
Data missing 7,671,889 7,216,043 ’ — —
Median household income
Less than $20,000 6,165,620 6,835,652 1,781 1,975
$20,000-<$25,000 20,670,962 22,145,374 2,462 2,637
$25,000-<$30,000 33,397,096 33,589,172 2,980 2,997
$30,000-<$35,000 22,592,507 22,388,622 2,987 2,960
$35,000 or more 56,393,931 51,930,849 4,464 i 4,113
Data missing 7,671,889 7,216,043 — —
Median value owner-occupied housing
Less than $40,000 7,859,244 8,796,982 2,148 2,404
$40,000-<$55,000 18,706,071 20,194,964 2,389 2,580
$55,000-<$85,000 42,150,152 43,298,136 2917 2,998
$85,000 or more 70,504,649 64,599,587 ‘ 4,069 3,729
Data missing 7,671,889 7,216,043 — ‘ —
—Not available.

SOURCE: U.5. Department of Education, Nationél Center for Education 5Statistics, Common Core of Data, “School District Financial Survey (Form F-
33): 5chool Year 1997-98" and U.5. Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census, 1990 Decennial Census School District Special Tabulation.

values. The ratios were reduced from 2.5 to 2.1 to 1 for median household income and from 1.9 to 1.6
to 1 for median value owner-occupied housing. Correlation measures decreased after cost adjustments.
The correlation between adjusted local revenues per pupil and median household income was +0.45
after cost adjustments compared to +0.53 before.® The correlation between local revenues per pupil and
owner-occupied housing value was +0.23 after cost adjustments and +0.35 before (tables A-3 and A-4).

Local revenues per pupil showed a negative relationship with two district demographiccharacteris-
tics—percent minority enrollment and percent school-age children living in poverty—both before and
after cost adjustments. Before adjustments, school districts with the highest minority enrollments had
lower local revenues per pupil than districts with the lowest minority enrollments, $2,757 and $3,442,

’The decrease reported here is as expected because correlation measure is a function of the range of difference. When the
range decreases, so will the correlation.
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Chapter 2: Local Revenues

respectively. After adjustments, the range between the lowest- and highest-minority districts increased—
from $685 to $914. Correlation analysis also demonstrated this relationship between local revenues per
pupil and percent minority enrollment (-0.16 unadjusted, -0.20 adjusted).

Local revenues per pupil were highest in the lowest-poverty districts and lowest in the highest-poverty
districts both before and after cost adjustments—3$5,621 and $2,485, respectively, before cost adjust-
ments, and $5,148 and $2,445 respectively, after cost adjustments. Correlation analysis also demon-
strated that districts with greater poverty tended to have lower local revenues per pupil (-0.39 unad-
justed, -0.38 adjusted).

Variations in Local Revenues Per Pupil

Tables 2-2 and 2-3 present three measures of variation in local revenues per pupil across school dis-
tricts in the 49 states with more than one school district. These include the restricted range ratio, the
coefficient of variation, and the Gini coefficient. The table also includes a column with the state’s
average rank on these three variation measures. A final column presents each state’s quartile assign-
ment based on the average ranking. The 49 states were ranked on their average ranking and divided into
four quartiles of approximately 12 states each. States in quartile 1 had the lowest variation; states in
quartile 4 had the highest variation.

Restricted Range Ratio

The restricted range ratio for unadjusted local revenues per pupil across the United States was 6.19
(table 2-2). This means that local revenues in the district at the 95™ percentile were 6.19 times higher
than local revenues in the district at the 5" percentile. Variation in the states ranged from 0.48 in'Ne-
vada to 6.20 in Massachusetts. Only 1 state—Massachusetts—had a restricted range ratio that was
higher than the United States ratio.

When cost adjustments were applied, the restricted range ratio for local revenues per pupil across the
United States decreased to 5.39. Again, only Massachusetts exceeded the national variation after cost
adjustments (table 2-3). Cost adjustments decreased the range between the lowest-variation and high-
est-variation states. After cost adjustments, the restricted range ratio ranged from 0.46 in Nevada to
5.93 in Massachusetts. -

Coefficient of Variation

The coefficient of variation for unadjusted local revenues per pupil across the United States was 0.64
(table 2-2). Variation in the states ranged from 0.16 in Nevada to 0.64 in Kansas. No states had a
coefficient of variation higher than that for the United States, though Kansas’ was equal to the United
States coefficient. ' '

When local revenues were adjusted for cost of education differences, the coefficient of variation for
local revenues per pupil across the United States was reduced to 0.59 (table 2-3). Three states exceeded
the national variation after cost adjustments: Kansas, Texas, and Wyoming. Cost adjustments had no
effect on the range between the lowest-variation and highest-variation states. After cost adjustments,
the coefficient of variation ranged from 0.18 in Nevada to 0.67 in Texas.
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Table 2-2. Variation in local revenues per pupil {unadjusted dollars), by state: 1997-98

Restricted range ratio Coefficient of variation Gini_coefficient Average Average -

State " Value Rank Value Rank Value Rank rank quartile

United States 6.19 t 0.64 t 032 t t t
Alabama 179 9 047 37 0.22 27 2433 3
Alaska 426 45 0.63 46 0.22 27 39.33 4
Arizona 353 38 045 30 0.23 31 33.00 3
Arkansas 312 34 0.46 33 0.24 35 34.00 3
California 3.16 35 0.50 39 0.25 37 37.00 3
Colorado 2.19 17 0.37 19 0.19 13 16.33 2
Connecticut 3.68 40 0.46 33 0.26 41 38.00 4
Delaware 2.04 13 0.34 9 0.19 13 1167 1
District of Columbia (" () " " " (") " "
Florida 1.66 ' 7 034 9 0.18 9 833 1
Georgia 3.94 43 0.45 30 - 025 37 36.67 3
Hawaii ) " (") " " " 0] "
Idaho 2.96 29 0.52 1 0.27 42 3733 4
lilinois 468 46 0.56 44 0.28 45 45.00 4
Indiana 1.58 5 030 4 0.16 4 433 1
lowa 1.04 2 0.22 2 0.12 2 2.00 1
Kansas 387 41 0.64 49 0.27 42 4400 4
Kentucky 3.21 37 0.45 30 0.25 37 3467 3
Louisiana 2.96 29 0.36 14 0.19 13 18.67 2
Maine 2.22 18 0.41 23 0.21 24 21.67 2
Maryland 2.59 28 0.36 14 0.20 20 20.67 2
Massachusetts 6.20 49 0.51 40 0.29 47 4533 4
Michigan - 4.19 44 0.59 45 0.30 48 45.67 4
Minnesota 3.09 33 055" 43 0.24 35 37.00 3
Mississippi 2:18 16 0.36 14 0.20 20 16.67 2
Missouri 2.00 12 0.36 14 0.19 13 13.00 2
Montana 2.10- 15 0.46 33 0.20 20 22.67 2
Nebraska 2.05 14 . 032 7 0.16 4 833 1
Nevada 0.48 1 0.16 1 0.06 1 1.00 1
New Hampshire 1.07 3 0.25 3 0.14 3 3.00 1
New Jersey 4.88 47 0.48 38 0.27 42 42.33 4
New Mexico 2.26 21 0.37 19 0.18 9 16.33 2
New York 387 41 0.52 41 0.25 37 39.67 4
North Carolina 1.79 9 033 8 0.19 13 10.00 1
North Dakota 120 4 0.36 14 0.17 7 8.33 1
Ohio 3.07 32 0.44 27 0.23 31 30.00 3
Oklahoma 224 19 0.41 23 0.21 24 22.00 2
Oregon 173 8 0.37 19 0.19 13 13.33 2
Pennsylvania . 230 23 0.41 23 ’ 0.22 27 24.33 3
Rhode Island 247 26 0.35 12 0.19 13 17.00 2
South Carolina 1.64 6 0.34 9 0.18 9 8.00 1
South Dakota 2.24 19 0.30 4 0.16 4’ 9.00 1
Tennessee 2.39 25 0.35 12 0.20 20 19.00 2
Texas 533 48 0.63 46 0.28 45 46.33 4
Utah 1.79 9 0.44 27 0.17 7 14.33 2
Vermont 3.06 31 042 26 0.22 27 28.00 3
Virginia 2.54 27 0.44 27 0.23 31 28.33 3
Washington 3.18 36 0.37 19 0.21 24 26.33 3
West Virginia 2.29 22 0.31 6 0.18 9 1233 1
Wisconsin 232 24 0.46 33 0.23 31 29.33 3
Wyoming 3.53 38 0.63 46 0.33 49 44.33 4

tNot applicable.
'Variation is not measured in the District of Columbia or Hawaii where there is only one school district.

5OURCE: U.5. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Common Core of Data, “School District Financial Survey {(Form F-
33): 5chool Year 1997-98."
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Chapter 2: Local Revenues

Table 2-3. Variation in local revenues per pupil (cost-adjusted dollars), by state: 1997-98

Restricted range ratio Coefficient of variation - Gini coefficient Average Average

State Value Rank Value Rank Value Rank rank quartile
United States 539 . t 0.59 t 0.30 . t t t
Alabama 1.69 1" 0.44 31 0.21 26 22.67 2
Alaska 4.90 46 0.52 45 0.22 3 40.67 4
Arizona 3.45 M 0.45 35 0.23 37 37.67 4
Arkansas 2.63 30 043 30 0.22 31 3033 3
California 2.84 33 0.47 37 0.24 40 36.67 4
Colorado 2.26 23 0.38 19 019 19 20.33 2
Connecticut 4.06 45 0.45 35 0.25 41 40.33 4
Delaware 1.81 13 0.32 9 0.18 13 11.67 1
District of Columbia M " M " M M " "
Florida ) 1.40 5 0.33 n 016 - 6 7.33 1
Georgia 3.06 38 0.39 24 0.21 26 29.33 3
Hawaii, (") (") (") () " (") " "
Idaho 298 37 0.51 42 0.26 42 40.33 4
lllinois 3.65 43 0.51 42 0.26 42 4233 4
Indiana 1.54 7 0.28 3 0.15 4 4.67 1
lowa 1.14 3 0.22 2 0.12 2 2.33 1
Kansas 3.19 39 0.66 48 0.26 42 43.00 4
Kentucky 291 35 0.41 26 0.23 37 32.67 3
Louisiana 293 36 0.35 14 0.18 13 21.00 2
Maine 245 25 0.42 28 0.21 26 26.33 3
Maryland 2.56 27 0.35 14 0.19 19 20.00 2
Massachusetts 593 49 0.50 40 0.28 46 45.00 4
Michigan 3.92 44 0.56 46 0.28 46 4533 4
Minnesota 2.55 26 0.51 42 0.21 26 31.33 3
Mississippi 1.99 17 0.35 14 0.19 19 16.67 2
Missouri 1.53 6 0.30 5 0.16 6 567 1
Montana 2.58 28 0.50 40 0.22 3 33.00 3
Nebraska 2.1 19 0.37 .18 0.18 13 16.67 2
Nevada 0.46 1 0.18 1 0.06 1 1.00 1
New Hampshire 112 2 0.28 3 0.14 3 . 267 1
New Jersey 5.07 47 0.48 38 0.27 45 4333 4
New Mexico 2.1 19 0.38 19 018 13 17.00 2
New York 2.88 34 0.48 38 0.23 37 36.33 3
North Carolina 1.68 10 0.31 7 017 8 8.33 1
North Dakota 1.39 4 0.39 24 0.17 8 12.00 1
Ohio 2.64 31 0.41 26 0.22 31 29.33 3
Oklahoma 2.03 18 0.42 28 0.20 23 23.00 3
Oregon 1.80 12 0.38 ) 19 0.18 13 14.67 2
Pennsylvania 1.93 16 0.36 17 0.20 23 18.67 2
Rhode Island 2.61 29 0.38 19 0.21 26 24.67 3
South Carolina 1.63 9 0.33 n 017 8 933 1
South Dakota 19N 15 0.31 7 0.15 4 8.67 1
Tennessee 1.88 14 0.32 9 0.8 13 12.00 1
Texas 5.11 48 0.67 49 0.28 46 - 47.67 4
Utah 1.60 8 044 - 3 0.17 8 15.67 2
Vermont 3.24 40 044 3 0.22 31 34.00 3
Virginia 2.1 19 0.38 19 0.20 23 . 20.33 2
Washington 273 32 034 13 0.19 19 2133 2
West Virginia 213 22 0.30 5 017 8 11.67 1
Wisconsin 2.39 24 0.44 3 0.22 3 28.67 3
Wyoming 3.49 42 0.63 47 0.33 49 46.00 4

tNot applicable.
Wariation is not measured in the District of Columbia or Hawaii where there is only one school district.

SOURCE: U S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Common Core of Data, “School District Financial Survey (Form F-
33): School Year 1997-98."
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Chapter 2: Local Revenues

Gini Coefficient

The Gini coefficient for unadjusted local revenues per pupil across the United States was 0.32 (table 2-
2). A Gini coefficient of 0 means revenues are distributed equally; higher values such as 0.32 imply
revenues are more concentrated among a smaller share of students. Variation in the states ranged from
0.06 in Nevada to 0.33 in Wyoming. Only Wyoming had a Gini coefficient higher than that for the
United States.

[

Cost of education adjustments decreased the Gini coefficient across the United States to 0.30 (table 2-
3). Again, only Wyoming exceeded the United States level of variation. Cost adjustments had no effect
on the range of variation among the states. After adjustments, the Gini coefficient still ranged from 0.06
in Nevada to 0.33 in Wyoming.

Overall Variation

To take all three measure of variation into account at once, a synthesized measure of variation was
created. The states were ranked on each of the three measures of variation, with the lowest-ranking
states being those with the values closest to zero (i.e., states having the least variation in revenues per
pupil). The three rank values for each state were then averaged to create an “average rank” for the state.
The states were then assigned to quartiles based on their average rank value, with states in quartile 1
being those with least overall variation. '

In a synthesis of the three unadjusted variation measures, states in the Northeast had high variation
relative to states across the country, while states in the South had low variation among districts (figure
2-1). Before cost adjustments, 67 percent of the states in the Northeast ranked in the lowest two quartiles,
while 78 percent ranked in these quartiles after cost adjustments (table 2-4). Two-thirds of the states in
the South (63 percent before cost adjustments, 69 percent after) ranked in the highest two quartiles.
States in the Midwest and the West were evenly spread among the quartiles.

Relationship between Local Revenues Per Pupil and Selected District Fiscal and
Demographic Characteristics

For the United States as a whole, local revenues per pupil in unadjusted dollars showed a positive
relationship with a school district’s median household income (+0.53 ) and its median value owner-
occupied housing (+0.35) (table A-3). Similarly, at the state level, median value owner-occupied hous-
ing was positively related to local revenues per pupil in all but 6 of the 40 states with available data;6
there was no significant relationship found in Alaska, Montana, Nevada, North Dakota, or Utah, and a
moderate negative relationship in Nebraska (table 2-5). A moderate positive relationship was found in
14 states, while half of the states with sufficient data (20) showed a strong positive relationship be-
tween owner-occupied housing value and local revenues per pupil. Median household income was also
positively related to local revenues per pupil in 36 states. Four states (Montana, Nebraska, Nevada, and
Utah) showed no statistically significant relationship between district income and local revenues per-
pupil, and no states showed a negative relationship between household income and revenues.

®Although included in national analyses, the presence of a single school district in the District of Columbia and Hawaii
precluded them from state-level variance and correlation analyses. Nine additional states were also excluded from state-
level correlation analyses because more than 50 percent of the school districts were missing the required demographic and
fiscal data.
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Figure 2-1. Synthesis of variation measures of local revenues per pupil (cost-adjusted dollars), by state: 1997-98

per pupil (cost adjusted):
combined variation measures

[ First quartile (lowest variation) ~ (13)

[ second quartile (12)
[ Third quartile (12
[ Fourth quartile (highest variation) (12)

. Data not available 2

NOTE: Variation is not measured in the District of Columbia or Hawaii where there is only one school district. Regions are delineated in black;
Alaska and Hawaii are part of the Western Region. B

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Common Core of Data, “School District Financial Survey (Form F-
33): School Year 1997-98.”

Table 2-4. Variation in local revenues per pupil, by region: 1997-98

Percent of states in quartiles Percent of states in quartiles

Region . 1 and 2 (low variation) 3 and 4 (high variation)
Unadjusted local revenues per pupil

Northeast 33 67

Midwest SO SO

South 63 38

West SO SO
Cost-adjusted local revenues per pupil

Northeast 22 78

Midwest S0 ’ SO

South 69 ’ 31

West SO . SO

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Common Core of Data, “School District Financial Survey (Form F-
33): School Year 1997-98.”

After cost adjustments, the relationship between district wealth and local revenues per pupil was weak-
ened for the United States as a whole and for many states (table 2-5). The national cost-adjusted corre-
lation with median household income was +0.45, and the national cost-adjusted correlation with me-
dian value owner-occupied housing was +0.23 (table A-4). After cost adjustments, three states (Mon-
tana, Nebraska, and North Dakota) showed a negative relationship between local revenues per pupil
and median value owner-occupied housing (figure 2-2). Only two states (Nevada and Utah) showed no
significant relationship, while the remaining 35 states with sufficient data continued to show a positive
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Table 2-S.

Correlations between local revenues per pupil and selected fiscal and demographic characteristics, by state: 1997-98

Characteristics

States (before cost adjustments)

States (after cost adjustments)

Minority enroliment
Strong positive relationship
Moderate positive relationship

Weak positive relationship
Weak negative relationship
Moderate negative relationship

Strong negative relationship
No significant relationship

[none]

Maine, Minnesota, Missouri, Oregon, Tennessee,
West Virginia '

[none]

[none]

Alabama, Arizona, California, Connecticut, Idaho,
lllinois, Kansas, Michigan, Montana, Nebraska,

New York, North Carolina, North Dakota,
Pennsylvania, Wisconsin, US overall

Rhode Island

Alaska, Delaware, Florida, Indiana, lowa, Louisiana,
Maryland, Massachusetts, Nevada, New Hampshire,
Ohio, South Carolina, Texas, Utah, Vermont, Virginia,
Washington, Wyoming

Nevada'
Minnesota, Tennessee

[none]

Texas'

Alabama, Arizona, California, Idaho, Illinois, lowa,’
Kansas, Michigan, Montana, Nebraska, New York,
North Carolina, North Dakota, Pennsylvania,
Wisconsin, US overall

Connecticut,' Rhode Island

Alaska, Delaware, Florida, Indiana, Louisiana, Maine,’
Maryland, Massachusetts, Missouri,' New Hampshire,
Ohio, Oregon,' South Carolina, Utah, Vermont,

School-age children in poverty
Strong positive relationship
Moderate positive relationship
Weak positive relationship
Weak negative relationship
Moderate negative relationship

Strong negative relationship

No significant relationship

[none]

[none]

[none]

Nebraska

Alaska, Arizona, California, Florida, Idaho, lllinois,
Indiana, lowa, Kansas, Louisiana, Maine,
Massachusetts, Michigan, Missouri, Montana,
New Hampshire, North Carolina, North Dakota,
Ohio, Oregon, South Carolina, Texas, Vermont,
Virginia, Washington, Wisconsin, Wyoming,

US overall

Alabama, Connecticut, Delaware, Maryland,
New York, Pennsylvania, Rhode Island, West Virginia
Minnesota, Nevada, Tennessee, Utah

Virginia, Washington, West Virginia,' Wyoming

[none]

[none]

[none]

Montana'

Alabama,' Alaska, Arizona, California, Florida, Idaho,
lllinois, Indiana, lowa, Kansas, Louisiana, Massachu-
setts, Michigan, Missouri, New Hampshire, North
Carolina, North Dakota, Ohio, Oregon, Texas, Vermont,
Virginia, Washington, Wisconsin, Wyoming, US overall

Connecticut, Delaware, Maryland, New York,
Pennsylvania, Rhode Island, West Virginia
Maine,' Minnesota, Nebraska,' Nevada, South
Carolina,' Tennessee, Utah

Median household income
Strong positive relationship

Moderate positive relationship

Weak positive relationship
Weak negative relationship
Moderate negative relationship
Strong negative relationship
No significant relationship

Alabama, Alaska, Connecticut, Delaware, lllinois,
Louisiana, Maryland, Massachusetts, Michigan,
Missouri, New York, North Carolina, Ohio,
Pennsylvania, Rhode Island, Virginia, Washington,
West Virginia, Wisconsin, Wyoming, US overall
Arizona, California, Florida, Idaho, Indiana, lowa,
Kansas, Maine, Minnesota, New Hampshire,
North Dakota, Oregon, South Carolina, Tennessee,
Texas, Vermont

[none]

[none]

[none]

[none]

Montana, Nebraska, Nevada, Utah

Alabama, Alaska, Connecticut, Delaware, lllinois,
Louisiana, Maryland, New York, North Carolina, Ohio,
Pennsylvania, Rhode Island, Virginia, Washington,
West Virginia, Wisconsin, Wyoming

Arizona, California, Florida, Idaho, Indiana, lowa,
Kansas, Maine, Massachusetts, Michigan, Minnesota,

. Missouri,' Oregon, South Carolina, Tennessee, Texas,

Vermont, US overall'

[none]

[none]

Nebraska'

[none]

Montana, Nevada, New Hampshire,' North Dakota,’
Utah

Median value owner-occupied housing

Strong positive relationship

Moderate positive relationship

Weak positive relationship
Weak negative relationship
Moderate negative relationship
Strong negative relationship
No significant relationship
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Alabama, Delaware, Florida, Idaho, lllinois, Indiana,
Louisiana, Maryland, Massachusetts, Michigan,
Missouri, New York, North Carolina, Ohio,
Pennsylvania, Rhode Island, Virginia, Washington,
West Virginia, Wisconsin

Arizona, California, Connecticut, lowa, Kansas,
Maine, Minnesota, New Hampshire, Oregon, South
Caroling, Tennessee, Texas, Vermont, Wyoming,
USoverall

[none]

[none]

Nebraska

[none]

Alaska, Montana, Nevada, North Dakota, Utah

22 41

Alabama, Delaware, Florida, Idaho, lllinois, Indiana,
Louisiana, Maryland, Massachusetts, Michigan, North
Carolina, Ohio, Pennsylvania, Rhode Island, Virginia,
Washington, Wisconsin

Alaska,' Arizona, California, Connecticut, lowa, Kansas,
Maine, Minnesota, Missouri,' New Hampshire, New
York,' Oregon, South Carolina, Tennessee, Texas,
Vermont, West Virginia,' Wyoming, US overall

[none]

[none]

Montana,' Nebraska, North Dakota'

[none]

Nevada, Utah
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Table 2-5. Correlations between local revenues per pupil and selected fiscal and demographic characteristics, by state: 1997-98—Continued

Characteristics

States (before cost adjustments)

States (after cost adjustments)

Student membership
Strong positive relationship
Moderate positive relationship

Weak positive relationship
Weak negative relationship
Moderate negative relationship

Strong negative relationship
No significant relationship

Delaware

Arkansas, Georgia, Indiana, Kentucky, Mississippi,
Missouri, Tennessee, Washington, West Virginia
Ohio

Nebraska, US overall

Connecticut, lowa, Maine, Massachusetts, Montana,
New Hampshire, New Jersey, Rhode Island, Vermont

[none]

Alabama, Alaska, Arizona, California, Colorado,
Florida, Idaho, lllinois, Kansas, Louisiana, Maryland,
Michigan, Minnesota, Nevada, New Mexico,

New York, North Carolina, North Dakota, Oklahoma,
Oregon, Pennsylvania, South Carolina, South Dakota,
Texas, Utah, Virginia, Wisconsin, Wyoming

Delaware

Georgia, Kentucky, Mississippi, Tennessee,

West Virginia

[none]

US overall

Connecticut, lowa, Maine, Massachusetts, Montana,
Nebraska,’ New Hampshire, New Jersey, Rhode Island,
Vermont ’

[none]

Alabama, Alaska, Arizona, Arkansas,' California,
Colorado, Florida, Idaho, lllinois, Indiana,’ Kansas,
Louisiana, Maryland, Michigan, Minnesota, Missouri,'
Nevada, New Mexico, New York, North Carolina, North
Dakota, Ohio,' Oklahoma, Oregon, Pennsylvania,
South Carolina, South Dakota, Texas, Utah, Virginia,
Washington,' Wisconsin, Wyoming, US overall

'State changed categories after cost adjustments.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Common Core of Data, "School District Financial Survey (Form F-
33): School Year 1997-98" and U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census, 1990 Decennial Census School District Special Tabulation.

Figure 2-2. Correlations between local revenues per pupil and median value owner-occupied housing (cost-adjusted dollars), by state: 1997-98

O

Correlations between local
revenues per pupil (cost adjusted)
and median value owner-occupied housing

O Strong positive relationship 7
(0.50-1.00)
a Moderate positive relationship  (18)
(0.11-0.49)
O Moderate negative relationship ~ (3)
N (-0.49- -0.11)
1] No significant relationship %))
/] Data not available (1)

NOTE: No state-level correlation analysis was possible for the District of Columbia or Hawaii since they only have one district. Nine other states
(Arkansas, Colorado, Georgia, Kentucky, Mississippi, New Jersey, New Mexico, Oklahoma, and South Dakota) were excluded from state-level

correlation analysis because more than 50 percent of the school districts in the state were missing Census data. Regions are delineated in gray;
Alaska and Hawaii are part of the Western Region.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Common Core of Data, “School District Financial Survey (Form F-
33): School Year 1997-98” and U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census, 1990 Decennial Census School District Special Tabulation.
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relationship between housing values and local revenues. After cost adjustments, 1 state (Nebraska)

demonstrated a negative relationship between median household income and local revenues per pupil
(figure 2-3).

Figure 2-3. Correlations between local revenues per pupil and median household income (cost-adjusted dollars), by state: 1997-98

g Correlations between local
revenues per pupil (cost adjusted)
and median household income

Strong positive relationship 17
0 (17)
(0.50-1.00)

O Moderate positive relationship ~ (17)
(0.11-0.49)

[ No significant relationship (5)
[ Moderate negative relationship (1)
Y (-0.49--0.11)

" ] Datanot available (11)

NOTE: No state-level correlation analysis was possible for the District of Columbia or Hawaii since they only have one district. Nine other states
{Arkansas, Colorado, Georgia, Kentucky, Mississippi, New Jersey, New Mexico, Oklahoma, and South Dakota) were excluded from state-level
correlation analysis because more than 50 percent of the school districts in the state were missing Census data. Regions are delineated in gray;
Alaska and Hawaii are part of the Western Region.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Common Core of Data,"School District Financial Survey {(Form F-

:33): School Year 1997-98" and U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census, 1990 Decennial Census School District Special Tabulation.

Local revenues per pupil showed a small negative relationship with minority enrollment for the United
States as a whole, both before (-0.16) and after (-0.20) cost adjustments. Among the states, only Nevada
showed a strong positive relationship between minority enrollment and local revenues per pupil after
cost adjustments, and Rhode Island and Connecticut demonstrated a strong negative relationship (Con-
necticut only after cost adjustments) (figure 2-4). Nearly half of the states (18 before cost adjustments
and 19 after) showed no significant relationship between minority enrollment and local revenues per

pupil.

In contrast, local revenues per pupil showed a relatively larger negative relationship with the percent of
school-age children in poverty in a district. The correlation between percent school-age children in
poverty and local revenues per pupil was -0.39 before cost adjustments and -0.38 after cost adjust-
ments. No states showed a positive relationship between children in poverty and local revenues per
pupil, either before or after cost adjustments. All but four states with sufficient data showed a negative
relationship before cost adjustments. Minnesota, Nevada, Tennessee, and Utah showed no significant
relationship before cost adjustments, and Maine, Nebraska, and South Carolina joined them after cost
adjustments (figure 2-5).
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Figure 2-4. Correlations between local revenues per pupil and percent minority enrollment (cost-adjusted dollars), by state: 1997-98

and percent minority enrolment
0O Strong positive relationship (1)
(0.50-1.00) '
Moderate positive relationship )
(0.11-0.49)
[ No significant relationship (19)
Weak negative relationship 1)
(-0.10=-0.01)
Moderate negative relationship  (15)
(-0.49--0.11)

' 0O Strong negative relationship 2)
HI (-1.00- -0.50)
. Data not available (11)

NOTE: No state-level correlation analysis was possible for the District of Columbia or Hawaii since they only have one district. Nine other states
(Arkansas, Colorado, Georgia, Kentucky, Mississippi, New Jersey, New Mexico, Oklahoma, and South Dakota) were excluded from state-level
correlation analysis because more than 50 percent of the school districts in the state were missing Census data. Regions are delineated in green;
Alaska and Hawaii are part of the Western Region.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Common Core of Data, “School District Financial Survey (Form F-
33): School Year 1997-98" and U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census, 1990 Decennial Census School District Special Tabulation.

Figure 2-5. Correlations between local revenues per pupil and percent school-age children in poverty (cost-adjusted dollars), by state: 1997-98

I
L,
\« -

)

Correlations between local
revenues per pupil (cost adjusted)
# and percent school-age children in poverty

(] No significant relationship @
Weak negative relationship (1)
(-0.10- -0.01)

Moderate negative relationship  (25)
(-0.49--0.11)

D Strong negative relationship [€4)]

(-1.00- -0.50)

»~” B Data not available (1)

P
NOTE: No state-level correlation analysis was possible for the District of Columbia or Hawaii since they only have one district. Nine other states
(Arkansas, Colorado, Georgia, Kentucky, Mississippi, New Jersey, New Mexico, Oklahoma, and South Dakota) were excluded from state-level
correlation analysis because more than 50 percent of the school districts in the state were missing Census data. Regions are delineated in green;
Alaska and Hawaii are part of the Western Region.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Common Core of Data, “School District Financial Survey (Form F-
33): School Year 1997-98" and U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census, 1990 Decennial Census School District Special Tabulation.
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Chapter 2: Local Revenues

Local Property Tax Revenues

Local property tax revenues for public elementary and secondary education totaled $93.2 billion in
1997-98 (table 2-6). This was just over 63 percent of local revenues ($146.9 billion) in 1997-98.

Table 2-6. Local property tax revenues, cost-adjusted local property tax revenues, property tax revenues per pupil, and cost-adjusted property
tax revenues per pupil in public school districts, by region, enroliment, minority enroliment, poverty, median household income, and
median value owner-occupied housing: 1997-98

School district Property tax revenues Cost-adjusted property Property tax Cost-adjusted property
characteristics {in thousands) tax revenues (in thousands) revenues per pupil tax revenues per pupil
All districts $93,202,869 $91,791,089 $2,042 $2,018
Region :
Northeast 23,567,930 21,357,416 2971 2,701
Midwest 28,369,662 28,639,339 2,671 2,710
South 24,221,398 25,726,765 1,470 : 1,562
West 17,043,879 i 16,067,569 1,607 1,523
District enrollment :
0-999 6,816,930 7,427,792 2,508 2,772
1,000-4,999 31,077,239 30,591,720 2,393 2,366
5,000-9,999 16,418,912 15,635,750 2,327 2,221
10,000 or more 38,889,788 38,135,828 1,700 1,669
Minority enrollment
Less than 5 percent 26,042,386 . 26,588,580 2,306 2,356
5 percent-<20 percent 29,363,005 28,535,580 2,447 2,378
20 percent-<50 percent 22,847,253 22,522,040 1,780 1,755
50 percent or more 9,099,928 8,716,498 1,276 1,223
Data missing 5,850,297 5,428,391 : — —
School-age children in poverty
Less than 5 percent 19,650,970 17,990,212 3,800 3,483
5 percent-<15 percent 32,498,259 32,194,973 2,099 2,079
15 percent-<25 percent 20,940,004 21,691,513 : 1,767 1,830
25 percent or more 14,263,339 14,486,001 1,326 1,347
Data missing 5,850,297 5,428,391 -— —
Median household income
Less than $20,000 3,899,480 4,313,864 1,127 1,246
$20,000-<$25,000 13,371,106 14,367,813 1,592 1,711
$25,000-<$30,000 19,667,734 20,254,967 1,755 1,807
$30,000-<$35,000 14,928,631 14,817,475 1,974 1,959
$35,000 or more 35,485,621 32,608,579 2,809 2,583
Data missing 5,850,297 5,428,391 — —
Median value owner-occupied housing :
Less than $40,000 5,377,023 6,042,651 1,470 1,651
$40,000-<$55,000 12,328,917 13,286,166 1,575 1,697
$55,000-<$85,000 29,579,751 30,243,002 2,047 2,094
$85,000 or more 40,066,881 36,790,880 2,313 2,124
Data missing 5,850,297 5,428,391 — —
—Not available.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Common Core of Data,”School District Financial Survey (Form F-
33): School Year 1997-98" and U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census, 1990 Decennial Census Schoo! District Special Tabulation.

Local Property Tax Revenues Per Pupil

Local property tax revenues per pupil in the United States averaged $2,042 in 1997-98 before cost
adjustments (table 2-6). Local property tax revenues per pupil were highest in the Northeast ($2,971)
and Midwest ($2,671) and lowest in the South ($1,470) and West ($1,607). Cost adjustments decreased
the difference between the highest and lowest regions from $1,501 to $1,187 and the ratio of revenues
per pupil from 2.0 to 1.8 to 1. (Revenues per pupil in the highest region were twice those in the lowest
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Chapter 2: Local Revenues

before cost adjustments, and 1.8 times as high after.) The Midwest ($2,710) replaced the Northeast
($2,701) as the region with the highest per-pupil revenues, and the West ($1,523) replaced the South
($1,562) as the region with lowest local property tax revenues per pupil.

Smaller districts tended to have higher local property tax revenues per pupil than larger districts, both
before and after cost adjustments. Before cost adjustments, revenues per pupil averaged $2,508 in
districts with fewer than 1,000 students, compared to $1,700 in districts with 10,000 or more students.
After cost adjustments, smaller districts continued to have higher average local property tax revenues
per pupil than larger districts. In addition, the difference between the smallest and the largest districts
increased from $808 to $1,103 per pupil. Correlation analysis found a weak negative relationship be-
tween district enrollment and local property tax revenues per pupil, both before (-0.04) and after cost
adjustments (-0.06) (tables A-1 and A-2).

Before cost adjustments, local property tax revenues per pupil showed a positive relationship with two
measures of district wealth—median household income (+0.33) and owner-occupied housing value
(+0.11) (table A-5). School districts with median household income at or above $35,000 had average
revenues per pupil of $2,809, while districts with median household incomes below $20,000 had rev-
enues per pupil of $1,127. Similarly, districts with median housing values at or above $85,000 had
average local property tax revenues of $2,313 per pupil, while districts with median housing values
below $40,000 had revenues per pupil of $1,470.

After cost adjustments, the differences decreased. Local property tax adjusted revenues per pupil be-
came higher in districts with the lowest median household incomes ($1,246 per pupil), and lower in
districts with the highest incomes ($2,583). Adjustments also raised property tax revenues per pupil in
districts with the lowest median housing values ($1,651) and lowered them in districts with the highest
housing values ($2,124). Correlation measures were weakened by cost adjustments. The correlation
between cost-adjusted local property tax revenues per pupil and median household income was +0.26
and median value owner-occupied housing was +0.03 (table A-6).

Local property tax revenues per pupil showed a negative relationship with percent minority enrollment
both before (-0.21) and after (-0.24) cost adjustments. Before cost adjustments, property tax revenues
per pupil ranged from $1,276, on average, in districts with 50 percent or higher minority enrollment to
$2,306 in districts with less than 5 percent minority. Cost adjustments increased the range, from $1,223
in high-minority districts to $2,356 in low-minority districts. '

Local property tax revenues per pupil were also negatively correlated with district poverty, both before
(-0.28) and after (-0.27) cost adjustments. Revenues per pupil were lowest in the highest-poverty dis-
tricts and highest in the lowest-poverty districts—$1,326 and $3,800, respectively, before cost adjust-
ments, and $1,347 and $3,483 respectively, after cost adjustments.

Student Fees Revenues
Student fees for public elementary and secondary education totaled $6.0 billion in 1997-98 (table 2-7).
This was just over 4 percent of local revenues ($146.9 billion) in 1997-98.

Student Fees Per Pupil

Student fees per pupil in the United States averaged $132 in 1997-98 before cost adjustments (table 2-
7). Student fees per pupil were highest in the Midwest ($166) and lowest in the West ($99). At $134,
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Table 2-7.  5tudent fees, cost-adjusted student fees, student fees per pupil, and cost-adjusted student fees per pupil in public school districts, by
region, enrollment, minority enrollment, poverty, median household income, and median value owner-occupied housing: 1997-98

School district Student fees Cost-adjusted student Student- fees Cost-adjusted student
characteristics {in thousands) fees (in thousands) per pupil fees per pupil
All districts $6,010,218 $6,083,363 $132 $134
Region
Northeast 976,126 889,265 123 112
Midwest 1,768,182 1,825,225 166 173
South 2,214,216 2,370,688 134 144
West 1,051,694 998,186 99 95
District enroliment
0-999 346,535 387,434 127 145
1,000-4,999 1,919,588 1,972,713 148 153
5,000-9,999 1,027,974 1,022,030 146 145
10,000 or more 2,716,121 2,701,186 119 118
Minority enrollment
Less than 5 percent 1,819,282 1,888,712 161 167
5 percent-<20 percent 1,899,448 1,903,439 158 159
20 percent-<50 percent 1,545,331 1,560,138 120 122 .
50 percent or more . 441944 430,526 62 60
Data missing 304,213 300,548 — —
School-age children in poverty
Less than 5 percent 977,092 915,058 189 177
5 percent-<15 percent 2,456,000 2,477,967 159 - 160
15 percent-<25 percent 1,517,407 1,606,769 128 136
25 percent or more 755,506 ’ 783,022 : 70 73
Data missing 304,213 300,548 — —
Median household income
Less than $20,000 288,172 325,137 83 94
$20,000-<$25,000 960,350 1,047,272 114 125
$25,000-<$30,000 1,347,858 1,413,182 120 126
$30,000-<$35,000 998,459 1,008,757 132 133
$35,000 or more 2,111,166 1,988,468 167 157
data missing 304,213 300,548 — . —
Median value owner-occupied housing
Less than $40,000 387,664 441,130 106 121
$40,000-<$55,000 987,772 1,080,899 126 138
$55,000-<$85,000 2,025,490 2,110,736 : 140 146
$85,000 or more 2,305,079 2,150,050 133 124
Data missing 304,213 300,548 ) — —

—Not available.

50URCE: U.5. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Common Core of Data, "School District Financial Survey {Form F-
33): 5¢chool Year 1997-98" and U.5. Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census, 1990 Decennial Census 5chool District Special Tabulation.

student fees per pupil were higher in the South than in the Northeast ($123). The use of cost adjust-
ments increased the range between the highest and lowest regions from $67 to $78 and the ratio of
student fees revenues per pupil from 1.7 to 1.8 to 1. The Midwest ($173) remained the region with the
highest per pupil revenues, and the West ($95) remained the region with lowest student fees per pupil.

Large districts tended to have the lowest student fees per pupil, both before and after cost adjustments.
Before cost adjustments, revenues per pupil averaged $119 in districts with 10,000 or more students,
compared to $127 in districts with less than 1,000 students and $148 in districts with between 1,000
and 5,000 students. After cost adjustments, the difference became greater. Cost-adjusted revenues ranged
from $118 in the largest districts to $145 and $153 in districts with smaller enrollment. Correlation
analysis found no significant relationship between district enrollment and student fees per pupil before
cost adjustments and a weak negative relationship after cost adjustments (-0.02) (tables A-1 and A-2).
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Chapter 2: Local Revenues

Before cost adjustments, student fees per pupil showed a positive relationship with median household
income (+0.32) and a weak negative relationship with median value owner-occupied housing (-0.05)
(table A-7). School districts with median household income at or above $35,000 had average revenues
per pupil of $167, while districts with median household incomes below $20,000 had revenues per
pupil of $83. Districts with median housing values at or above $85,000 had average student fees of
$133 per pupil, while districts with median housing values below $40,000 had revenues per pupil of
$106. Districts with median housing values between $55,000 and $85,000 had the highest student fees
per pupil at $140.

After cost adjustments, the differences decreased. Adjusted student fees per pupil became higher in
districts with the lowest median household incomes ($94), and lower in districts with the highest in- -
comes ($157). Adjustments also raised student fees per pupil in districts with the lowest median hous-
ing values ($121) and lowered them in districts with the highest housing values ($124). As expected,
correlation measures between household income and student fees per pupil (+0.21) were weakened by
cost adjustments, while median value owner-occupied housing showed a stronger negative relationship
(-0.16) with adjusted student fees per pupil in correlation analysis (table A-8).

Student fees per pupil showed a negative relationship with percent minority enrollment both before
(-0.46) and after (-0.48) cost adjustments. Before cost adjustments, student fees per pupil ranged from
$62 on average in districts with 50 percent or higher minority enrollments to $161 in districts with less
than 5 percent minority. Cost adjustments increased the range, from $60 in high-minority districts to
$167 in low-minority districts.

Student fees per pupil were also negatively correlated with district poverty, both before (-0.52) and
after (-0.47) cost adjustments. Revenues per pupil were lowest in the highest-poverty districts and
highest in the lowest-poverty districts—$70 and $189, respectively, before cost adjustments, and $73
and $177, respectively, after cost adjustments.

Variations in Student Fees Per Pupil

The restricted range ratio for unadjusted student fees per pupil ranged from 0.33 in Nevada to 14.19 in
New Jersey (table 2-8).” The United States ratio was 10.60, with 4 states exceeding the national mea-
sure: Illinois, Michigan, New Jersey, and New York. After cost adjustments, the restricted range ratio
ranged from 0.35 in Nevada to 15.28 in New Jersey (table 2-9).® The cost-adjusted United States ratio
was 10.30, with Illinois, Michigan, New Jersey, and New York continuing to exceed the national mea-
sure.

The coefficient of variation for unadjusted student fees per pupil ranged from 0.13 in Nevada to 0.95 in
Vermont. Nine states exceeded the national variation of 0.59: Alaska, California, Connecticut, Illinois,
Montana, New Jersey, New York, Oregon, and Vermont. After cost adjustments, the coefficient of
variation ranged from 0.13 in Nevada to 0.97 in Vermont. The cost-adjusted United States coefficient
was 0.59, and the same nine states continued to exceed the national measure.

"The range in ratios is only presented for states in which ratios could be calculated. It excludes three states, Connecticut,
Montana, and Vermont, which have infinite restricted range ratios.

#See footnote seven above.
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Table 2-8. Variation in student fees per pupil (unadjusted dollars), by state: 1997-98

Restricted range ratio Coefficient of variation Gini coefficient Average Average
State Value Rank Value Rank Value Rank rank quartile
United 5tates 10.60 t 0.59 t 0.31 t t t
Alabama 2.42 19 0.45 27 0.25 29 25.00 2
Alaska 7.05 40 0.82 44 027 34 39.33 4
Arizona 773 M 0.53 33 0.28 36 36.67 4

Arkansas 242 19 0.36 13 0.19 14 15.33 2
California 6.26 39 0.62 4 0.32 43 41,00 4
Colorado 431 32 0.53 33 0.28 36 33.67 3
Connecticut O] O] 0.83 45 0.47 48 46.50 4
Delaware 0.68 2 0.27 5 0.12 2 3.00 1
District of Columbia M M M M M " M W]
Florida 112 4 0.25 3 0.13 3 333 1
Georgia 537 37 0.41 21 022 21 26.33 3
Hawaii " " " " " " " "
Idaho : 1.46 7 0.36 13 0.18 12 10.67 1
llinois 11.26 44 0.77 43 0.40 46 4433 4
" Indiana 478 35 0.36 13 0.19 14 20.67 2
lowa 1.64 n 0.25 3 0.14 5 6.33 1
Kansas 1.60 10 0.29 6 0.17 9 833 1
Kentucky 230 18 037 19 0.20 17 18.00 2
Louisiana 2.05 14 0.55 36 0.24 25 25.00 2
Maine 244 21 0.50 31 0.23 24 25.33 2
Maryland 3.27 27 0.31 8 0.16 6 13.67 2
Massachusetts 292 24 0.53 33 0.25 29 28.67 3
Michigan 11.33 45 0.59 39 0.32 43 4233 4
Minnesota 5.06 36 0.55 36 0.27 34 35.33 3
Mississippi 572 38 043 23 0.24 25 28.67 3
Missouri 427 30 0.59 39 0.29 38 35.67 3
Montana O] O] 0.94 47 0.48 49 48.00 4
Nebraska 1.75 13 0.36 13 0.20 17 1433 2
Nevada 0.33 1 013 S 0.05 1 1.00 1
New Hampshire 1.45 6 0.35 12 0.18 12 10.00 1
New Jersey 1419 46 0.65 42 0.30 40 42.67 4
New Mexico 9.46 42 0.51 32 0.29 38 . 37.33 4
New York 10.73 43 0.88 46 0.45 47 45.33 4
North Carolina 1.59 9 0.33 " 0.16 6 8.67 1
North Dakota 3.23 26 0.36 13 0.20 17 18.67 2
Ohio 217 16 0.41 21 0.21 20 19.00 2
Oklahoma 4.48 34 0.49 29 0.25 29 30.67 3
Oregon 217 16 0.94 47 0.30 40 3433 3
Pennsylvania 293 25 0.38 20 0.22 21 22.00 2
Rhode Island 416 29 0.44 26 0.24 25 26.67 3
South Carolina 1.73 12 - 0.36 13 - 019 14 13.00 2
5outh Dakota 2.16 15 0.31 8 017 9 10.67 1
Tennessee 284 23 0.49 29 0.25 29 27.00 3
Texas 430 31 047 28 0.26 33 30.67 3
Utah 0.9 . 3 0.23 2 0.3 3 2.67 1
Vermont O] O] 0.95 49 0.39 45 47.00 4
Virginia 1.54 8 0.29 6 0.16 6 6.67 1
Washington 2.81 22 043 23 0.22 21 22.00 2
West Virginia 4.47 33 057 38 0.31 42 37.67 4
Wisconsin 3.84 28 043 23 0.24 25 25.33 2
Wyoming 1.37 5 0.31 8 0.17 9 7.33 1

tNot applicable. .

Variation is not measured in the District of Columbia or Hawaii where there is only one school district.

TThe restricted range ratio could not be calculated for student fees per pupil in Connecticut, Montana, or Vermont because the fifth percentile—
by which the difference is divided—was equal to zero.

50URCE: U.5. Department of Education, National Center for Education 5tatistics, Common Core of Data,"5chool District Financial Survey (Form F-
33): 5chool Year 1997-98."
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Table 2-9. Variation in student fees per pupil (cost-adjusted dollars), by state: 1997-98

Restricted range ratio Coefficient of variation Gini coefficient Average Average

State Value Rank Value _Rank Value Rank rank quartile
United 5tates 10.30 t 0.59 ' t 0.31 t t t
Alabama 2.64 21 043 24 0.24 25 23.33 2
Alaska 6.44 40 0.82 44 0.26 34 39.33 4
Arizona 6.84 41 0.52 34 027 36 37.00 4
Arkansas 2.24 18 0.36 16 0.19 15 16.33 2
California 6.01 39 0.62 41 0.32 44 4133 4
Colorado 4.12 30 0.51 32 0.27 36 . 3267 3
Connecticut 3 . 3 0.83 45 0.47 48 46.50 4
Delaware 071 2 029 7 0.13 2 3.67 1
District of Columbia " o0 " Q] " " " "
Florida 1.08 4 0.25 3 013 2 3.00 1
Georgia 5.58 36 0.38 19 0.21 20 25.00 2
Hawaii " " " " " " " "
Idaho 1.55 10 - 035 13 017 10 11.00 1
Illinois 11.83 45 0.75 43 0.40 46 44.67 4
Indiana 5.32 35 035 13 0.19 15 21,00 2
lowa . 1.78 13 0.25 3 0.14 5 7.00 1
Kansas 1.65 1" . 0.28 6 0.16 7 8.00 1
Kentucky 2.14 17 0.38 19 0.20 18 18.00 2
Louisiana 1.90 14 0.55 37 0.24 25 25.33 "2
Maine 2.79 24 0.51 32 023 i 24 26.67 3
Maryland 337 28 0.31 8 0.16 7 1433 . 2
Massachusetts 3.02 26 0.54 36 0.25 30 30.67 3
Michigan 11.38 44 T 056 39 030 41 4133 4
Minnesota 5.95 38 0.52 34 0.25 30 34.00 3
Mississippi 5.78 37 043 24 0.24 25 28.67 3
Missouri 3.29 27 0.55 37 0.27 36 3333 3
Montana ® 6] 095 48 0.48 49 - 48.50 4
Nebraska 1.73 12 -0.38 19 0.21 20 17.00 2
Nevada 035 1 013 1 0.04 1 1.00 1
New Hampshire 141 7 036 16 0.18 12 11.67 1
New Jersey 15.28 46 0.68 42 031 42 4333 4
New Mexico 9.04 : 42 0.50 31 0.27 36 36.33 4
New York 1112 43 0.86 46 045 47 4533 4
North Carolina 1.51 8 0.32 10 0.16 7 8.33 1
North Dakota 2.86 25 035 13 0.19 15 17.67 2
Ohio 2.32 19 0.40 22 0.20 18 19.67 2
Oklahoma 4.46 33 0.48 29 0.24 25 29.00 3
Oregon 1.96 15 0.94 47 0.29 40 34.00 3
Pennsylvania 278 23 037 18 0.21 20 20.33 2
Rhode Island 4,58 34 045 27 0.25 30 30.33 3
South Carolina 1.54 9 0.34 12 0.18 12 11.00 1
South Dakota 2.04 16 032 10 0.18 12 12.67 2
Tennessee 273 22 049 30 0.25 30 27.33 3
Texas 3.85 29 047 28 0.26 34 30.33 3
Utah - 090 3 © 023 2 0.13 2 233 1
Vermont o] * 0.97 49 0.38 45 47.00 4
Virginia 1.32 5 027 5 0.15 6 533 1
Washington 247 20 0.40 22 0.21 20 20.67 2
West Virginia 441 32 0.56 39 0.31 42 37.67 4
Wisconsin 4.32 31 0.44 26 0.24 25 27.33 3
Wyoming 1.40 6 0.31 8 0.17 10 8.00 1

tNot applicable.

Wariation is not measured in the District of Columbia or Hawaii where there is only one school district.

The restricted range ratio could not be calculated for student fees per pupil in Connecticut, Montana, or Vermont because the fifth percentile— -
by which the difference is divided—was equal to zero.

50URCE: U.5. Department of Education, National Center for Education 5tatistics, Common Core of Data, "5chool District Financial 5urvey (Form F-
33): 5¢chool Year 1997-98."
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Chapter 2: Local Revenues

Before cost adjustments, the Gini coefficient for student fees per pupil ranged from 0.05 in Nevada to
0.48 in Montana. The unadjusted coefficient for the United States was 0.31, with seven states exceed-
ing the national measure: California, Connecticut, Illinois, Michigan, Montana, New York, and Ver-
mont. After cost adjustments, the coefficient ranged from 0.04 in Nevada to 0.48 in Montana. The
national Gini coefficient was again 0.31 after cost adjustments. Michigan no longer had an adjusted
variation greater than the national measure. '

In a composite of the three variation measures, states in the South had relatively low variation, while
states in the Northeast had higher variation in cost-adjusted student fees per pupil (figure 2-6). After
cost adjustments, 78 percent of states in the Northeast were in the bottom two quartiles when ranked
with states across the country (table 2-10). In contrast, 69 percent of states in the South were in the two
quartiles with lowest variation.

Figure 2-6. Synthesis of variation measures of student fees per pupil (cost-adjusted dollars), by state: 1997-98

Student fees
per pupil (cost adjusted):
combined variation measures

[ First quartile (lowest variation)  (12)
[0 second quartile (13)
O Third quartile (12)
(O Fourth quartile (highest variation) (12)
. Data not available . (2)

NOTE: Variation is not measured in the District of Columbia or Hawaii where there is only one school district. Regions are delineated in black;
Alaska and Hawaii are part of the Western Region.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Common Core of Data, “School District Financial Survey (Form F-
33): School Year 1997-98."

Table 2-10. Variation in student fees per pupil, by region: 1997-98

Percent of states in quartiles Percent of states in quartiles

Region ] 1 and 2 (low variation) 3 and 4 (high variation)
Unadjusted student fees per pupil

Northeast ) 33 67

Midwest 67 33

South 63 : 38

West 42 : S8
Cost-adjusted student fees per pupil

Northeast 22 78

Midwest S8 ’ 42

South : : 69 3

West 42 S8

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Common Core of Data, “School District Financial Survey (Form F-
33): School Year 1997-98."
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Relationship between Student Fees Per Pupil and Selected District Fiscal and Demographic
Characteristics '

For the majority of the states, student fees per pupil showed a positive relationship with two measures
of district fiscal capacity—median value owner-occupied housing and median household income—
both before and after cost adjustments (tables A-7 and A-8). For the United States as a whole, the
relationship between median household income and student fees per pupil was also positive (+0.32
unadjusted, +0.21 adjusted). However, correlation analysis found a weak negative relationship be-
tween student fees per pupil and owner-occupied housing value before cost adjustments (-0.05), and a
moderate negative relationship nationally after cost adjustments (-0.16). Before cost adjustments, 10
states—Alaska, Connecticut, Delaware, Florida, Maine, Montana, Nevada, New Hampshire, New York,
and Vermont—showed no significant relationship between student fees per pupil and owner-occupied
housing value (table 2-11). The remaining 30 states with sufficient data showed a positive relationship
between these two variables, with 14 of those states showing a strong positive relationship. After cost
adjustments, only Arizona, Maryland, Michigan, Rhode Island, and Washington showed a strong posi-
tive relationship. Tennessee joined those states with no significant relationship, and New York showed
a moderate negative relationship.

Similarly, 33 states demonstrated a positive relationship between unadjusted student fees per pupil and
median household income. No states demonstrated a negative relationship, and 7 states—Delaware,
Maine, Massachusetts, Nevada, New Hampshire, Tennessee, and Vermont—showed no significant re-
lationship between revenues per pupil and income. After cost adjustments, the same 7 states showed no
significant relationship. Whereas there were 19 states with a strong positive relationship .before cost
adjustments, after cost adjustments there were 13—Indiana, Kansas, New York, Pennsylvania, Vir-
ginia, and Wyoming all decreased to a moderate positive relationship after cost adjustments.

For the United States as a whole, a negative relationship was found between student fees per pupil and
percent minority enrollment, both before (-0.46) and after (-0.48) cost adjustments. Before cost adjust-
ments, no significant relationship was found in Delaware, Florida, Maine, Maryland, Massachusetts,
Vermont, or West Virginia (table 2-11). Eleven states showed a strong negative relationship, while 22
states showed a moderate negative relationship between percent minority enrollment and unadjusted
student fees per pupil. After cost adjustments were applied, the same seven states showed no significant
relationship. Twelve states showed a strong, negative relationship between adjusted student fees per
pupil and percent minority enrollment, and 21 states showed a moderate negative relationship between
these two variables.

Percent school-age children in poverty was also negatively correlated with student fees per pupil, both
before (-0.52) and after (-0.47) cost adjustments and in nearly all the states. No states showed a positive
correlation between the variables either before or after cost adjustments. Before cost adjustments, 7
states did not show a negative relationship: in Alaska, Delaware, Maine, Massachusetts, Nevada, New
Hampshire, and Vermont there was no significant relationship between revenues per pupil and school-
age children in poverty. After cost adjustments, the same seven states continued to show no relation-
ship.
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Table 2-11. Correlations between student fees per pupil and selected fiscal and demographic characteristics, by state: 1997-98

Characteristics

States (before cost adjustments)

States (after cost adjustments)

Minority enrollment
Strong positive relationship
Moderate positive relationship
Weak positive relationship
Weak negative relationship
Moderate negative relationship

Strong negative relationship

No significant relationship

[none]

[none]

[none]

[none]

Alaska, Arizona, California, Connecticut, Idaho, lowa,
Louisiana, Minnesota, Missouri, Montana, Nebraska,
New Hampshire, North Carolina, North Dakota,
Ohio, Oregon, Tennessee, Texas, Utah, Virginia,
Washington, Wyoming, US overall

Alabama, Illinois, Indiana, Kansas, Michigan,
Nevada, New York, Pennsylvania, Rhode Island,
South Carolina, Wisconsin

Delaware, Florida, Maine, Maryland, Massachusetts,
Vermont, West Virginia

[none]

[none]

[none]

[none]

Alaska, Arizona, California, Connecticut, Idaho, lowa,
Louisiana, Minnesota, Missouri, Montana, Nevada,’
New Hampshire, North Carolina, North Dakota, Ohio,
Oregon, Tennessee, Utah, Virginia, Washington,
Wyoming, US overall

Alabama, lllinois, Indiana, Kansas, Michigan,
Nebraska,' New York, Pennsylvania, Rhode Island,
South Carolina, Texas,' Wisconsin

Delaware, Florida, Maine, Maryland, Massachusetts,
Vermont, West Virginia

School-age children in poverty
Strong positive relationship
Moderate positive relationship
Weak positive relationship
Weak negative relationship
Moderate negative relationship

Strong negative relationship

No significant relationship

[none]

[none]

[none]

[none] .

Connecticut, Florida, Idaho, lowa, Missouri,
Montana, North Dakota, Oregon, Tennessee,
West Virginia

Alabama, Arizona, California, Illinois, Indiana,
Kansas, Louisiana, Maryland, Michigan, Minnesota,
Nebraska, New York, North Carolina, Ohio,
Pennsylvania, Rhode Island, South Carolina, Texas,
Utah, Virginia, Washington, Wisconsin, Wyoming,
US overall )

Alaska, Delaware, Maine, Massachusetts, Nevada,
New Hampshire, Vermont

[none]

[none]

[none]

[none]

California,’ Connecticut, Florida, Idaho, lowa,
Missouri, Montana, Nebraska,' North Carolina,’
North Dakota, Oregon, Tennessee, Virginia,’

West Virginia, US overall

Alabama, Arizona, lllinois, Indiana, Kansas, Louisiana,
Maryland, Michigan, Minnesota, New York, Ohio,
Pennsylvania, Rhode Island, South Carolina, Texas,
Utah, Washington, Wisconsin, Wyoming

Alaska, Delaware, Maine, Massachusetts, Nevada,
New Hampshire, Vermont

Median household income
Strong positive relationship

Moderate positive relationship

Weak positive relationship
Weak negative relationship
Moderate negative relationship
Strong negative relationship
No significant relationship

Alabama, Arizona, Indiana, Kansas, Louisiana,
Maryland, Michigan, Minnesota, New York, Ohio,
Pennsylvania, Rhode Island, South Carolina, Texas,
Utah, Virginia, Washington, West Virginia, Wyoming
Alaska, California, Connecticut, Florida, Idaho,
Illinois, lowa, Missouri, Montana, Nebraska, North
Carolina, North Dakota, Oregon, Wisconsin,

US overall

[none]

[none]

[none]

[none]

Delaware, Maine, Massachusetts, Nevada,
New Hampshire, Tennessee, Vermont

Alabama, Arizona, Louisiana, Maryland, Michigan,
Minnesota, Ohio, Rhode Island, South Carolina, Texas,
Utah, Washington, West Virginia

Alaska, California, Connecticut, Florida, Idaho, lllinois,
Indiana,’ lowa, Kansas,' Missouri, Montana, Nebraska,
New York,' North Carolina, North Dakota, Oregon,
Pennsylvania,' Virginia,' Wisconsin, Wyoming,’

US overall

[none]

[none]

[none)

[none]

Delaware, Maine, Massachusetts, Nevada, New
Hampshire, Tennessee, Vermont

Median Value Owner-Occupied Housing

Strong positive relationship

Moderate positive relationship

Weak positive relationship
Weak negative relationship

Moderate negative relationship

Strong negative relationship
No significant relationship
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Arizona, Indiana, Kansas, Maryland, Michigan,
Minnesota, Ohio, Pennsylvania, Rhode Island,
Texas, Utah, Virginia, Washington, West Virginia
Alabama, California, Idaho, lllinois, lowa, Louisiana,
Massachusetts, Missouri, Nebraska, North Carolina,
North Dakota, Oregon, South Carolina, Tennessee,
Wisconsin, Wyoming

[none]

[none]

[none]

[none] .

Alaska, Connecticut, Delaware, Florida, Maine,
Montana, Nevada, New Hampshire, New York,
Vermont, US overall
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Arizona, Maryland, Michigan, Rhode Island,
Washington

Alabama, California, Idaho, lllinois, Indiana,’ lowa,
Kansas,' Louisiana, Massachusetts, Minnesota,'
Missouri, North Carolina, North Dakota, Ohio,’
Oregon, Pennsylvania,' South Carolina, Texas,' Utah,’
Virginia, West Virginia,' Wisconsin, Wyoming
Nebraska'

[none)

New York,' US overall

[none]

Alaska, Connecticut, Delaware, Florida, Maine,
Montana, Nevada, New Hampshire, Tennessee,’
Vermont
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Table 2-11. Correlations between student fees per pupil and selected fiscal and demographic characteristics, by state: 1997-98—Continued

Characteristics States (before cost adjustments) States (after cost adjustments)

Student membership
Strong positive relationship [none] [none]
Moderate positive relationship  Arkansas, Colorado, Georgia, Minnesota, Mississippi, Colorado, Mississippi, Vermont, West Virginia
Missouri, Nebraska, North Dakota, Oklahoma,
Vermont, Washington, West Virginia

Weak positive relationship Michigan Nebraska,' Oklahoma'

Weak negative relationship New Jersey USoverall'

Moderate negative relationship  Indiana, Rhode Island Indiana, lowa,' New Jersey,' Pennsylvania,’

" Rhode Island, Wisconsin'

Strong negative relationship Delaware Delaware

No significant relationship Alabama, Alaska, Arizona, California, Connecticut, Alabama, Alaska, Arizona, Arkansas,' California,
Florida, Idaho, lllinois, lowa, Kansas, Kentucky, Connecticut, Florida, Georgia,' Idaho, lllinois, Kansas,
Louisiana, Maine, Maryland, Massachusetts, Kentucky, Louisiana, Maine, Maryland, Massachusetts,
Montana, Nevada, New Hampshire, New Mexico, Michigan,” Minnesota,' Missouri,' Montana, Nevada,
New York, North Carolina, Ohio, Oregon, New Hampshire, New Mexico, New York,
Pennsylvania, South Carolina, South Dakota, North Carolina, North Dakota,' Ohio, Oregon,
Tennessee, Texas, Utah, Virginia, Wisconsin, South Carolina, South Dakota, Tennessee, Texas, Utah,
Wyoming, US overall Virginia, Washington,! Wyoming

'State changed categories after cost adjustments.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Common Core of Data,"School District Financial Survey (Form F-
33): School Year 1997-98" and U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census, 1990 Decennial Census School District Special Tabulation.

Local Revenues as a Percent of Total Revenues

Local revenues were just under 46 percent of total district revenues for public elementary and second-
ary education in the United States in 1997-98. Local revenues were the second-largest source of funds
for public education, following state revenues (48 percent) and before federal revenues (6 percent).’

Variations in Local Revenues as a Percent of Total Revenues

The restricted range ratio was 3.80 for percent local revenues across the United States (table 2-12).
Among the states, the ratio ranged from a low of 0.34 in New Hampshire to a high of 7.04 in Alaska.
Four states—Alaska, Massachusetts, New Jersey, and Texas—had a higher restricted range ratio than
the national measure. '

The coefficient of variation ranged from 0.09 in New Hampshire to 0.54 in Wyoming. Only Wyoming
had greater variation than the national level of 0.44.

The smallest Gini coefficient was found in two states: Nevada and New Hampshire both had a Gini
coefficient of 0.05. Wyoming again had the highest variation at 0.29. Again, only Wyoming exceeded
the national measure of 0.25.

Relationship between Percent Local Revenues and Selected District Fiscal and
Demographic Characteristics

For the United States as a whole and for nearly all states with sufficient data, percent local revenues
showed a positive relationship with both measures of district fiscal capacity—median value owner-
occupied housing (+0.27) and median household income (+0.52) (table A-9). All 40 states with suffi-
cient data except Nebraska showed a positive relationship between percent local revenues and median
value owner-occupied housing, with 33 states demonstrating a strong positive correlation (table 2-13).

Because percent local revenues is a proportion and not a dollar amount, cost adjustments are not used in this section.
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Table 2-12. Variation in percent local revenues, by state: 1997-98

Restricted range ratio Coefficient of variation Gini coefficient Average Average
State Value Rank Value Rank Value Rank rank quartile
United States 3.80 t 0.44 t 0.25 .t t t
Alabama 1.38 13 032 31 017 22 22.00 2
Alaska 7.04 49 0.37 37 0.18 32 39.33 4
Arizona 3.0 43 0.34 34 0.19 36 37.67 4
Arkansas 215 34 0.37 37 0.20 38 36.33 3
California 2.82 41 043 44 0.23 42 42.33 4
Colorado 1.73 21 0.28 19 0.16 20 20.00 2
Connecticut 3.49 45 0.40 40 0.23 42 4233 4
Delaware 213 32 032 31 017 22 28.33 3
District of Columbia (") " " (" " " (" ("
Florida 1.27 1 0.27 15 0.15 13 13.00 2
Georgia 2.0 29 0.31 28 0.18 32 29.67 3
Hawaii " " (" " " (" " ("
Idaho 2.09 30 0.40 40 0.21 40 36.67 3
inois 1.85 25 0.31 28 017 22 25.00 3
Indiana 1.1 6 0.21 4 0.12 7 5.67 1
lowa 0.73 2 0.16 3 0.09 3 2,67 1
Kansas 2.61 39 042 43 0.21 40 40.67 4
Kentucky 3.22 44 0.41 42 0.23 42 42,67 4
Louisiana 1.98 27 0.27 15 0.15 13 18.33 2
Maine 1.71 20 0.30 23 017 22 21.67 2
Maryland 1.78 23 0.26 1 014 10 14.67 2
Massachusetts 5.79 48 043 44 0.24 45 4567 4
Michigan 2.76 40 0.44 47 0.24 45 44,00 4
Minnesota 214 33 0.35 36 0.18 32 33.67 3
Mississippi 1.56 19 0.28 19 0.16 20 19.33 2
Missouri 1.24 7 0.26 1 0.15 13 10.33 1
Montana 1.55 18 0.23 7 0.12 7 10.67 1
Nebraska 1.26 9 0.21 4 0.1 5 6.00 1
Nevada 0.78 4 0.15 2 0.05 1 233 1
New Hampshire 034 1- 0.09 1 0.05 1 1.00 1
New Jersey 476 46 0.44 47 0.25 47 46.67 4
New Mexico 2.10 31 0.30 23 017 22 2533 3
New York 2.23 36 0.31 28 017 - 22 28.67 3
North Carolina 1.43 14 0.27 15 0.15 13 14.00 2
North Dakota 077 3 0.21 4 0.10 4 3.67 1
Ohio 1.86 26 0.30 23 017 22 23.67 3
Oklahoma 2.04 28 034 34 0.19 36 32,67 3
Oregon 148 15 0.28 19 0.15 13 15.67 2
Pennsylvania 1.53 17 0.29 22 017 22 20.33 2
Rhode Island 2.18 35 033 33 0.18 32 33.33 3
South Carolina 1.27 1 0.24 0.13 9 9.33 1
South Dakota 2.46 38 0.27 0.14 10 " 21.00 2
Tennessee 1.49 16 0.26 0.15 13 13.33 2
Texas 4.79 47 043 0.25 47 46.00 4
Utah 0.96 5 0.24 8 0.1 5 6.00 1
Vermont 1.24 7 0.26 1 0.15 13 10.33 1
Virginia 1.26 0.24 8 0.14 10 9.00 1
Washington 1.73 21 0.30 23 017 22 22.00 2
West Virginia 1.84 24 -0.30 23 017 22 23.00 3
Wisconsin 2.23 36 037 37 0.20 38 37.00 3
Wyoming 2.97 42 0.54 49 0.29 49 46.67 4

tNot applicable.

'Variation is not measured in the District of Columbia or Hawaii where there is only one school district.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Common Core of Data, “School District Financial Survey (Form F-

33): School Year 1997-98."
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Table 2-13. Correlations between percent local revenues and selected fiscal and demographic characteristics, by state: 1997-98

Characteristics States
Minority enroliment
Strong positive relationship Nevada
‘Moderate positive relationship Maine, Tennessee, West Virginia
Weak positive relationship [none]
Weak negative relationship [none]

Moderate negative relationship

Strong negative relationship
No significant relationship

Alabama, Arizona, California, Florida, Idaho, lllinois, Indiana, lowa, Kansas, Massachusetts, Michigan, Missouri,
Nebraska, New York, North Carolina, Ohio, Pennsylvania, South Carolina, Virginia, Washington, Wisconsin,

US overall

Alaska, Connecticut, Maryland, Montana, North Dakota, Rhode Island

Delaware, Louisiana, Minnesota, New Hampshire, Oregon, Texas, Utah, Vermont, Wyoming

School-age children in poverty

Strong positive relationship
Moderate positive relationship
Weak positive relationship
Weak negative relationship
Moderate negative relationship

Strong negative relationship

No significant relationship

[none]

[none]

[none]

[none]

Florida, Idaho, Kansas, Maine, Michigan, Minnesota, Nebraska, New Hampshire, Oregon, South Carolina,
Vermont, US overall

Alabama, Alaska, Arizona, California, Connecticut, Delaware, lliinois, Indiana, lowa, Louisiana, Maryland,
Massachusetts, Missouri, Montana, New York, North Carolina, North Dakota, Ohio, Pennsylvania, Rhode
Istand, Texas, Virginia, Washington, West Virginia, Wisconsin, Wyoming

Nevada, Tennessee, Utah

Median household income

Strong positive relationship

Moderate positive relationship
Weak positive relationship
Weak negative relationship
Moderate negative relationship
Strong negative relationship
No significant relationship

Alabama, Alaska, California, Connecticut, Delaware, Florida, lilinois, Indiana, Kansas, Louisiana, Maryland,
Massachusetts, Minnesota, Missouri, New Hampshire, New York, North Carolina, Ohio, Pennsylvania, Rhode
Island, Texas, Virginia, Washington, West Virginia, Wisconsin, Wyoming, US overall

Arizona, Idaho, lowa, Maine, Michigan, Montana, North Dakota, Oregon, South Carolina, Tennessee, Vermont
[none]

[none]

[none]

[none]

Nebraska, Nevada, Utah

Median value owner-occupied- housing

Strong positive relationship

Moderate positive relationship
Weak positive relationship
Weak negative relationship
Moderate negative relationship
Strong negative relationship
No significant relationship

Alabama, Alaska, Arizona, Connecticut, Delaware, Florida, Idaho, lllinois, Indiana, Kansas, Louisiana, Maine,
Maryland, Massachusetts, Michigan, Minnesota, Missouri, Nevada, New Hampshire, New York, North
Carolina, Ohio, Oregon, Pennsylvania, Rhode Island, South Carolina, Tennessee, Texas, Vermont, Virginia,
Washington, West Virginia, Wisconsin

California, lowa, Montana, North Dakota, Utah, Wyoming, US overall

[none] .

[none]

[none]

[none]

Nebraska

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Common Core of Data, “School District Financial Survey (Form F-
33): School Year 1997-98" and U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census, 1990 Decennial Census School District Special Tabulation.
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Nebraska demonstrated no significant relationship. Only three states did not show a positive relation-
ship between percent local revenues and median household income: Nebraska, Nevada, and Utah showed
no significant relationship.

A moderate negative relationship (-0.24) was found between percent local revenues and percent minor-
ity enrollment. Twenty-seven of the 40 states with sufficient data showed a negative relationship. Nine
states showed no significant relationship, while Maine, Nevada, Tennessee, and West Virginia showed
a positive relationship between percent local revenues and percent minority enrollment.

The relationship between percent local revenues and percent school-age children in poverty (-0.48)
was relatively larger than that between percent local revenues and percent minority enrollment, both at
the national level and among the states. Twenty-six states with sufficient data showed a strong negative
relationship between percent poverty and percent local revenues, while 11 states showed a moderate
r
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Chapter 2: Local Revenues

negative relationship. No states demonstrated a positive relationship between percent poverty and per-
cent local revenues. Three states—Nevada, Tennessee, and Utah—demonstrated no significant rela-

tionship.
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Chapter 3: State Revenues

State Revenues

State revenues for public elementary and secondary education totaled $154.6 billion in 1997-98 (table
3-1). This was just over 48 percent of total district revenues ($321.6 billion) in 1997-98. Nearly 72
percent of state revenues came from general formula assistance ($111.1 billion) (table 3-6), with just
over 8 percent from instructional program revenues ($12.7 billion) (table 3-11), and 20 percent from .
other state sources. '

State Revenues Per Pupil

State revenues per pupil in the United States averaged $3,388 in 1997-98 before cost adjustments
(table 3-1). State revenues per pupil were highest in the West ($3,697) and lowest in the South ($3,105).
At $3,511 per pupil, state revenues in the Northeast were higher than in the Midwest ($3,424). The use
of cost adjustments decreased the range between the highest and lowest regions from $592 to $339 and
the ratio of revenues per pupil from 1.2 to 1.1 to 1. The Midwest ($3,540) replaced the West ($3,515) as
the region with the highest per pupil revenues, and-the Northeast ($3,201) replaced the South ($3,367)
as the region with the lowest state revenues per pupil.

Smaller districts had higher state revenues per pupil, both before and after cost adjustments. Before
cost adjustments, state revenues per pupil averaged $3,623 in districts with fewer than 1,000 students,’
compared to $3,422 in districts with 10,000 or more students. After cost adjustments, smaller districts
continued to have higher average state revenues per pupil than larger districts. In addition, the differ-
ence between the smallest and the largest districts increased from $201 to $759 per pupil. However,
correlation analysis showed a weak negative relationship between district enrollment and state rev-
enues per pupil, both before (-0.02) and after (-0.05) cost adjustments (tables A-1 and A-2).

Before cost adjustments, state revenues per pupil showed small but statistically significant negative
relationships with two measures of district wealth—median household income (-0.31) and median
value owner-occupied housing (-0.12) (table A-10). School districts with median household income at
or above $35,000 had average state revenues per pupil of $2,894, while districts with median house-
hold incomes below $20,000 had revenues per pupil of $4,086. Similarly, districts with median hous-
ing values at or above $85,000 had average state revenues of $3,262 per pupil, while districts with
median housing values below $40,000 had state revenues per pupil of $4,099.

After cost adjustments, the differences increased. State adjusted revenues per pupil became higher in
districts with the lowest median household incomes ($4,473 per pupil), and lower in districts with the
highest incomes ($2,695). Adjustments also raised state revenues per pupil in districts with the lowest -
median housing values ($4,544) and lowered them in districts with the highest housing values ($2,985).
Correlation measures were also strengthened by cost adjustments, indicating that state revenues were
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Table 3-1.  State revenues, cost-adjusted state revenues, state revenues per pupil, and cost-adjusted state revenues per pupil in public school
districts, by region, enroliment, minority enroliment, poverty, median household income, and median value owner-occupied housing:

1997-98
School district State revenues Cost-adjusted state State revenues Cost-adjusted state
characteristics ) {in thousands) revenues (in thousands) per pupil revenues per pupil
All districts $154,597,201 $155,268,077 $3,388 $3,413
Region
Northeast 27,844,617 25,310,107 3,511 3,201
Midwest 36,366,891 37,407,502 3,424 3,540
South 51,165,529 55,472,789 . 3,105 3,367
West 39,220,164 37,077,679 .3,697 3,515
District enroliment
0-999 9,850,067 10,951,464 3,623 4,087
1,000-4,999 43,060,895 44,908,327 3,316 3,474
5,000-9,999 23,413,306 23,362,133 3,318 3,318
10,000 or more 78,272,933 76,046,153 3,422 3,328
Minority enroliment
Less than 5 percent 37,885,902 39,652,992 3,355 3,513
5 percent-<20 percent 37,043,006 37,470,691 3,087 3,122
20 percent-<50 percent 43,739,213 43,765,392 3,407 3,409
50 percent or more 27,818,381 26,226,735 3,902 . 3,679
Data missing 8,110,699 8,152,267 . — —
School-age children in poverty
Less than 5 percent 12,856,878 12,042,565 2,486 2,331
5 percent-<15 percent 49,479,597 - 49,526,294 3,195 3,198
15 percent-<25 percent 42,216,898 43,832,920 . 3,563 3,699
25 percent or'more 41,933,129 41,714,031 3,899 3,879
Data missing 8,110,699 8,152,267 — —
Median household income .
Less than $20,000 14,143,070 15,481,330 4,086 4,473
$20,000-<$25,000 30,670,915 - 32,703,691 3,653 3,895
$25,000-<$30,000 39,173,630 39,419,807 3,495 3,517
$30,000-<$35,000 25,944,849 _ 25,481,431 3,431 3,369
$35,000 or more 36,554,038 34,029,552 2,894 2,695
Data missing 8,110,699 8,152,267 — —
Median value owner-occupied housing
Less than $40,000 14,998,868 16,624,458 4,099 4,544
$40,000-<$55,000 28,429,175 30,677,433 . 3,631 3919
$55,000-<$85,000 46,551,988 48,095,109 3,222 3,330
$85,000 or more 56,506,471 ' 51,718,809 3,262 2,985
Data missing 8,110,699 8,152,267 — —
—Not available.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Common Core of Data, “School District Financial Survey (Form F-
33): School Year 1997-98" and U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census, 1990 Decennial Census School District Special Tabulation.

higher in districts with a lower economic base, both before and after cost adjustments. The correlation
between adjusted state revenues per pupil and median household income was -0.44 and median value
owner-occupied housing was -0.30 (table A-11).

State revenues per pupil showed a small positive relationship with percent minority enrollment before
cost adjustments. Before adjustments, school districts with the highest minority enrollments had higher
state revenues per pupil than districts with the lowest minority enrollments, $3,902 and $3,355, respec-
tively. However, districts with between 5 and 20 percent minority enrollment had the lowest state
revenues per pupil ($3,087). After adjustments, the 5-20 percent bracket still had the lowest state
revenues per pupil, and the range between the lowest- and highest-minority districts was greatly re-
duced—from $547 to $166. Correlation figures also indicated a small positive relationship both before
cost adjustments (+0.20), and after cost adjustments (+0.10).
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State revenues per pupil were positively correlated with district poverty, both before (+0.32) and after
(+0.35) cost adjustments. State revenues per pupil were lowest in the lowest-poverty districts and high-
est in the highest poverty districts both before and after cost adjustments—$2,486 and $3,899, respec-
tively, before cost adjustments, and $2,331 and $3,879 respectively, after cost adjustments.

Variations in State Revenues Per Pupil

Restricted Range Ratio

The restricted range ratio for unadjusted state revenues per pupil across the United States was 3.37
(table 3-2). This means that state revenues in the district at the 95" percentile were 3.37 times higher
than state revenues in the district at the 5" percentile. Variation in the states ranged from 0.19 in Ala-
bama to 9.85 in Connecticut and a high of 19.42 in Vermont. Six states (Connecticut, Massachusetts,
New Hampshire, New Jersey, Vermont, and Wyoming) had a restricted range ratio higher than that for
the United States.

When cost adjustments were applied, the restricted range ratio for state revenues per pupil across the-
United States rose to 3.79 (table 3-3). Eight states exceeded the national variation after cost adjust-
ments: Connecticut, Illinois, Massachusetts, New Hampshire, New Jersey, Texas, Vermont, and Wyo-
ming. Cost adjustments increased the range between the lowest-variation and highest-variation states.
After cost adjustments, the restricted range ratio ranged from 0.28 in Alabama to 10.34 in Connecticut
and New Hampshire, and a high of 20.44 in Vermont.

Coefficient of Variation

The coefficient of variation for unadjusted state revenues per pupil across the United States was 0.39
(table 3-2). This means that approximately two-thirds of the districts nationally have state revenues per
pupil between $2,067 and $4,709, a range that is from 39 percent below the mean to 39 percent above
the mean. Variation in the states ranged from 0.05 in Alabama to 0.84 in Vermont. Nine states had a
coefficient of variation higher than that for the United States.

When state revenues were adjusted for cost-of-education differences, the coefficient of variation for
state revenues per pupil across the United States remained 0.39 (table 3-3). Ten states exceeded the
national variation after cost adjustments: New York joined Connecticut, Illinois, Massachusetts, Mis-
souri, New Hampshire, New Jersey, Texas, Vermont, and Wyoming. Cost adjustments decreased the
range between the lowest-variation and highest-variation states. After cost adjustments, the coefficient
of variation ranged from 0.09 in Alabama to 0.87 in Vermont.

Gini Coefficient

The Gini coefficient for-unadjusted state revenues per pupil across the United States was 0.21 (table 3-
2). A Gini coefficient of O means revenues are distributed equally; higher values such as 0.21 imply
revenues are more concentrated among a smaller share of students. Variation in the states ranged from
0.03 in Alabama to 0.46 in Vermont. Nine.states (Connecticut, Illinois, Massachusetts, Missouri, New
Hampshire, New Jersey, Texas, Vermont, and Wyoming) had a Gini coefficient higher than that for the
United States.
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Table 3-2. Variation in state revenues per pupil (unadjusted dollars), by state: 1997-98

Restricted range ratio Coefficient of variation Gini coefficient Average Average

State Value Rank Value Rank Value Rank rank quartile
United States 337 t 0.39 t 0.21 t t t
Alabama 0.19 1 0.05 1 0.03 1 1.00 1
Alaska 118 23 0.33 35 0.14 27 28.33 ©3
Arizona 1.90 33 0.28 29 0.14 27 29.67 3
Arkansas 0.55 15 0.15 12 0.08 13 13.33 2
California 1.36 28 0.23 23 0.13 24 25.00 2
"Colorado 227 38 0.29 30 0.16 32 33.33 3
Connecticut 9.85 48 0.64 46 036 46 46.67 4
Delaware 0.47 12 0.12 6 0.06 6 8.00 1
District of Columbia ] " " ] " " (") (]
Florida 0.75 21 0.21 21 0.11 22 21.33 2
Georgia 0.39 7 0.12 6 0.06 6 6.33 1
Hawaii " " (") " ") () (" "
Idaho - 0.54 14 0.15 12 0.08 13 13.00 2
dlinois 2.88 40 0.40 1 0.22 1 40.67 4
Indiana 0.72 19 0.15 12 0.08 13 14,67 2
lowa 0.40 9 013 10 0.06 6 8.33 1
Kansas 1.20 24 0.24 24 0.13 24 24.00 2
Kentucky 0.61 17 0.16 16 0.09 18 17.00 2
Louisiana 0.39 7 0.12 6 0.07 10 7.67 1
Maine 2.77 39 032 34 0.17 34 35.67 3
Maryland 1.21 25 0.26 27 0.14 27 26.33 3
Massachusetts 475 43 0.54 45 0.30 45 44,33 4
Michigan 0.51 13 0.14 1" 0.08 13 12.33 1
Minnesota 1.59 29 0.25 26 013 24 26.33 3
Mississippi 0.28 2 0.09 2 0.05 2 2.00 1
Missouri 2.26 37 0.42 42 0.22 41 40.00 4
Montana 0.87 22 0.24 24 0.1 22 22.67 2
Nebraska 217 35 - 0.29 30 0.16 32 3233 3
Nevada 133 - 27 0.37. 39 0.14 27 31.00 3
. New Hampshire 9.13 47 0.72 48 0.38 47 47.33 4
New Jersey 7.46 45 0.71 47 0.39 48 46.67 4
New Mexico 1.22 26 0.20 20 0.09 18 21.33 2
New York 3.27 42 035 37 0.19 38 39.00 4
North Carolina 0.32 4 0.11 3 0.05 2 3.00 1
North Dakota 0.40 9 0.21 21 0.07 10 13.33 2
Ohio 238 36 0.35 37 0.19 38 37.00 4
Oklahoma 0.72 19 0.16 16 0.09 18 17.67 2
Oregon 0.56 16 0.15 12 0.07 .10 12.67 1
Pennsylvania 1.88 32 0.31 32 0.18 36 33.33 3
Rhode Island 3.19 41 0.37 39 0.20 40 40.00 4
South Carolina 0.38 6 0.1 3 0.06 6 5.00 1
South Dakota 1.69 30 0.33 35 0.18 36 33.67 3
Tennessee 0.67 18 0.17 18 0.09 18 18.00 2
Texas 6.65 44 0.46 43 0.26 43 4333 4
Utah 0.33 5 0.12 6 0.05 2 433 1
Vermont 19.42 49 0.84 49 0.46 49 49.00 4
Virginia 213 34 0.31 32 0.17 34 3333 3
Washington 0.29 3 0.1 3 0.05 2 2.67 1
West Virginia 044 1" 0.18 19 0.08 13 14.33 2
Wisconsin 1.78 31 0.26 27 0.14 27 28.33 3
Wyoming 7.51 46 0.53 44 0.28 44 44.67 4

tNot applicable.

'Wariation is not measured in the District of Columbia or Hawaii where there is only one school district.

50URCE: U.5. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Common Core of Data, "School District Financia! Survey (Form F-

33): 5chool Year 1997-98."
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Chapter 3: State Revenues

Table 3-3. Variation in state revenues per pupil (cost-adjusted dollars), by state: 1997-98

Restricted range ratio Coefficient of variation Gini coefficient Average Average

State Value Rank Value Rank Value Rank rank quartile
United 5States 3.79 t 0.39 t 0.21 t t t
Alabama 0.28 1 0.09 1 0.05 1 1.00 1
Alaska 1.24 24 0.34 32 0.14 24 26.67 3
Arizona 2.24 33 031 29 0.15 28 : 30.00 3
Arkansas 0.64 13 017 12 ) 0.09 12 12.33 2
California 1.51 27 0.25 23 0.14 24 24.67 2
Colorado 250 36 0.33 30 0.17 32 32.67 3
Connecticut 10.34 47 0.64 46 0.36 46 46.33 4
Delaware 0.58 n 0.5 6 0.07 5 : 7.33 1
District of Columbia " " " " " (") (" "
Florida 095 20 0.23 20 0.12 22 2067 2
Georgia 0.68 17 0.19 14 0.10 17 16.00 2
Hawaii " " ") " " (" " ("
Idaho 0.66 15 0.18 13 0.09 12 13.33 2
Illinois 3.95 42 0.46 42 0.25 42 42.00 4
Indiana 0.65 14 0.15 6 0.09 12 10.67 1
lowa 0.51 8 0.15 6 0.07 5 6.33 1
Kansas 1.70 28 0.29 . 27 0.16 3 28.67 3
Kentucky 0.78 18 0.20 17 01 19 18.00 2
Louisiana 0.52 10 0.15 6 0.08 10 8.67 1
Maine 2.64 38 0.34 32 0.19 34 34.67 3
Maryland 1.23 23 026 24 0.14 24 23.67 2
Massachusetts 5.03 43 0.55 - 45 0.30 45 44,33 4
Michigan 0.40 3 0.12 3 0.06 ' 2 2.67 1
Minnesota 217 31 0.30 28 0.15 ' 28 29.00 3
Mississippi 037 2 0.1 2 0.06 . 2 2.00 1
Missouri 332 40 0.42 4 0.23 4 40.67 4
Montana 1.07 22 ©0.28 26 0.13 23 23.67 2
Nebraska 236 34 0.33 30 0.17 32 32.00 3
Nevada 1.33 25 0.38 39 0.14 24 29.33 3
New Hampshire 10.34 47 0.76 48 0.39 47 47.33 4
New Jersey 7.87 46 0.70 47 0.39 47 46.67 4
New Mexico 1.38 26 0.24 22 0.10 17 21.67 2
New York 3.74 41 0.40 40 0.21 40 40.33 4
North Carolina . 047 6 0.14 5 0.07 5 5.33 1
North Dakota 0.62 12 0.23 20 0.09 12 14.67 2
Ohio 1.96 29 0.36 37 0.19 34 33.33 3
Oklahoma 096 21 0.21 18 0 19 19.33 2
Oregon 0.66 15 0.19 14 0.08 10 - 13.00 2
Pennsylvania 239 35 0.35 34 0.20 38 35.67 3
Rhode Island 2.88 39 0.35 34 0.19 34 35.67 3
South Carolina 0.46 5 0.12 3 0.06 2 333 1
South Dakota 217 31 0.37 38 0.20 38 35.67 3
Tennessee 092 19 0.21 18 on 19 18.67 2
Texas 6.61 44 0.50 43 0.28 43 43.33 4
Utah . 048 7 015 6 0.07 5 6.00 1
Vermont 20.44 49 0.87 49 0.45 49 49.00 4
Virginia 2.63 37 - 0.35 34 0.19 34 35.00 3
Washington 045 4 0.16 n 0.07 5 6.67 1
West Virginia 0.51 8 0.19 14 0.09 12 11.33 1
Wisconsin 2.03 30 0.27 25 0.15 28 27.67 2
Wyoming - 7.78 45 0.53 44 0.29 44 44.33 4

tNot applicable.
Wariation is not measured in the District of Columbia or Hawaii where there is only one school district.

50URCE: U.5. Department of Education, National Center for Education 5tatistics, Common Core of Data, “School District Financial Survey (Form F-
33): 5chool Year 1997-98." )
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Chapter 3: State Revenues

Cost of education adjustments had no effect on the Gini coefficient across the United States; it re-
mained 0.21 (table 3-3). The same nine states exceeded the United States level of variation as before
cost adjustments, though cost adjustments decreased the range of variation. After adjustments, the Gini
coefficient ranged from 0.05 in Alabama to 0.45 in Vermont.

Overall Variation

In a synthesis of variation measures, 100 percent of the states in the Northeast ranked in the two quartiles
with highest variation when compared with states across the country, both before and after cost adjust-
ments (table 3-4 and figure 3-1). In contrast, states in the South had less variation, with 81 percent
before cost adjustments and 88 percent after falling in the two quartiles with lowest variation. Half of
the states in the West and Midwest fell into the quartiles with lowest variation.

Table 3-4. Variation in state revenues per pupil, by region: 1997-98

Percent of states in quartiles Percent of states in quartiles

Region . 1 and 2 (low variation) ) 3 and 4 (high variation)
Unadjusted state revenues per pupil

Northeast 0 100

Midwest 42 58

South 81 19

West 58 42
Cost-adjusted state revenues per pupil

Northeast 0 100

Midwest 42 58

South 88 13

West 58 42

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Common Core of Data, “School District Financial Survey (Form F-
33): School Year 1997-98."

Figure 3-1. Synthesis of variation measures of state revenues per pupil (cost-adjusted dollars), by state: 1997-98

State revenues

per pupil {(cost adjusted):
combined variation measures
[] First quartile (lowest variation) . (12)

(7 second quartie (14)
{1 Third quartile (13)
{1 Fourth quartile (highest variation) (10)
. Data not available 2)

NOTE: Variation is not measured in the District of Columbia or Hawaii where there is only one school district. Regions are delineated in black;
Alaska and Hawaii are part of the Western Region.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Common Core of Data,“School District Financial Survey (Form F-
33): School Year 1997-98."
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Chapter 3: State Revenues

In all cases, states with relatively small variation on one measure also demonstrated relatively small
variation on the other two measures (tables 3-2 and 3-3). In particular, the two states with the least
variation overall and the one state with the most variation overall, both before and after cost adjust-
ments, held exactly the same rank among the states, no matter which measure was used.

Relationship between State Revenues Per Pupil and Selected District Fiscal and
Demographic Characteristics

For the United States as a whole, state revenues per pupil in unadjusted dollars showed a negative
relationship with a school district’s median household income (-0.31) and its median value owner-
occupied housing (-0.12) (table A-10). Similarly, at the state level, median value owner-occupied hous-
ing was negatively related to state revenues per pupil in all but one of the 40 states with available data;
there was no significant relationship found in Michigan (table 3-5). A moderate relationship was found
in 14 states, while over half of the states with sufficient data (25) showed a strong negative relationship
between median value owner-occupied housing and state revenues per pupil. Median household in-
come was less strongly related to state revenues per pupil. Two states (Delaware and Nevada) showed
no statistically significant relationship between district income and state revenues per pupil, 17 states
showed a moderate negative relationship between income and revenues, and 20 states showed a strong
negative relationship. Michigan showed a weak positive relationship.

After cost adjustments, the negative relationship between district wealth and state revenues per pupil
was strengthened for the United States as a whole and for most states. The cost-adjusted correlation
with median value owner-occupied housing was -0.30. The cost-adjusted correlation with median house-
hold income was -0.44 (table A-11). After cost adjustments, all states with sufficient data showed a
negative relationship between state revenues per pupil and median value owner-occupied housing (fig-
ure 3-2). Seven states showed a moderate negative relationship (Arizona, California, Michigan, Ne-
braska, Vermont, West Virginia, and Wyoming), while the other 33 states demonstrated a strong nega-
tive correlation. Similarly, only 1 state (Nevada) had no significant relationship between a district’s
median household income and adjusted state revenues per pupil and 13 states showed a moderate
negative relationship between these variables. In two-thirds of the states reporting data (26), there was
a strong negative relationship between median household income and state revenues per pupil (figure
3-3).

State revenues per pupil showed a positive relationship with minority enrollment for the United States
as a whole, both before (+0.20) and after (+0.10) cost adjustments. This was the case in most states as
well (table 3-5). Six states (Alaska, Connecticut, Indiana, Maryland, Missouri, and Rhode Island) showed
a strong positive relationship between minority enrollment and state revenues per pupil before cost
adjustments and 4 states (Alaska, Connecticut, Maryland, and Rhode Island) showed this relationship
after cost adjustments (figure 3-4). Nevada was the only state to show a strong negative relationship
between minority enrollment and state revenues per pupil, and this was before cost adjustments only.

The percent of school-age children in poverty in a district showed a stronger positive relationship with
state revenues per pupil, both at the national level and in the states. The correlation between percent
school-age children in poverty and state revenues per pupil was +0.32 before cost adjustments and
+0.35 after cost adjustments. Sixteen states showed a strong positive relationship between children in
poverty and state revenues per pupil, both before and after cost adjustments. No states showed a nega-
tive relationship between children in poverty and state revenues per pupil, either before or after cost
adjustments to revenues (figure 3-5).
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Table 3-5.

Correlations between state revenues per pupil and selected fiscal and demographic characteristics, by state: 1997-98

Characteristics

States (before cost adjustments)

States (after cost adjustments)

Minority enroliment
Strong positive relationship

Moderate positive relationship

Weak positive relationship
Weak negative relationship
Moderate negative relationship

Strong negative relationship
No significant relationship

Alaska, Connecticut, Indiana, Maryland, Missouri,
Rhode Island

Arizona, California, Florida, Idaho, lllinois, lowa,
Massachusetts, Michigan, Minnesota, Montana,
Nebraska, North Dakota, Ohio, Oregon,
Pennsylvania, South Carolina, Virginia, Washington,
Wisconsin, US overall

[none]

[none]

Maine, New Hampshire, Tennessee, Texas
Nevada

Alabama, Delaware, Kansas, Louisiana, New York,
North Carolina, Utah, Vermont, West Virginia,
Wyoming

Alaska, Connecticut, Maryland, Rhode Island

Arizona, California, Idaho, lllinois, Indiana,’
Massachusetts, Michigan, Minnesota, Missouri,’
Montana, North Dakota, Ohio, Pennsylvania, South
Carolina, Wisconsin

US overall

[none]

Kansas,' Louisiana,' Maine, New Hampshire, New
York,' Tennessee, Texas, West Virginia'

[none]

Alabama, Delaware, Florida,' lowa,' Nebraska,'
Nevada,' North Carolina, Oregon,' Utah, Vermont,
Virginia,' Washington,' Wyoming

School-age children in poverty
Strong positive relationship

Moderate positive relationship

Weak positive relationship
Weak negative relationship
Moderate negative relationship
Strong negative relationship
No significant relationship

Alaska, Connecticut, Florida, lllinois, Indiana,
Maryland, Massachusetts, Minnesota, Missouri,
Ohio, Pennsylvania, Rhode Island, Texas, Virginia,
Wisconsin, Wyoming °

Alabama, Arizona, California, Idaho, lowa, Kansas,
Maine, Michigan, Montana, Nebraska, New ’
Hampshire, New York, North Carolina, North Dakota,
Oregon, South Carolina, Tennessee, Vermont,
Washington, West Virginia, US overall

[none]

[none]

[none]

[none]

Delaware, Louisiana, Nevada, Utah

Alaska, California,' Connecticut, Florida, lllinois,
Indiana, Maryland, Massachusetts, Missouri, North
Carolina,' Ohio, Pennsylvania, Rhode Island, Virginia,
Wisconsin, Wyoming

Alabama, Arizona, Idaho, lowa, Kansas, Maine,
Michigan, Minnesota,' Montana, Nebraska, New
Hampshire, New York, North Dakota, Oregon, South
Carolina, Tennessee, Texas,' Vermont, Washington,
West Virginia, US overall

[none]

[none]

[none]

[none]

Delaware, Louisiana, Nevada, Utah

Median household income
Strong positive relationship
Moderate positive relationship
Weak positive relationship
Weak negative relationship
Moderate negative relationship

Strong negative relationship

[none]

[none]

Michigan

Nebraska

Arizona, California, Florida, Idaho, lowa, Louisiana,
Maine, Montana, New Hampshire, North Dakota,
Oregon, South Carolina, Tennessee, Utah, Vermont,
Washington, US overall

Alabama, Alaska, Connecticut, lllinois, Indiana,
Kansas, Maryland, Massachusetts, Minnesota,
Missouri, New York, North Carolina, Ohio,
Pennsylvania, Rhode Island, Texas, Virginia, West
Virginia, Wisconsin, Wyoming

[none]

[none]

[none]

[none] )

Arizona, ldaho, Louisiana, Maine, Michigan,' Montana,
Nebraska,' New Hampshire, North Dakota, Oregon,
South Carolina, Utah, Vermont, US overall

Alabama, Alaska, California,' Connecticut, Delaware,’
Florida,' lllinois, Indiana, lowa,' Kansas, Maryland,
Massachusetts, Minnesota, Missouri, New York, North
Carolina, Ohio, Pennsylvania, Rhode Island,
Tennessee,' Texas, Virginia, Washington,' West
Virginia, Wisconsin, Wyoming

No significant relationship Delaware, Nevada Nevada
Median value owner-occupied housing

Strong positive relationship [none] [none)

Moderate positive relationship [none] [none]

Weak positive relationship [none] [none]

Weak negative relationship [none] [none]

Moderate negative relationship

Strong negative relationship

No significant relationship
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Arizona, California, lowa, Missouri, Montana,
Nebraska, North Carolina, North Dakota, Oregon,
South Carolina, Vermont, Washington,

West Virginia, Wyoming, US overall

Alabama, Alaska, Connecticut, Delaware, Florida,
Idaho, lllinois, Indiana, Kansas, Louisiana, Maine,
Maryland, Massachusetts, Minnesota, Nevada,
New Hampshire, New York, Ohio, Pennsylvania,
Rhode Island, Tennessee, Texas, Utah, Virginia,
Wisconsin

Michigan

46

Arizona, California, Michigan,' Nebraska, Vermont,
West Virginia, Wyoming, US overall

Alabama, Alaska, Connecticut, Delaware, Florida, .
Idaho, lllinois, Indiana, lowa,' Kansas, Louisiana, Maine,
Maryland, Massachusetts, Minnesota, Missouri,’'
Montana,' Nevada, New Hampshire, New York,

North Carolina,' North Dakota,' Ohio, Oregon,’
Pennsylvania, Rhode Island, South Carolina,’
Tennessee, Texas, Utah, Virginia, Washington,’
Wisconsin

[none]
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Table 3-5. Correlations between state revenues per pupil and selected fiscal and demographic characteristics, by state: 1997-98—Continued

Characteristics States (before cost adjustments)

States (after cost adjustments)

Student membership

Strong positive relationship [none]

Moderate positive relationship Massachusetts, New Jersey, Rhode Island
Weak positive relationship Michigan

Weak negative relationship USoverall

Alabama, Arkansas, Colorado, Georgia, Idaho,
Kansas, Kentucky, Louisiana, Maine, Mississippi,
Missouri, Montana, New Mexico, North Carolina,
Oklahoma, Oregon, South Carolina, South Dakota,
Tennessee, Texas, Vermont, Virginia, Washington,
West Virginia

Moderate negative relationship

[none}

Alaska, Arizona, California, Connecticut, Delaware,
Florida, lllinois, Indiana, lowa, Maryland, Minnesota,
Nebraska, Nevada, New Hampshire, New York,
North Dakota, Ohio, Pennsylvania, Utah, Wisconsin,
Wyoming

Strong negative relationship
No significant relationship

[none]

Massachusetts, New Jersey, Rhode Island

[nonel

Pennsylvania,' US overall

Alabama, Arizona,' Arkansas, Colorado, Georgia,
Idaho, Indiana,' lowa,' Kansas, Kentucky, Louisiana,
Maine, Minnesota," Mississippi, Missouri, Montana,
New Mexico, North Carolina, North Dakota,’
Oklahoma, Oregon, South Carolina, South Dakota,
Tennessee, Texas, Utah,' Vermont, Virginia,
Washington, West Virginia

[none]

Alaska, California, Connecticut, Delaware, Florida,
lHtinois, Maryland, Michigan,' Nebraska, Nevada,
New Hampshire, New York, Ohio, Wisconsin,
Wyoming

'State changed categories after cost adjustments.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Common Core of Data,”School District Financial Survey (Form F-
33): Schoot Year 1997-98" and U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census, 1990 Decennial Census Schoo! District Special Tabulation.

Figure 3-2. Correlations between state revenues per pupil and median value owner-occupied housing (cost-adjusted dollars), by state: 1997-98
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Correlations between state
revenues per pupil (cost adjusted)
and median value owner-occupied housing

[] Moderate negative relationship ~ (7)
(-0.49- -0.11)

[ Strong negative retationship (33)
(-1.00- -0.50)

N\ B OData not available (11

NOTE: No state-level correlation analysis was possible for the District of Columbia or Hawaii since they only have one district. Nine other states
(Arkansas, Colorado, Georgia, Kentucky, Mississippi, New Jersey, New Mexico, Oklahoma, and South Dakota) were excluded from state-level
correlation analysis because more than 50 percent of the school districts in the state were missing Census data. Regions are delineated in green;
Alaska and Hawaii are part of the Western Region.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Common Core of Data, “School District Financial Survey (Form F-
33): School Year 1997-98" and U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census, 1990 Decennial Census School District Special Tabulation.
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Chapter 3: State Revenues

Figure 3-3. Correlations between state revenues per pupil and median household income (cost-adjusted dollars), by state: 1997-98

Correlations between state

revenues per pupil (cost adjusted)
and median household income

[[] No significant relationship 1)

O Moderate negative relationship  (13)
(-0.49- -0.11)

O Strong negative relationship (26)
(-1.00- -0.50)

] Data not avaitable (1)

P
NOTE: No state-level correlation analysis was possible for the District of Columbia or Hawaii since they only have one district. Nine other states
(Arkansas, Colorado, Georgia, Kentucky, Mississippi, New Jersey, New Mexico, Oklahoma, and South Dakota) were excluded from state-level
correlation analysis because more than 50 percent of the school districts in the state were missing Census data. Regions are delineated in green;
Alaska and Hawaii are part of the Western Region.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Common Core of Data, “School District Financial Survey (Form F-
33): School Year 1997-98" and U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census, 1990 Decennial Census School District Special Tabulation.

Figure 3-4. Correlations between state revenues per pupil and percent minority enroliment (cost-adjusted dollars), by state: 1997-98

Correlations between state
revenues per pupil (cost adjusted)
and median household income

O Strong positive relationship 4
(0.50-1.00)

O Moderate positive relationship  (15)
(0.11-0.49)

[ No significant relationship (13)
Moderate negative relationship  (8)
(-0.49- -0.11)

- Data not available (1)

NOTE: No state-level correlation analysis was possible for the District of Columbia or Hawaii since they only have one district. Nine other states
(Arkansas, Colorado, Georgia, Kentucky, Mississippi, New Jersey, New Mexico, Oklahoma, and South Dakota) were excluded from state-level
correlation analysis because more than 50 percent of the school districts in the state were missing Census data. Regions are delineated in green;
Alaska and Hawaii are part of the Western Region.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Common Core of Data, “School District Financial Survey (Form F-

Q 23): School Year 1997-98" and U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census, 1990 Decennial Census School District Special Tabulation.
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Chapter 3: State Revenues

Figure 3-5. Correlations between state revenues per pupil and percent school-age children in poverty (cost-adjusted dollars), by state: 1997-98

Correlations between state
sC revenues per pupil {cost adjusted)
# and percent school-age children in poverty

O Strong positive relationship (16)
(0.50-1.00)

O Moderate positive relationship ~ (20)
(0.11-0.49)

] No significant relationship 4
.- | Data not available (11)

e

NOTE: No state-level correlation analysis was possible for the District of Columbia or Hawaii since they only have one district. Nine other states
(Arkansas, Colorado, Georgia, Kentucky, Mississippi, New Jersey, New Mexico, Oklahoma, and South Dakota) were excluded from state-level
correlation analysis because more than 50 percent of the school districts in the state were missing Census data. Regions are delineated in gray;
Alaska and Hawaii are part of the Western Region.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Common Core of Data, "School District Financial Survey (Form F-
33): School Year 1997-98" and U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census, 1990 Decennial Census School District Special Tabulation.

General Formula Assistance and General Assistance Revenues

State general formula assistance and general assistance revenues for public elementary and secondary
education totaled $111.1 billion in 1997-98 (table 3-6). This was nearly 72 percent of state revenues
($154.6 billion) in 1997-98.

General Assistance Revenues Per Pupil

General formula assistance and general assistance revenues per pupil in the United States averaged
$2,435 in 1997-98 before cost adjustments (table 3-6). General assistance revenues per pupil were
highest in the Midwest ($2,685) and lowest in the South ($2,238). At $2,545 per pupil, general assis-
tance revenues in the West were higher than in the Northeast ($2,362). The use of cost adjustments
increased the range between the highest and lowest regions from $447 to $631 and the ratio of revenues
per pupil from 1.2 to 1.3 to 1. The Midwest ($2,788) remained the region with the highest per pupil
revenues, and the Northeast ($2,157) replaced the South ($2,437) as the region with lowest general
assistance revenues per pupil.

Smaller districts tended to have higher general formula assistance and general assistance revenues per
pupil, both before and after cost adjustments. Before cost adjustments, revenues per pupil averaged
$2,852 in districts with fewer than 1,000 students, compared to $2,358 in districts with 10,000 or.more
students. After cost adjustments, smaller districts continued to have higher average general assistance
revenues per pupil than larger districts. In addition, the difference between the smallest and the largest
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Chapter 3: State Revenues

Table 3-6. State general formula assistance revenues, cost-adjusted general formula assistance revenues, general formula assistance revenues
per pupil, and cost-adjusted general formula assistance revenues per pupil in public school districts, by region, enroliment, minority
enroliment, poverty, median household income, and median value owner-occupied housing: 1997-98

General formula Cost-adjusted general Cost-adjusted
School district assistance formula assistance General formula general formula
characteristics {in thousands) {in thousands) assistance per pupil assistance per pupil
All districts $111,129,283 $112,466,329 . $2,435 $2,472
Region .
Northeast 18,733,005 - 17,059,076 2,362 2,157
Midwest 28,520,288 29,459,535 2,685 2,788
South 36,877,644 40,150,595 2,238 2,437
West © 26,998,346 25,797,124 2,545 2,446
District enroliment
' 0-999 7,753,847 8,675,725 2852 3,238
1,000-4,999 32,508,466 34,164,273 2,503 2,643
5,000-9,999 16,926,370 17,021,121 2,399 2,418
10,000 or more 53,940,600 52,605,211 2,358 ©2,302
Minority enrollment
Less than 5 percent 29,160,987 30,646,804 2,582 2,715
5 percent-<20 percent 27,216,314 27,701,527 2,268 2,308
20 percent-<50 percent 29,931,401 30,184,615 2,332 2,351
50 percent or more 19,092,541 18,104,837 2,678 , 2,539
Data missing 5,728,040 5,828,548 — —
School-age children in poverty
Less than 5 percent 8,924,304 8,431,106 1,726 : 1,632
5 percent-<15 percent 36,403,761 36,677,413 2,351 2,369
15 percent-<25 percent 29,464,410 30,833,232 2,486 2,602
25 percent or more 30,608,768 : 30,696,030 2,846 2,854
Data missing 5,728,040 5,828,548 —_ —_
Median household income
Less than $20,000 11,264,616 12,343,107 3,255 3,566
$20,000-<$25,000 23,271,521 24,894,328 : 2,771 2,965
$25,000-<$30,000 27,852,163 28,127,055 2,485 2,509
$30,000-<$35,000 17,628,868 17,454,844 2,331 ’ 2,308
$35,000 or more 25,384,075 . 23,818,447 2,009 1,886
Data missing 5,728,040 5,828,548 . —_ —
Median value owner-occupied housing
Less than $40,000 12,201,178 13,550,168 3,335 3,703
$40,000-<$55,000 22,197,550 23,984,741 2,835 3,064
$55,000-<$85,000 34,168,181 35,303,092 2,365 2,444
$85,000 or more 36,834,334 33,799,780 2,126 1,951
Data missing 5,728,040 5,828,548 — —
~Not available.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Common Core of Data,”School District Financial Survey (Form F-
33): School Year 1997-98" and U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census, 1990 Decennial Census School District Special Tabulation.

districts increased from $494 to $936 per pupil. Correlation analysis found a weak negative relation-
ship between district enrollment and general assistance revenues per pupil, both before (-0.04) and
after (-0.06) cost adjustments (tables A-1 and A-2).

Before cost adjustments, general assistance revenues per pupil showed a negative relationship with two
measures of district wealth—median household income (-0.34) and median value owner-occupied hous-
ing (-0.28) (table A-12). School districts with median household income at or above $35,000 had aver-
age revenues per pupil of $2,009, while districts with median household incomes below $20,000 had
revenues per pupil of $3,255 (table 3-6). Similarly, districts with median housing values at or above
$85,000 had average general assistance revenues of $2,126 per pupil, while districts with median hous-
ing values below $40,000 had revenues per pupil of $3,335.
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Chapter 3: State Revenues

After cost adjustments, the differences increased. General assistance adjusted revenues per pupil be-
came higher in districts with the lowest median household incomes ($3,566 per pupil), and lower in
districts with the highest incomes ($1,886). Adjustments also raised general assistance revenues per
pupil in districts with the lowest median housing values ($3,703) and lowered them in districts with the
highest housing values ($1,951). Correlation measures were also strengthened by cost adjustments,
indicating that general assistance revenues per pupil were higher in districts with smaller economic
bases, both before and after cost adjustments. The correlation between adjusted general assistance
revenues per pupil and median household income was -0.43 and median value owner-occupied housing
was -0.40 (table A-13).

General assistance revenues per pupil showed a weak relationship with percent minority enrollment
before cost adjustments (+0.07; the relationship was not significant after cost adjustments). However,
general assistance revenues per pupil were positively correlated with district poverty, both before (+0.29)
and after (+0.31) cost adjustments. Revenues per pupil were lowest in the lowest-poverty districts and
highest in the highest poverty districts—$1,726 and $2,846, respectively, before cost adjustments, and
$1,632 and $2,854 respectively, after cost adjustments. '

Variations in General Assistance Revenues Per Pupil

The restricted range ratio for unadjusted general formula assistance and general assistance revenues
ranged from 0.12 in Alabama to 15.35 in Maine and an extreme 591.10 in Connecticut' (table 3-7).
The United States ratio was 7.92 with 5 states exceeding the national measure: Connecticut, Illinois,
Maine, Massachusetts, and Texas. Cost adjustments increased the variation in 38 of the 46 states with
sufficient data to make the calculation,! as well as in the United States overall (table 3-8). After cost
adjustments, the restricted range ratio ranged from 0.23 in Alabama to 14.28 in Texas. (Connecticut
remained an outlier at 601.10.) The cost-adjusted United States ratio was 8.80, with Connecticut, Illi-
nois, Maine, Massachusetts, and Texas continuing to exceed the national measure.

The coefficient of variation for unadjusted general assistance revenues ranged from 0.05 in Alabama to
1.18 in Vermont (table 3-7). Eight states exceeded the national variation of 0.48: Connecticut, Illinois,
Massachusetts, New Hampshire, New Jersey, Texas, Vermont, and Wyoming. Cost adjustments again
increased the variation, this time in 45 out of 49 states (table 3-8). After cost adjustments, the coeffi-
cient of variation ranged from 0.07 in Alabama to 1.19 in Vermont. The cost-adjusted United States
coefficient was 0.49, and the same 8 states continued to exceed the national measure. ‘

Before cost adjustments, the Gini coefficient for general assistance revenues ranged from 0.02 in Ala-
bama to 0.63 in Vermont (table 3-7). The unadjusted coefficient for the United States was 0.26, with 7
states exceeding the national measure: Connecticut, Illinois, Massachusetts, New Hampshire, New
Jersey, Texas, and Vermont. Cost adjustments decreased the range between the highest- and lowest-
variation states (table 3-8). After cost adjustments, the coefficient ranged from 0.04 in Alabama to 0.61
in Vermont. The adjusted national Gini coefficient was 0.27. Pennsylvania joined the seven other states
with variation greater than the national measure.

19Revenues per pupil at the fifth percentile in Connecticut were very small (0.0089), while at the 95" percentile they were
. 5.1607, leading to an exceptionally high restricted range ratio.

"Variation was not measured in the District of Columbia or Hawaii where there was only one school district. [The restricted
range ratio for general formula assistance revenues was infinity in New Hampshire, New Jersey, or Vermont because rev-
enues per pupil at the fifth percentile were equal to zero.] :
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Table 3-7. Variation in general formula assistance revenues per pupil (unadjusted dollars), by state: 1997-98

Restricted range ratio Coefficient of variation Gini coefficient Average Average
State Value Rank Value . Rank Value Rank rank quartile
United States 792 t 0.48 t 0.26 t t t
Alabama 0.12 1 0.05 1 0.02 1 1.00 1
Alaska 1.69 25 0.39 35 0.16 27 29.00 3
Arizona 2.1 28 0.28 24 0.14 23 25.00 2
Arkansas 1.01 21 0.18 15 0.09 C 14 16.67 2
California : 2.74 32 0.30 27 0.16 27 28.67 3
Colorado 2.81 33 0.32 3 017 31 31.67 3
Connecticut Q] ) 0.80 46 0.46 46 46.00 4
Delaware 0.20 4 0.07 4 0.04 4 400 1
District of Columbia " " " " " " " "
Florida 162 23 0.27 23 0.14 23 23.00 2
Georgia 0.47 10 0.1 6 0.06 7 767 1
Hawaii " (" " " (U " (" 0
Idaho 0.76 16 0.22 22 0.12 22 20.00 2
Ilinois 9.80 43 0.60 44 0.34 44 43.67 4
Indiana 0.94 19 0.18 15 0.10 18 17.33 2
lowa 0.43 9 " 013 10 . 0.07 . 8 9.00 1
Kansas 1.68 24 0.30 27 0.16. 27 26.00 2
Kentucky 0.82 17 0.20 19 0.1 20 18.67 2
Louisiana 0.41 7 0.12 8 0.07 8 7.67 1
Maine : 15.35 45 043 39 0.24 40 4133 4
Maryland . 2.39 : 30 0.32 31 0.18 33 31.33 3
Massachusetts 9.71 42 0.69 45 0.38 45 44,00 4
Michigan ' 0.49 11 0.13 10 0.07 8 9.67 1
Minnesota 391 36 0.29 25 0.15 25 28.67 3
Mississippi 0.21 5 0.06 2 0.04 4 3.67 1
Missouri 5.66 39 041 37 0.23 38 38.00 4
Montana 0.75 15 0.21 21 0.10 18 18.00 2
Nebraska 4,99 37 0.40 36 0.22 37 36.67 3
Nevada 1.87 26 0.46 41 0.18 33 3333 3
New Hampshire ? ? 1.16 : 48 0.57 48 ’ 48.00 4
New Jersey o] ? 0.96 47 0.53 47 47.00 4
New Mexico 1.20 22 0.17 14 0.08 13 16.33 2
New York 375 35 0.37 33 0.19 35 3433 3
North Carolina 0.18 3 0.06 2 0.03 2 233 1
North Dakota 0.25 6 0.1 6 0.04 4 5.33 1
Ohio 2.20 29 0.30 27 0.17 31 29.00 3
Oklahoma 0.82 17 0.20 19 0.1 .20 18.67 2
Oregon 0.57 12 0.18 15 0.09 14 13.67 2
Pennsylvania 534 38 0.45 40 0.26 41 39.67 4
Rhode Island 6.06 40 0.41 37 0.23 38 38.33 4
South Carolina 0.98 20 0.18 15 0.09 14 16.33 2
South Dakota 3.03 34 0.38 34 0.21 36 3467 3
Tennessee 0.64 13 0.16 12 0.09 14 13.00 2
Texas 14,75 44 0.52 43 0.30 43 4333 4
Utah 0.67 14 0.16 12 0.07 8 11.33 1
Vermont ? ? 1.18 49 . 0.63 . 49 49,00 4
Virginia 1.92 27 0.30 27 . 0.16 27 27.00 3
Washington 0.13 2 0.09 5 0.03 2 3.00 1
West Virginia . 0.41 . 7 0.12 8 0.07 8 7.67 1
Wisconsin 2.50 31 029 25 0.5 25 27.00 2
Wyoming 6.59 41 0.49 42 0.26 41 4133 4

tNot applicable.

'Variation is not measured in the District of Columbia or Hawaii where there is only one school district.

“The restricted range ratio could not be calculated for general formula assistance revenues in New Hampshire, New Jersey, or Vermont because
the fifth percentile—by which the difference is divided—was equal to zero.

*Revenues per pupil at the fifth percentile in Connecticut were very small, near zero, leading to a very large restricted range ratio.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Common Core of Data, "School District Financial Survey (Form F-

33) School Year 1997-98."
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Chapter 3: State Revenues

Table 3-8. Variation in general formula assistance revenues per pupil {cost-adjusted dollars), by state: 1997-98

Restricted range ratio Coefficient of variation Gini coefficient Average Average

State Value Rank Value Rank Value Rank rank quartile
United States 8.80 t 0.49 t 0.27 L t +
Alabama 0.23 1 0.07 1 0.04 1 1.00 1
Alaska 1.53 23 0.40 33 0.16 23 26.33 2
Arizona 2.46 29 0.31 .24 0.16 23 25.33 2
Arkansas 1.29 . 22 0.20 16 0.1 16 18.00 2
California 3.33 ’ 33 0.32 26- 017 26 28.33 3
Colorado 3.04 31 0.35 31 0.19 32 31.33 3
Connecticut Y] ® 0.80 46 0.45 46 46.00 4
Delaware 0.29 3 0.10 3 0.05 . 2 2.67 1
District of Columbia " : " " " " " " ("
Florida 1.75 24 0.30 23 0.16 23 23.33 2
Georgia 0.75 1 0.17 n 0.10 13 11.67 1
Hawaii " " " " " " " "
Idaho 0.89 17 0.24 19 0.13 20 18.67 2
Illinois 12.34 43 0.67 44 037 44 43.67 4
Indiana 0.88 16 0.19 13 0. 16 15.00 2
lowa | 0.51 8 0.14 7 0.07 . 8 767 1
Kansas 2.26 26 0.36 32 0.20 34 30.67 "3
Kentucky 1.03 19 0.24 19 0.13 20 19.33 2
Louisiana 0.57 10 0.16 10 0.09 12 10.67 1
Maine 13.66 44 0.46 39 025 39 40.67 4
Maryland 242 28 033 - 28 0.18 29 28.33 3
Massachusetts 10.38 ) 42 0.70 45 0.39 45 44,00 4
Michigan 0.45 7 013 5 0.06 6 6.00 1
Minnesota 5.06 36 0.34 29 0.17 26 30.33 3
Mississippi 0.30 4 0.08 2 . 005 2 2,67 1
Missouri 6.93 40 0.44 38. 0.25 39 © 39,00 4
Montana 0.87 13 0.24 19 012 19 17.00 2
Nebraska 5.73 38 043 .37 ; 0.23 37 37.33 4
Nevada 1.87 25 0.47 40 0.18 29 31.33 3
New Hampshire ? ? . 1.19 48 0.57 48 48.00 4
New Jersey (O] A 0.95 47 0.53 47 47.00 4
New Mexico 1.26 21 0.19 13 0.08 10 14.67 2
New York 425 35 041 35 022 - 35 35.00 3
North Carolina 0.30 4 0.10 3 0.05 2 3.00 1
North Dakota 041 6 0.14 . 7 0.06 6 6.33 1
Ohio 234 27 0.32 26 018 29 27.33 3
Oklahoma 1.1 20 0.24 19 0.13 20 19.67 2
Oregon 0.75 1 0.22 18 0.10 13 14.00. 2
Pennsylvania 6.21 39 0.48 41 . 028 42 40.67 4
Rhode Island 5.64 37 0.40 33 0.22 35 35.00 3
South Carolina - 0.94 18 0.19 13 0.10 13 14.67 2
South Dakota 3.66 34 0.42 36 0.23 37 35.67 3
Tennessee 0.87 13 - 0.20 16 0.1 16 15.00 2
Texas 14.28 45 0.55 43 0.31 43 43.67 4
Utah 0.87 13 017 n 0.08 10 11.33 1
Vermont A (O] 119 48 - 0.61 49 48.50 4
Virginia 247 30 0.34 29 0.19 32 30.33 3
Washington 0.27 2 0.14 7 0.05 2 3.67 1
West Virginia 0.54 9 0.13 . 5 0.07 8 733 1
Wisconsin 3. 32 0.31 24 017 26 27.33 2
Wyoming 7.05 41 0.50 42 0.27 41 41.33 4

tNot applicable. .

"Wariation is not measured in the District of Columbia or Hawaii where there is only one school district.

TThe restricted range ratio could not be calculated for general formula assistance revenues in New Hampshire, New Jersey, or Vermont because
the fifth percentile—by which the difference is divided—was equal to zero.

3Revenues per pupil at the fifth percentile in Connecticut were very small, near zero, leading to a very large restricted range ratio.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Common Core of Data,“School District Financial Survey (Forrﬁ F-
33): School Year 1997-98."

53
72



Chapter 3: State Revenues

General assistance revenues per pupil showed the same regional patterns as state revenues (figure 3-6).
States in the Northeast had high variation among districts (100 percent fell in the two quartiles with
highest variation), while states in the South had low variation (81 percent fell in the two quartiles with
lowest variation) (table 3-9).

Figure 3-6. Synthesis of variation measures of general formula assistance revenues per pupil (cost-adjusted dollars), by state: 1997-98

General formula assistance
revenues per pupil (cost adjusted):
combined variation measures

D First quartile (lowest variation) (12)
[ second quartile ’ (14)

[J Third quartile (M)
[ Fourth quartile (highest variation) (12)
[l Data not available (2)

NOTE: Variation is not measured in the District of Columbia or Hawaii where there is only one school district. Regions are delineated in black;
Alaska and Hawaii are part of the Western Region.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Common Core of Data, “School District Financial Survey (Form F-
33): School Year 1997-98." '

Table 3-9. Variation in general formula assistance revenues per pupil, by region: 1997-98

Percent of states in quartiles Percent of states in quartiles
Region 1 and 2 (low variation) 3 and 4 (high variation)

Unadjusted general formula assistance revenues per pupil .
Northeast 0 100

Midwest : SO SO
South 81 : 19
West . S8 42
Cost-adjusted general formula assistance revenues per pupil
Northeast 0 100
Midwest 42 , S8
South 81 19
West 67 33

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Edycation Statistics, Common Core of Data, “School District Financial Survey (Form F-
33): School Year 1997-98.”
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Chapter 3: State Revenues

Relationship between General Assistance Revenues Per Pupil and Selected District Fiscal
and Demographic Characteristics

For the United States as a whole and for nearly all states, general formula assistance and general assis-
tance revenues per pupil showed a negative relationship with two measures of district fiscal capacity—
median value owner-occupied housing and median household income—both before and after cost ad-
justments. The unadjusted United States correlation for median value owner-occupied housing was
-0.28 and for median household income was -0.34. The adjusted correlations were -0.40 (housing
value) and -0.43 (household income) (tables A-12 and A-13). Before cost adjustments, all states with
sufficient data except Michigan and Washington showed a negative relationship with median value
owner-occupied housing (table 3-10). Michigan demonstrated a moderate, positive relationship while
Washington demonstrated no significant relationship. After cost adjustments, all of the 40 states with
sufficient data showed a negative relationship, and three-fourths (30 states) showed a strong negative
correlation.

Similarly, 34 states demonstrated a negative relationship between unadjusted general assistance rev-
enues per pupil and median household income. Only Michigan demonstrated a moderate, positive
relationship, and Nebraska, Nevada, South Carolina, Utah, and Washington showed no significant
‘relationship between revenues per pupil and income. After cost adjustments, all states but four demon-
strated a negative relationship between revenues per pupil and household income. Michigan, Nevada,
South Carolina, and Utah showed no significant relationship after cost adjustments. '

For the United States as a whole, a weak positive relationship (+0.07) was found between general
assistance revenues per pupil and percent minority enrollment before cost adjustments; no significant
relationship was found after adjustments. However, before cost adjustments, 20 states showed a posi-
tive relationship between these variables, 15 states showed no significant relationship, and five states—
Kansas, Nevada, New Hampshire, Tennessee, and Texas—showed a negative relationship (table 3-10).
After cost adjustments were applied, 18 states retained a positive relationship, and 13 states had no
significant relationship between revenues per pupil and minority enrollment. Kansas, Louisiana, Maine,
Minnesota, New Hampshire, New York, Tennessee, Texas, and Washington all demonstrated a moder-
ate negative relationship between cost-adjusted revenues per pupil and percent minority enrollment.

In contrast, percent school-age children in poverty was positively correlated with general assistance
revenues per pupil, both before (+0.29) and after (+0.31) cost adjustments and in nearly all the states.
No states showed a negative correlation between the variables either before or after cost adjustments
(table 3-10). Before cost adjustments, six states did not show a positive relationship: in Delaware,
Louisiana, Nevada, South Carolina, Utah, and Washington there was no significant relationship be-
tween revenues per pupil and school-age-children in poverty. After cost adjustments, all measurable
states except four showed a positive relationship: Louisiana, Nevada, South Carolina, and Utah contin-
ued to show no relationship. '

State Instructional Program Revenues

State instructional program revenues for public elementary and secondary education totaled $12.7 bil-
lion in 1997-98 (table 3-11). This was just over 8 percent of state revenues ($154.6 billion) in 1997-98.

55 74



E

Chapter 3: State Revenues

Table 3-10. Correlations between general formula assistance revenues per pupil and selected fiscal and demographic characteristics, by state:

1997-98

Characteristics

States (before cost adjustments)

States (after cost adjustments)

Minority enroliment

Strong positive relationship
Moderate positive relationship

Weak positive relationship
Weak negative relationship
Moderate negative relationship

Strong negative relationship
No significant relationship

Alaska, Connecticut, Rhode Island

Arizona, California, Florida, Idaho, lllinois, Indiana,
lowa, Massachusetts, Michigan, Missouri, Montana,
Nebraska, North Dakota, Ohio, Pennsylvania,
Wisconsin, Wyoming

USoverall

[none]

Kansas, New Hampshire, Tennessee, Texas

Nevada

Alabama, Delaware, Louisiana, Maine, Maryland,
Minnesota, New York, North Carolina, Oregon,
South Carolina, Utah, Vermont, Virginia,
Washington, West Virginia

Alaska, Connecticut, Rhode Island

Arizona, California, Idaho, Indiana, Massachusetts,
Michigan, Missouri, Montana, North Dakota, Ohio,
Pennsylvania, Wyoming

lllinois," Nebraska,' Wisconsin'

[none]

Kansas, Louisiana,’ Maine,' Minnesota,’

New Hampshire, New York,' Tennessee, Texas,
Washington'

[none]

Alabama, Delaware, Florida,’ lowa,' Maryland,
Nevada,' North Carolina, Oregon, South Carolina,
Utah, Vermont, Virginia, West Virginia, US overall

School-age children in poverty

Strong positive relationship

Moderate positive relationship

Weak positive relationship
Weak negative relationship
Moderate negative relationship
Strong negative relationship
No significant relationship

Alaska, Connecticut, lllinois, indiana, Maryland,
Massachusetts, Missouri, Ohio, Pennsylvania,
Rhode island, Virginia, West Virginia, Wyoming

Alabama, Arizona, California, Florida, idaho, lowa,
Kansas, Maine, Minnesota, Montana, Nebraska,
New Hampshire, New York, North Carolina,
North Dakota, Oregon, Tennessee, Texas, Vermont,
Wisconsin, US overall

Michigan

[none]

[none]

[none]

Delaware, Louisiana, Nevada, South Carolina,
Utah, Washington

Alaska, Connecticut, Delaware,! illinois, Indiana,
Maryland, Massachusetts, Missouri, North Carolina,’
Pennsylvania, Rhode Island, Virginia, West Virginia,
Wyoming

Alabama, Arizona, California, Florida, Idaho, lowa,
Kansas, Maine, Michigan,' Minnesota, Montana,
Nebraska, New Hampshire, New York, North Dakota,
Ohio," Oregon, Tennessee, Texas, Vermont,
Washington, Wisconsin, US overall

[none]

[none]

[none]

[none]

Louisiana, Nevada, South Carolina, Utah

Median household income

Strong positive relationship
Moderate positive relationship
Weak positive relationship
Weak negative relationship
Moderate negative relationship

Strong negative relationship

No significant relationship

[none]

Michigan

[none]

[none]

Alabama, Arizona, Callfornla, Florida, idaho, lowa,
Kansas, Louisiana, Maine, Minnesota, Montana,
New Hampshire, North Dakota, Oregon, Tennessee,
Vermont, US overall

Alaska, Connecticut, Delaware, lllinois, Indiana,
Maryland, Massachusetts, Missouri, New York,
North Carolina, Ohio, Pennsylvania, Rhode Island,
Texas, Virginia, West Virginia, Wisconsin, Wyoming

Nebraska, Nevada, South Carolina, Utah, Washington

[none]

[none]

[none]

[none]

Arizona, California, Idaho, Kansas, Louisiana, Maine,
Minnesota, Montana, Nebraska,' New Hampshire,
North Dakota, Oregon, Tennessee, Vermont,
Washington,' US overall

Alabama,' Alaska, Connecticut, Delaware, Florida,'
lllinois, Indiana, lowa,' Maryland, Massachusetts,
Missouri, New York, North Carolina, Ohio,
Pennsylvania, Rhode Island, Texas, Virginia,

West Virginia, Wisconsin, Wyoming

Michigan,' Nevada, South Carolina, Utah

Median value owner-occupied housing

Q

Strong positive relationship
Moderate positive relationship
Weak positive relationship
Weak negative relationship
Moderate negative relationship

Strong negative relationship

No significant relationship

RIC
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[none]

Michigan

[none]

[none]

Alabama, Arizona, California, lowa, Montana,
Nebraska, North Dakota, Oregon, South Carolina,
Tennessee, Utah, Vermont, Wyoming, US overall
Alaska, Connecticut, Delaware, Florida, idaho,
lllinois, Indiana, Kansas, Louisiana, Maine, Maryland,
Massachusetts, Minnesota, Missouri, Nevada,
New Hampshire, New York, North Carolina, Ohio,
Pennsylvania, Rhode Island, Texas, Virginia,

West Virginia, Wisconsin

Washington
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[none]
[none]
[none]

[none]

Arizona, Michigan,' Montana, Nebraska, Oregon,
South Carolina, Utah, Vermont, Washmgton,
Wyoming, US overall

Alabama,’ Alaska, California,’ Connectlcut DeIaware,
Florida, Idaho, lllinois, Indiana, lowa,' Kansas;
Louisiana, Maine, Maryland, Massachusetts,
Minnesota, Missouri, Nevada, New Hampshire,
New York, North Carolina, North Dakota,' Ohio,
Pennsylvania, Rhode Island, Tennessee, Texas,
Virginia, West Virginia, Wisconsin

[none]
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Table 3-10. Correlations between genéral formula assistance revenues per pupil and selected fiscal and demographic characteristics, by state:
1997-98—Continued :

Characteristics States (before cost adjustments) States (after cost adjustments)

Student membership

Strong positive relationship [none] [none]

Moderate positive relationship ~ Massachusetts, New Jersey, Rhode Istand Massachusetts, New Jersey, Rhode Island

Weak positive relationship [none] [none]

Weak negative relationship US overall Michigan,' US overall

Moderate negative relationship  Alabama, Arkansas, Colorado, Georgia, Idaho, Alabama, Arizona,' Arkansas, Colorado, Georgia,
Kansas, Kentucky, Louisiana, Maine, Minnesota, Idaho, Indiana,' Kansas, Kentucky, Louisiana, Maine,
Mississippi, Missouri, Montana, New Mexico, Minnesota, Mississippi, Missouri, Montana, New
North Carolina, Oklahoma, Oregon, South Dakota, Mexico, North Carolina, Ohio,' Oklahoma, Oregon,
Tennessee, Texas, Vermont, Virginia, Washington South Dakota, Tennessee, Texas, Vermont, Virginia,

: Washington, West Virginia'
Strong negative relationship Delaware : Delaware
No significant relationship Alaska, Arizona, California, Connecticut, Florida, Alaska, California, Connecticut, Florida, Illinois, towa,

Illinois, Indiana, lowa, Maryland, Michigan, Nebraska, Maryland, Nebraska, Nevada, New Hampshire, New
Nevada, New Hampshire, New York, North Dakota, York, North Dakota, Pennsylvania, South Carolina,
Ohio, Pennsylvania, South Carolina, Utah, Utah, Wisconsin, Wyoming

West Virginia, Wisconsin, Wyoming )

- 'State changed categories after cost adjustments.
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SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Common Core of Data,”School District Financial Survey (Form F-
33): School Year 1997-98" and U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census, 1990 Decennial Census Schoo! District Special Tabulation.

State Instructional Program Revenues Per Pupil

State instructional program revenues per pupil in the United States averaged $278 in 1997-98 before
cost adjustments (table 3-11). State instructional program revenues per pupil were highest in the Mid-
west ($319) and lowest in the South ($252). At $283 per pupil, state instructional program revenues in

the Northeast were higher than in the West ($274). The use of cost adjustments did not affect the range

between the highest and lowest regions: the difference changed from $67 to $68 and the ratio remained
1.3 to 1. The Midwest ($323) remained the region with the highest per pupil revenues, and the North-
east ($255) replaced the South ($268) as the region with the lowest state instructional program rev-
enues per pupil.

Smaller districts tended to have lower state instructional program revenues per pupil, both before and
after cost adjustments. Before cost adjustments, revenues per pupil averaged $187 in districts with
fewer than 1,000 students, compared to $326 in districts with 10,000 or more students. After cost
adjustments, smaller districts had average revenues per pupil of $203 while larger districts had average
revenues per pupil of $318. Cost adjustments decreased the difference between the smallest and the
largest districts from $139 to $115 per pupil. Correlation analysis, however, found a weak relationship
between district enrollment and state instructional program revenues per pupil for the United States as
a whole, both before (+0.04) and after (+0.03) cost adjustments (tables A-1 and A-2).

State instructional program revenues per pupil showed weak negative relationships with the two mea-
sures of district wealth—median household income (-0.09 before cost adjustments, -0.13 after) and
median value owner-occupied housing (not statistically significant before adjustments, -0.04 after)
(tables A-14 and A-15). School districts with median household income at or above $35,000 had aver-
age revenues per pupil of $226 before cost adjustments, while districts with median household incomes
below $20,000 had revenues per pupil of $242 (table 3-11). After cost adjustments, the figures became
respectively $208 and $259. Similarly, districts with median housing values at or above $85,000 had
average state instructional program revenues of $294 per pupil, while districts with median housing ‘
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Table 3-11. State instructional program revenues, cost-adjusted instructional program revenues, instructional program revenues per pupil, and
cost-adjusted instructional program revenues per pupil in public school districts, by region, enrollment, minority enrollment poverty,
median household income, and median value owner-occupied housing: 1997-98

Instructional Cost-adjusted instructional Cost-adjusted
School district program revenues program revenues Instructional program instructional program
characteristics (in thousands) (in thousands) revenues per pupil revenues per pupil
All districts $12,688,960 $12,555,330 $278 $276
Region
Northeast 2,247,427 2,018,371 283 255
Midwest 3,384,891 3,410,388 319 323
South 4,148,305 4,419,229 252 . 268
West 2,908,337 2,707,342 274 257
District enroliment
0-999 509,398 545,231 187 203
1,000-4,999 2,869,252 2920914 221 . 226
5,000-9,999 1,856,579 1,819,895 263 258
10,000 or more 7,453,731 7,269,290 326 318
Minority enrollment - :
Less than 5 percent 2,216,138 2,297,252 196 204
5 percent-<20 percent 2,977,596 2,985,120 248 249
20 percent-<50 percent 4,347,390 4,321,478 339 337
50 percent or more 2,523,608 2,376,559 354 333
Data missing 624,228 574,922 — —
School-age children in poverty :
Less than 5 percent 1,026,260 ’ 951,281 198 184
5 percent-<15 percent 3,826,139 3,808,279 247 : 246
15 percent-<25 percent 3,982,105 4,092,091 336 : 345
25 percent or more 3,230,228 3,128,756 300 291
Data missing 624,228 : 574,922 ’ — . —
Median household income
Less than $20,000 838,110 897,459 242 259
$20,000-<$25,000 2,363,706 ' 2,472,278 281 294
$25,000-<%$30,000 3,671,157 3,683,185 328 329
$30,000-<$35,000 2,342,803 2,295,225 310 304
$35,000 or more 2,848,956 2,632,261 226 208
Data missing 624,228 . ‘ 574,922 — —
Median vaIue owner-occupied housing
Less than $40,000 909,262 . 964,022 249 : 263
$40,000-<$55,000 1,922,472 2,051,047 246 262
$55,000-<$85,000 4,144,621 4,278,270 287 296
$85,000 or more 5,088,377 4,687,069 294 271
Data missing 624,228 574,922 — —
—Not available.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Common Core of Data,“School District Financial Survey (Form F-
33): School Year 1997-98" and U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census, 1990 Decennial Census School District Special Tabulation.

values below $40,000 had revenues per pupil of $249 before cost adjustments. Cost adjustments nar-
rowed this range to $271 in the wealthier districts and $263 in the districts with lowest housing values.

While state instructional program revenues per pupil showed a weak positive relationship with percent
school-age children in poverty (+0.09 both before and after cost adjustments), they were positively
related to percent minority enrollment across the United States (+0.20 unadjusted, +0.18 adjusted).
Average unadjusted revenues per pupil were lowest in districts with less than 5 percent minority enroll-
ment ($196) and highest in districts with 50 percent or more minority enrollment ($354). Cost adjust-
ments narrowed the range from $158 to $129, but the relationship was still maintained with $204 in
low-minority districts and $333 in high-minority districts.
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State Revenues as a Percent of Total Revenues

State revenues were just over 48 percent of total district revenues for public elementary and secondary
education in the United States in 1997-98. State revenues were the primary source of funds for public
education, followed by local revenues (46 percent) and federal revenues (6 percent).

Variations in State Revenues as a Percent of Total Revenues

The restricted range ratio was 3.87 for percent state revenues across the United States (table 3-12).
Among the states, the ratio ranged from a low of 0.33 in North Carolina to a high of 13.68 in Vermont.
Ten states—Connecticut, Illinois, Massachusetts, New Hampshire, New Jersey, New York, Rhode Is-
land, Texas, Vermont, and Wyoming—had a higher restricted range ratio than the national measure.

The coefficient of variation ranged from 0.10 in North Carolina and Washington to 0.77 in New Hamp-
shire and Vermont. Twelve states—Connecticut, Illinois, Massachusetts, New Hampshire, New Jersey,
New York, Pennsylvania, Rhode Island, Texas, Vermont, Virginia, and Wyoming—had greater varia-
tion than the national level of 0.35.

The smallest Gini coefficient was found in 6 states: Alabama, Alaska, New Mexico, North Carolina,
Utah, and Washington all had a Gini coefficient equal to 0.06. Vermont again had the highest variation
at 0.43. Nine states exceeded the national measure of 0.20: Connecticut, Illinois, Massachusetts, New
Hampshire, New Jersey, Texas, Vermont, Virginia, and Wyoming.

When a composite variation measure was calculated, states in the Northeast demonstrated the greatest
variation (figure 3-7). All Northeastern states fell in the two quartiles of highest variation when com-
pared with other states across the country (table 3-13). Similarly, two-thirds of the states in the Midwest
fell in the same two quartiles. In contrast, most of the states in the South and West (81 percent of
Southern states, 67 percent of Western states) fell in the two quartiles with least variation in percent
state revenues. ‘

Relationship between Percent State Revenues and Selected District Fiscal and
Demographic Characteristics

For the United States as a whole and for nearly all states with sufficient data, percent state revenues
showed a negative relationship with both measures of district fiscal capacity—median value owner-
occupied housing (-0.24) and median household income (-0.43) (table A-16). All states with sufficient
data except four showed a negative relationship between percent state revenues and median value
owner-occupied housing, with 27 states demonstrating a strong negative correlation (table 3-14). Alaska,
Montana, Nebraska, and Utah demonstrated no significant relationship. Seven states did not show a .
negative relationship between percent state revenues and median household income: Montana showed
a moderate, positive relationship while Alaska, Nebraska, Nevada, North Dakota, South Carolina, and
Utah showed no-significant relationship.

A moderate, positive relationship (+0.12) was found between percent state revenues and percent mi-
nority enrollment. Fourteen of the 40 states with sufficient data showed no significant relationship.
Fourteen states, 10 of which were east of the Mississippi River, showed a positive relationship, while
12 states scattered around the country showed a negative relationship between percent state revenues
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Chapter 3: State Revenues

Table 3-12. Variation in percent state revenues, by state: 1997-98

Restricted range ratio Coefficient of variation Gini coefficient Average Average

State : Value Rank Value Rank Value Rank rank quartile
United States 3.87 t 035 . t 0.20 t t t
Alabama 034 2 0.11 3 0.06 1 2.00 1
Alaska 0.42 4 0.12 4 0.06 1 3.00 1
Arizona 2.64 36 0.28 29 0.15 30 31.67 3
Arkansas 0.86 21 0.18 20 0.10 19 20.00 2
California 1.21 26 - 0.21 23 0.1 22 23.67 2
Colorado 2.28 33 0.31 33 017 32 32.67 3
Connecticut 9.35 47 0.59 46 034 46 46.33 4
Delaware 0.40 3 0.12 4 0.07 7 4.67 1
District of Columbia " Q] ") " (") ") (") "
Florida 1.13 25 0.22 24 0.1 22 ) 23.67 2
Georgia 1.09 23 0.20 22 0.12 25 23.33 2
Hawaii () (") " (") " V] " ")
Idaho . 0.65 14 0.17 18 0.09 15 15.67 2
Illinois 5.49 43 0.49 44 0.27 44 43.67 4
Indiana 0.84 19 0.18 20 0.10 19 19.33 2
lowa 0.55 8 013 7 0.07 7 7.33 1
Kansas 1.30 27 0.23 26 0.12 25 26.00 3
Kentucky 0.69 17 017 18 0.10 19 18.00 2
Louisiana 0.67 15 0.16 15 0.09 15 15.00 2
Maine 3.33 38 0.31 33 017 32 3433 3
Maryland 1.86 : 29 0.30 32 017 32 31.00 3
Massachusetts 416 - 41 . 0.51 ) 45 0.29 45 . 4367 4
Michigan 0.63 13 0.15 12 0.08 1 12.00 2
Minnesota 2.00 30 0.26 27 0.14 28 28.33 3
Mississippi 0.52 7 0.13 7 0.07 7 7.00 1
Missouri 2.00 30 0.31 33 0.17 32 31.67 3
Montana 0.77 18 0.16 15 0.09 15 16.00 2
Nebraska 2.47 34 ) 0.31 : 33 017 32 33.00 3
Nevada 091 22 0.29 30 0.11 22 24.67 3
New Hampshire 9.56 48 0.77 48 0.39 48 48.00 4
New Jersey 6.55 45 0.63 47 0.36 47 46.33 4
New Mexico 0.85 20 0.14 10 0.06 1 10.33 1
New York 495 42 0.36 38 0.19 37 39.00 4
North Carolina 033 1 0.10 1 0.06 1 1.00 1
North Dakota 0.56 9 0.15 12 008 1 10.67 1
.Ohio ] 2.63 35 0.34 37 0.19 37 36.33 3
Oklahoma 0.60 1 0.14 10 0.08 1 10.67 1
Oregon 0.60 1" 0.16 15 0.09 15 13.67 2
Pennsylvania 2.69 37 0.36 38 0.20 39 38.00 4
Rhode Island 4.10. 40 037 40 0.20 39 39.67 4
South Carolina 0.59 10 0.15 12 0.08 1 11.00 2
South Dakota 1.46 28 0.29 30 0.16 31 29.67 3
Tennessee 112 24 0.22 24 0.12 25 . 2433 2
Texas 7.86 46 043 42 0.24 42 43.33 4
Utah 0.67 15 0.13 7 0.06 1 7.67 1
Vermont 13.68 49 0.77 48 043 49 48.67 4
Virginia 3.66 39 0.39 41 0.21 a4 40.33 4
Washington 0.46 6 0.10 1 0.06 1 267 1
West Virginia 043 5 0.12 4 0.07 7 533 1
Wisconsin 2.08 32 0.26 27 0.14 28 29.00 3
- Wyoming 6.46 44 0.48 43 0.26 43 43.33 4

tNot applicable.
'Variation is not measured in the District of Columbia or Hawaii where there is only one school district.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Common Core of Data, "School District Financial Survey (Form F-
33): School Year 1997-98."
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Chapter 3: State Revenues

Figure 3-7. Synthesis of variation measures of percent state revenues, by state: 1997-98

combined variation measures

[ First quartile (lowest variation) ~ (12)

[ second quartile (13)

[ Third quartile (12)
[ Fourth quartile (highest variation) (12)

B Data not available 2
P

NOTE: Variation is not measured in the District of Columbia or Hawaii where there is only one school district. Regions are delineated in black;
Alaska and Hawaii are part of the Western Region.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Common Core of Data, “School District Financial Survey {Form F-
33): School Year 1997-98."

Table 3-13. Variation in percent state revenues, b)} region: 1997-98

Percent of states in quartiles Percent of states in quartiles

Region 1 and 2 {low variation) 3 and 4 (high variation)
Percent state revenues
Northeast . ’ 0 100
Midwest 33 ) 67
South 81 : 19
West - 67 33

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Common Core of Data, “School District Financial Survey (Form F-
33): School Year 1997-98."

and percent minority enrollment. Connecticut and Rhode Island showed a strong, positive relationship,
and only Nevada demonstrated a strong, negative relationship.

Percent state revenues was correlated more strongly with percent school-age children in poverty (+0.34)
than with percent minority enrollment at the national level (+0.12). Three Western states—Montana,
North Dakota, and Utah—demonstrated a negative relationship between percent poverty and percent
state revenues. Six states—Alaska, Arizona, Nebraska, Nevada, South Carolina, and Tennessee—dem-
onstrated no significant relationship. The remaining 31 states with sufficient data showed a positive
relationship between percent poverty and percent state revenues (table 3-14).
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Chapter 3: State Revenues

Table 3-14. Correlations between percent state revenues and selected fiscal and demographic characteristics, by state: 1997-98

Characteristics

States

Minority enroliment
Strong positive relationship
Moderate positive relationship

Weak positive refationship
Weak negative relationship
Moderate negative relationship

Strong negative relationship
No significant relationship

Connecticut, Rhode Island

California, lllinois, lowa, Maryland, Massachusetts, Michigan, Missouri, Nebraska, New York, Ohio,
Pennsylvania, Wisconsin, US overall

New York

Texas

Alaska, Maine, Minnesota, Montana, New Hampshire, North Dakota, Tennessee, Utah, Washington,
West Virginia

Nevada

Alabama, Arizona, Delaware, Florida, Idaho, Indiana, Kansas, Louisiana, North Carolina, Oregon,
South Carolina, Texas, Vermont, Virginia, Wyoming

School-age children in poverty
Strong positive relationship

Moderate positive relationship .

Weak positive relationship
Weak negative relationship
Moderate negative relationship
Strong negative relationship
No significant relationship

Connecticut, Delaware, lllinois, Maryland, Massachusetts, Missouri, Ohio, Pennsylvania, Rhode Island,
Virginia :

Alabama, California, Florida, Idaho, Indiana, lowa, Kansas, Louisiana, Maine, Michigan, Minnesota,

New Hampshire, New York, North Carolina, Oregon, Texas, Vermont, Washington, West Virginia, Wisconsin,
Wyoming, US overall

[none]

[none]

Montana, North Dakota, Utah

[none]

Alaska, Arizona, Nebraska, Nevada, South Carolina, Tennessee

Median household income
Strong positive relationship
Moderate positive relationship
Weak positive relationship
Weak negative relationship
Moderate negative relationship

Strong negative relationship

No significant relationship

[none]

Montana

[none]

[none]

Arizona, California, Florida, Idaho, Indiana, lowa, Kansas, Maine, Michigan, Minnesota, New Hampshire,
Oregon, Tennessee, Vermont, Washington, US overall

Alabama, Connecticut, Delaware, lllinois, Louisiana, Maryland, Massachusetts, Missouri, New York,
North Carolina, Ohio, Pennsylvania, Rhode Island, Texas, Virginia, West Virginia, Wisconsin, Wyoming
Alaska, Nebraska, Nevada, North Dakota, South Carolina, Utah

Median value owner-occupied housing

Strong positive relationship
Moderate positive relationship
Weak positive relationship
Weak negative relationship
Moderate negative relationship
Strong negative relationship

No significant relationship

[none]

[none]

[none]

[none]

Arizona, California, lowa, Michigan, North Dakota, Oregon, South Carolina, Tennessee, Wyoming, US overall
Alabama, Connecticut, Delaware, Florida, Idaho, lllinois, Indiana, Kansas, Louisiana, Maine, Maryland,
Massachusetts, Minnesota, Missouri, Nevada, New Hampshire, New York, North Carolina, Ohio, Pennsylvania,
Rhode Island, Texas, Vermont, Virginia, Washington, West Virginia, Wisconsin

Alaska, Montana, Nebraska, Utah

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Common Core of Data, "School District Financial Survey (Form F-
33): School Year 1997-98" and U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census, 1990 Decennial Census School District Special Tabulation.
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Chapter 4: State and Local Revenues

State and Local Revenues

State and local revenues for public elementary and secondary education totaled $301.5 billion in 1997-
98 (table 4-1). This was approximately 94 percent of total district revenues ($321.6 billion).

State and Local Revenues Per Pupil

State and local revenues in the United States averaged $6,606 per pupil in 1997-98 before cost adjust-
ments (table 4-1). State and local revenues per pupil were highest in the Northeast ($8,742) and lowest
in the South ($5,842). The use of cost adjustments decreased the difference between the highest and
lowest regions from $2,900 to $2,270 and the ratio of revenues per pupil from 1.5 to 1.4 to 1. Although
the Northeast remained the region with the highest state and local revenues at $7,899 per pupil, the
West ($5,629) replaced the South ($6,250) as the region with the lowest state and local revenues per

pupil.

Smaller districts tended to have greater state and local revenues per pupil, both before and after cost
adjustments. Before cost adjustments, state and local revenues per pupil averaged $7,085 in districts
with fewer than 1,000 students, compared to $6,397 in districts with 10,000 or more students. After
cost adjustments, the difference between the largest and the smallest districts increased from $688 to
$1,682 per pupil. '

Before cost adjustments, state and local revenues per pupil showed a positive relationship with two
measures of district wealth—median household income (+0.39) and median value owner-occupied
housing (+0.32) (table A-17). School districts with median household income at or above $35,000 had
average state and local revenues per pupil of $7,358, while districts with median household incomes
below $20,000 had state and local revenues per pupil of $5,868. Similarly, districts with median hous-
ing values at or above $85,000 had average state and local revenues of $7,331 per pupil, while districts
with median housing values below $40,000 had revenues per pupil of $6,247.

After cost adjustments, state and local revenues per pupil were again highest in districts with median
household income of $35,000 or more ($6,808) and lower in the districts with median household in-
come below $20,000 ($6,448), but there was a smaller overall relationship between household income
and state and local revenues per pupil (+0.17). For the United States as a whole, there was a weak
positive relationship between state and local revenues and median value owner-occupied housing (+0.03)

(table A-18).

State and local revenues per pupil showed a small negative relationship with district demographic
characteristics such as percent minority enrollment and percent school-age children living in poverty,
both before and after cost adjustments. The correlation between minority enrollment and state and local
revenues per pupil was -0.04 before cost adjustments and -0.16 after cost adjustments. Before and after

A
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Chapter 4: State and Local Revenues

Table 4-1.  5tate and local revenues, cost-adjusted state and local revenues, state and local revenues per pupil, and cost-adjusted state and local
revenues per pupil in public school districts, by region, enrollment, minority enroliment, poverty, median household income, and
median value owner-occupied housing: 1997-98

State and local Cost-adjusted state Cost-adjusted
School district revenues and local revenues State and local state and local
characteristics (in thousands) (in thousands) revenues per pupil revenues per pupil
All districts $301,489,206 $299,373,789 - $6,606 $6,580
Region .
Northeast 69,338,826 62,463,786 8,742 7,899
Midwest 73,042,148 74,564,244 6,877 7,056
South 96,250,481 102,972,028 5,842 6,250
West 62,857,751 59,373,731 5,925 5,629
District enroliment
0-999 19,260,947 21,185,972 7,085 7,906
1,000-4,999 88,199,584 89,371,788 : 6,791 6,913
5,000-9,999 47,698,793 46,612,784 6,760 ) 6,620
10,000 or more 146,329,882 142,203,245 6,397 '6,224
Minority enrollment
Less than 5 percent 76,764,908 79,063,641 6,797 7,004
5 percent-<20 percent 80,136,270 79,457,985 . 6,678 6,621
20 percent-<50 percent 81,334,630 80,886,529 16,336 6,301
50 percent or more 47,470,810 44,597,324 6,658 6,255
Data missing : 15,782,588 15,368,310 ) — —
School-age children in poverty
Less than 5 percent 41,929,122 38,633,721 8,107 7,479
5 percent-<15 percent 101,959,894 101,402,321 6,585 6,549
15 percent-<25 percent 73,155,559 75,961,225 6,173 6,410
25 percent or more 68,662,043 68,008,211 6,384 6,324 -
Data missing 15,782,588 15,368,310 — : —
Median household income
Less than $20,000 20,308,690 22,316,982 5,868 ’ 6,448
$20,000-<$25,000 51,341,877 54,849,065 ' 6,114 6,532
$25,000-<$30,000 72,570,726 73,008,978 6,475 6,514
$30,000-<$35,000 48,537,356 47,870,053 6,418 6,330
$35,000 or more 92,947,969 85,960,401 7,358 6,808
Data missing 15,782,588 15,368,310 —_ : —
Median value owner-occupied housing
Less than $40,000 22,858,112 ) 25,421,440 : 6,247 6,948
$40,000-<$55,000 47,135,246 50,872,398 ] 6,021 ' 6,498
$55,000-<$85,000 88,702,140 91,393,245 6,139 6,327
$85,000 or more 127,011,120 116,318,396 . 7,331 6,715
Data missing 15,782,588 15,368,310 . —_ —_
—Not available.

5OURCE: U.5: Department of Education, National Center for Education 5tatistics, Common Core of Data,”5chool District Financial Survey (Form F-
33): 5chool Year 1997-98" and U.5. Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census, 1990 Decennial Census School District Special Tabulation.

adjustments, the lowest-minority districts had the highest state and local revenues per pupil, $6,797 and
$7,004 respectively. Before cost adjustments, the highest-minority districts had the second-lowest state
and local revenues per pupil ($6,658) and after adjustments these districts had the lowest combined
revenues ($6,255).

The correlation between percent school-age children in poverty and state and local revenues per pupil
was -0.22 before cost adjustments and -0.16 after cost adjustments. State and local revenues per pupil
were highest in the lowest- -poverty districts both before and after cost adjustments, $8,107 and $7,479
respectively. Before cost adjustments, the highest-poverty districts had the second lowest combined
revenues per pupil ($6,384) and after adjustments these districts had the lowest combined revenues
(56,324).
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Chapter 4: State and Local Revenues

Variations in State and Local Revenues Per Pupil

Restricted Range Ratio

Nationally, the restricted range ratio for unadjusted state and local revenues per pupil was 1.18 (table 4-
2). This means that state and local revenues in the district at the 95™ percentile were 1.18 times higher
than state and local revenues in the district at the 5" percentile. Variation across the states ranged from
alow of 0.18 in Nevada to a high of 1.42 in Vermont. Two states (Illinois and Vermont) had a restricted
range ratio higher than that for the United States.

When cost adjustments were applied, the restricted range ratio for state and local revenues per pupil
across the United States decreased to 0.95 (table 4-3). Five states exceeded the national variation after
cost adjustments: Illinois, Montana, New Hampshire, New Mexico, and Vermont.

Cost adjustments increased the range between the lowest-variation and highest-variation states. After
cost adjustments, the restricted range ratio ranged from 0.23 in Kentucky to 1.65 in Vermont. Cost
adjustments had the largest effect on variation in Georgia (ranked 41 before and 20 after cost adjust-
ments) and Oklahoma (ranked 8 before and 26 after cost adjustments).

Coefficient of Variation

Nationally, the coefficient of variation for unadjusted state and local revenues per pupil was 0.27 (table
4-2). This means that approximately two-thirds of the districts nationally have state and local revenues
per pupil between $4822 and $8,390, a range that is from 27 percent below the mean to 27 percent
above the mean. Variation across the states ranged from a low of 0.07 in Kentucky to a high of 0.32 in
Vermont. Four states (Alaska, Illinois, Montana, and Vermont) had a coefficient of variation higher
than the coefficient for the United States.

- After cost adjustments to state and local revenues, the United States coefficient of variation for state
and local revenues per pupil decreased to 0.23 (table 4-3). Seven states (Alaska, Illinois, Montana, New
Hampshire, North Dakota, Texas, and Vermont) exceeded the United States coefficient after cost ad-
justments. Cost adjustments increased the range between the lowest-variation and highest-variation
states. After cost adjustments, the coefficient of variation ranged from a low of 0.06 in Kentucky to a
high of 0.35 in Vermont.

Gini Coefficient

Nationally, the Gini coefficient for unadjusted state and local revenues per pupil across the United
States was 0.13 (table 4-2). A Gini coefficient of 0 means revenues are distributed equally; higher
values such as 0.13 imply revenues are more concentrated among a smaller share of students. Variation
across the states ranged from a low of 0.03 in Nevada to a high of 0.17 in Vermont. Two states (Illinois
and Vermont) had a Gini coefficient higher than the coefficient for the United States.

Cost-of-education adjustments decreased the national Gini coefficient to 0.12 (table 4-3). Illinois and
Vermont still exceeded the United States level of variation, and New Hampshire and Montana joined
the group. Cost adjustments had no effect on the range of variation. After adjustments, the Gini coeffi-
cient still ranged from a low of 0.03 in Nevada to a high of 0.17 in Vermont. ' ;
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Table 4-2. Variation in state and local revenues per pupil (unadjusted dollars), by state: 1997-98

Restricted range ratio Coefficient of variation Gini coefficient Average Average

State Value Rank Value Rank Value Rank rank quartile
United States 1.18 t 0.27 t 013 t t t
Alabama 0.39 15 0.14 21 0.06 1 15.67 2
Alaska 0.99 46 0.29 46 0.12 45 45.67 4
Arizona 0.69 35 0.16 27 0.08 26 29.33 3
Arkansas 0.49 25 0.11 8 0.06 1 14.67 2
California 0.46 21 0.14 21 0.07 21 21.00 2
Colorado 0.35 1 0.12 12 0.06 1 11.33 1
Connecticut 0.47 23 014 21 0.07 21 21.67 2
Delaware 0.31 5 0.09 2 0.05 4 3.67 1
District of Columbia Q] " M M M M Q] [\
Florida 0.26 2 0.09 2 0.05 4 2,67 1
Georgia 0.75 41 017 31 0.09 33 35.00 3
Hawaii " " " " V] " V] "
Idaho 0.51 26 0.15 26 0.08 26 26.00 3
Illinois 1.34 48 0.31 48 0.14 48 48.00 4
Indiana 0.44 18 0.12 12 0.06 1" 13.67 2
lowa 0.27 4 0.10 5 0.04 2 3.67 1
Kansas 0.72 39 0.20 36 0.09 33 36.00 4
Kentucky 0.26 2 0.07 1 0.04 2 1.67 1
Louisiana 0.48 24 0.12 12 0.06 1 15.67 2
Maine 0.59 30 017 31 0.08 26 29.00 3
Maryland 0.53 27 0.14 21 0.07 21 - 23.00 2
Massachusetts 0.65 33 0.18 33 0.10 38 34.67 3
Michigan 0.72 39 0.18 33 0.09 33 35.00 3
Minnesota 0.65 33 0.20 36 '0.08 26 31.67 3
Mississippi 0.46 21 0.12 12 0.07 21 18.00 2
Missouri 1.04 47 0.24 44 0.12 45 45.33 4
Montana 0.97 45 0.29 46 0.13 47 46.00 4
Nebraska 0.54 29 0.16 27 0.08 26 27.33 3
Nevada 0.18 1 0.09 2 0.03 1 1.33 1
New Hampshire 0.85 43 0.22 41 0.1 42 42.00 4
New Jersey 0.62 31 0.16 27 0.09 33 30.33 3
New Mexico 0.69 35 0.18 33 0.08 26 31.33 3
New York 0.77 42 0.23 43 0.1 42 4233 4
North Carolina 0.35 1" 0.11 8 0.06 1 10.00 1
North Dakota 0.64 32° 0.22 41 0.10 38 37.00 4
Ohio 0.71 37 0.20 36 0.10 38 37.00 4
Oklahoma 0.34 8 0.12 12 0.05 4 8.00 1
Oregon 0.36, 13 0.13 20 0.06 1 14.67 2
Pennsylvania 0.53 27 0.16 27 0.09 33 29.00 3
Rhode Island 0.32 6 0.10 5 0.05 4 5.00 1
South Carolina 0.40 16 0.12 12 0.07 21 16.33 2
South Dakota 032 6 0.11 8 0.05 4 6.00 1
Tennessee 0.41 17 0.12 12 0.06 11 13.33 2
. Texas 045 20 0.24 44 0.08 26 30.00 3
Utah 0.34 8 0.14 21 0.06 1 13.33 2
Vermont 1.42 49 0.32 49 017 49 49,00 4
Virginia 071 37 0.21 40 0.1 42 39.67 4
Washington 0.44 18 0.12 12 0.06 11. 13.67 2
West Virginia 0.34 8 0.11 8 0.05 4 6.67 1
Wisconsin 0.36 13 0.10 5 0.05 4 733 1
Wyoming 0.86 44 0.20 36 0.10 38 39.33 4

O

tNot applicable.

'Variation is not measured in the District of Columbia or Hawaii where there is only one school district.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Common Core of Data, “School District Financial Survey (Form F-

33): School Year 1997-98."
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Restricted range ratio Coefficient of variation Gini coefficient - Average Average

- State Value Rank Value Rank Value Rank rank quartile
United 5tates 0.95 1 0.23 1 ©. 012 1 1 1
Alabama 0.39 14 013 18 0.06 " 1433 2
Alaska 0.92 43 0.26 45 0.12 45 4433 4
Arizona 0.81 41 0.18 33 0.08 29 34.33 3
Arkansas 0.39 14 0.10 4 0.05 5 7.67 1
California 0.49 27 0.14 . 21 0.07 21 23.00 2
Colorado 0.46 23 ' 015 23 0.06 1 19.00 2
Connecticut 0.60 30 0.15 23 0.08 29 27.33 3
Delaware 0.29 4 0.08 2 0.04 2 2.67 1
District of Columbia " " " " " " " "
Florida 0.24 2 0.08 2 0.04 2 2.00 1
Georgia 0.44 ’ 20 0.12 12 0.06 1 1433 2
.Hawaii " O] " " " " " "
ldaho 0.58 29 0.16 27 0.08 29 28.33 3
lllinois 1.21 47 0.27 46. 0.13 46 46.33 4
Indiana 0.37 1 0.10 . -4 0.05 5 6.67 1
lowa 0.31 6 012 - 12 0.05 5 7.67 1
Kansas 0.71 36 0.23 42 0.11 40 39.33 4
Kentucky 0.23 1 006 1 0.04 2 1.33 1
Louisiana 0.45 22 0.12 12 0.06 n 15.00 2
Maine 0.74 38 0.20 36 009 . 34 36.00 3
* Maryland 0.46 23 0.12 12 0.06 1 - 1533 2
Massachusetts 0.63 34 0.19 34 0.10 38 35.33 3
Michigan 0.54 28 015 23 0.07 21 24,00 3
Minnesota 0.42 19 0.19 34 0.07 21 24,67 3
Mississippi 0.41 18 o 7 0.06 " 12.00 2
Missouri 0.90 42 - 0.20 36 0.10 38 38.67 3
Montana 1.23 48 033 48 0.15 48 48.00 4
Nebraska 0.75 39 0.22 40 0.11 40 39.67 4
Nevada 0.24 2 0.11 7 0.03 1 333 1
New Hampshire 1.06 45 0.25 43 0.13 . 46 44,67 4
New Jersey 0.62 32 0.16 27 0.08 29 29.33 3
New Mexico 1.19 46 0.21 38 0.09 34 39.33 4
New York 0.73 37 0.22 40 o 40 39.00 4
North Carolina 0.36 10 on 7 0.05 5 7.33 1
North Dakota 0.80 40 0.25 43 0.11 40 41.00 4
Ohio 0.60 30 017 32 0.08 29 30.33 3
Oklahoma 0.48 26 0.16 27 0.07 21 24,67 3
Oregon 0.29 4 0.15 23 0.06 1 12.67 2
Pennsylvania 0.44 20 0.13 18 0.07 21 19.67 2
Rhode Island 038 . 13 012 12 © 007 21 15.33 2
South Carolina 034 9 on 7 0.06 1 9.00 1
South Dakota 0.47 25 0.14 21 0.07 21 2233 2
Tennessee 033 7 0.10 : 4 005 . 5 533 1
Texas 0.64 35 0.28 47 0.09 34 38.67 3
Utah 0.39 14 0.16 27 0.07 21 . 2067 2
Vermont ' 1.65 49 0.35 49 017 49 49.00 4
Virginia 0.62 32 0.16 27 0.09 34 31.00 3
Washington 0.40 17 0.13 18 0.06 n 15.33 2
West Virginia 0.33 7 0.12 12 0.05 5 8.00 1
Wisconsin 0.37 1 o 7 0.06 1 9.67 1
Wyoming 0.94 44 0.21 38 0.11 40 40.67 4

O
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Table 4-3. Variation in state and local revenues per pupil (cost-adjusted dollars), by state: 1997-98

1tNot applicable.
Wariation is not measured in the District of Columbia or Hawaii where there is only one school district.

SOURCE: U.5. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Common Core of Data, “5chool District Financial Survey (Form F-
33): 5chool Year 1997-98."
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Overall Variation

In a synthesis of the three variation measures, variation was high in the Northeast and Midwest and low
in the South (figure 4-1). Three-quarters (78 percent) of Northeastern states and two-thirds (67 percent)
of Midwestern states were in the two quartiles with highest variation in state and local revenues per
pupil, both before and after cost adjustments (table 4-4). In contrast, 81 percent of Southem states were
in the two quartiles with least variation, both before and after cost adjustments.

Figure 4-1. Synthesis of variation measures of state and local revenues per pupil (cost-adjusted dollars), by state: 1997-98

State and local revenues
comblned per pupil (cost adjusted):
combined variation measures
([0 First quartile (lowest variation)  (12)

[ second quartile (13)
[ Third quartile (13)
[ Fourth quartile (highest variation) (11)
" . Data not available 2)

NOTE: Variation is not measured in the District of Columbia or Hawaii where there is only one school district. Regions are dellneated in black;
Alaska and Hawaii are part of the Western Region.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Common Core of Data, “School District Financial Survey (Form F-
33): School Year 1997-98."

Table 4-4. Variation in state and local revenues per pupil, by region: 1997-98

Percent of states in quartiles Percent of states in quartiles

Region 1 and 2 (low variation) 3 and 4 (high variation)
Unadjusted state and local revenues per pupil

Northeast 22 78

Midwest 33 67

South 81 19

West S0 S0
Cost-adjusted state and local revenues per pupil

Northeast 22 78

Midwest ' 33 : . 67

South 81 19

West S0 S0

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Common Core of Data, “School District Financial Survey (Form F-
33): School Year 1997-98." .
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Chapter 4: State and Local Revenues

Relationship between State and Local Revenues Per Pupil and Selected District Fiscal and
Demographic Characteristics

For the United States as a whole, state and local revenues per pupil in unadjusted dollars showed a
moderate, positive relationship with a school district’s median household income (+0.39) and its me-
dian value owner-occupied housing (+0.32) (table A-17). At the state level, median value owner-occu-
pied housing was positively related to state and local revenues per pupil in over half of the 40 states
with available data (table 4-5). This relationship was strongly positive in seven states (Alabama, Florida,
Illinois, Maryland, Michigan, Pennsylvania, and Virginia). Similarly, median household income was
positively related to state and local revenues per pupil in nearly half of the states with available data.
This relationship was strongly positive in seven states (Alabama, Louisiana, Maryland, Michigan, New
York, Pennsylvania, and Virginia). Nine of the 40 states with available data showed no statistically
significant relationship between district housing values and state and local revenues per pupil, while 18
states showed no relationship between district income and combined revenues. Four states (Alaska,
Montana, Nebraska, and North Dakota) showed a moderate negative relationship with district housing
values, while two states (Nebraska and Utah) showed a similar relationship with district income. Only
one state (Nevada) had a strong negative relationship between housing values and state and local rev-

“enues; no states had a similar relationship with district income.

After cost adjustments, the strength of the national relationship between state and local revenues per

“pupil and housing value (+0.03) decreased, as did the relationship between state and local revenues per

pupil and household income (+0.17) (table A-18). Adjusted state and local revenues per pupil contin-
ued to show a strong positive relationship with a district’s median value owner-occupied housing in
only three states (Maryland, Michigan, and Virginia) and a moderate positive relationship in only seven
other states (Alabama, Florida, Illinois, Massachusetts, Ohio, Pennsylvania, and Rhode Island) (figure
4-2). Two states (Maryland and New York) showed a strong positive relationship between a district’s

" median household income and adjusted state and local revenues per pupil, and eight states (Alabama,

Connecticut, Illinois, Louisiana, Michigan, Ohio, Pennsylvania, and Virginia) showed a moderate posi-
tive relationship between these variables (figure 4-3). Nevada continued to be the only state with a
strong negative relationship with median value owner-occupied housing, while nine states (Alaska,
California, Iowa, Kansas, Minnesota, Missouri, Montana, Nebraska, and North Dakota) showed a
moderate negative relationship between state and local revenues and district housing values. Nine
states (California, Iowa, Kansas, Massachusetts, Minnesota, Missouri, Nebraska, Tennessee, and Utah)
showed a similar relationship with district income.

State and local revenues per pupil showed a weak negative relationship with minority enrollment for
the United States as a whole before cost adjustments (-0.04) and a moderate negative relationship after
cost adjustments (-0.16). Three states (Alaska, Massachusetts, and Missouri) showed a strong positive
relationship between minority enrollment and state and local revenues per pupil before cost adjust-
ments, while two states (Alaska and Massachusetts) showed this relationship after cost adjustments
(figure 4-4). New York was the only state to show a strong negative relationship between minority
enrollment and state and local revenues per pupil, and this was after cost adjustments only.

Nationally, the district percent of school-age children in poverty showed a moderate negative relation-
ship with state and local revenues per pupil, both before (-0.22) and after (-0.16) cost adjustments. No
states showed a strong positive relationship between children in poverty and state and local revenues
per pupil before or after cost adjustments. Only one state (New York) showed a strong negative rela-
tionship, both before and after cost adjustments (figure 4-5).
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Chapter 4: State and Local Revenues .

. Table 4-5. Correlations between state and local revenues per pupil and selected fiscal and demographic characteristics, by state: 1997-98

Characteristics

States (before cost adjustments)

States (after cost adjustments)

Minority enroliment
Strong positive relationship
Moderate positive relationship

Weak positive relationship
Weak negative relationship
Moderate negative relationship

Strong negative relationship
No significant relationship

Alaska, Massachusetts, Missouri

California, Indiana, Minnesota, Ohio, Oregon,
Tennessee, Washington

[none]

llinois, US overall

Alabama, Kansas, Nebraska, New Hampshire,
New York, North Dakota, Pennsylvania, Texas

[none]

Arizona, Connecticut, Delaware, Florida, ldaho,
lowa, Louisiana, Maine, Maryland, Michigan,
Montana, Nevada, North Carolina, Rhode Island,
South Carolina, Utah, Vermont, Virginia,

West Virginia, Wisconsin, Wyoming

Alaska, Massachusetts
Minnesota, Missouri,' Ohio, Oregon

[none]

[none]

Alabama, lllinois,' lowa,' Kansas, Louisiana,’
Nebraska, New Hampshire, North Dakota,
Pennsylvania, Texas, Wisconsin,' US overall'

New York'

Arizona, California,' Connecticut, Delaware, Florida,
Idaho, Indiana,’ Maine, Maryland, Michigan, Montana,
Nevada, North Carolina, Rhode Island, South Carolina,
Tennessee," Utah, Vermont, Virginia, Washington,’
West Virginia, Wyoming

School-age children in poverty
Strong positive relationship
Moderate positive relationship

Weak positive relationship
Weak negative relationship
Moderate negative relationship

Strong negative relationship
No significant relationship

[none]
Alaska, Massachusetts, Minnesota, Missouri, Utah

[none]

Texas

Alabama, illinois, Louisiana, Michigan, New
Hampshire, Pennsylvania, Virginia, Washington,
US overall

New York

Arizona, California, Connecticut, Delaware, Florida,
Idaho, Indiana, lowa, Kansas, Maine, Maryland,
Montana, Nebraska, Nevada, North Carolina,
North Dakota, Ohio, Oregon, Rhode Island,

South Carolina, Tennessee, Vermont, West Virginia,
Wisconsin, Wyoming )

[none]

Alaska, California,' Massachusetts, Minnesota,
Missouri, Tennessee,' Utah, Washington'

[none]

[none]

Alabama, lllinois, Louisiana, Maryland,' Michigan,
Pennsylvania, Virginia, Wisconsin,' US overal/

New York

Arizona, Connecticut, Delaware, Florida, Idaho,
Indiana, lowa, Kansas, Maine, Montana, Nebraska,
Nevada, New Hampshire,' North Carolina, North
Dakota, Ohio, Oregon, Rhode Island, South Carolina,
Texas,' Vermont, West Virginia, Wyoming )

Median household income
Strong positive relationship

Moderate positive relationship

Weak positive relationship
Weak negative relationship
Moderate negative relationship

Strong negative relationship
No significant relationship

Alabama, Louisiana, Maryland, Michigan,

New York, Pennsylvania, Virginia

Arizona, Connecticut, Florida, lllinois, Indiana, lowa,
North Carolina, Ohio, South Carolina, Washington,
Wisconsin, US overall

Missouri, Texas

[none]

Nebraska, Utah

[none]

Alaska, California, Delaware, Idaho, Kansas, Maine,
Massachusetts, Minnesota, Montana, Nevada,
New Hampshire, North Dakota, Oregon,

Rhode Island, Tennessee, Vermont, West Virginia,
Wyoming

Maryland, New York

Alabama,' Connecticut, lllinois, Louisiana,' Michigan,’
Ohio, Pennsylvania,' Virginia,' US overall

[none]

[none] )

California,’ lowa,' Kansas,' Massachusetts,’
Minnesota,' Missouri,' Nebraska, Tennessee,' Utah
[none]

Alaska, Arizona," Delaware, Florida,' |daho, Indiana,’
Maine, Montana, Nevada, New Hampshire,

North Carolina,' North Dakota, Oregon, Rhode Island,
South Carolina,’ Texas,' Vermont, Washington,'

West Virginia, Wisconsin,' Wyoming

Median value owner-occupied housing

Strong positive relationship

Moderate positive relationship

Weak positive relationship
Weak negative relationship
Moderate negative relationship

Strong negative relationship

Alabama, Florida, lllinois, Maryland, Michigan,
Pennsylvania, Virginia

Arizona, California, Idaho, Indiana, Louisiana,
Maine, Massachusetts, Minnesota, Missouri,
New Hampshire, New York, North Carolina, Ohio,
South Caroling, Tennessee, Texas, Vermont,
Washington, Wisconsin, US overall

[none]

[none]

Alaska, Montana, Nebraska, North Dakota

Nevada

Maryland, Michigan, \/irginia

Alabama,' Florida," lilinois,' Massachusetts, Ohio,
Pennsylvania,' Rhode Island’

US overall'

California’

Alaska, lowa,' Kansas,' Minnesota,' Missouri,'
Montana, Nebraska, North Dakota

Nevada
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Chapter 4: State and Local Revenues

Table 4-5. Correlations between state and local revenues per pupil and selected fiscal and demographic characteristics, by state: 1997-98—

Continued
Characteristics States (before cost adjustments) States (after cost adjustments)
Median value owner-occupied housing (Continued)
No significant relationship Connecticut, Delaware, lowa, Kansas, Oregon, Arizona,' Connecticut, Delaware, Idaho,' Indiana,’
Rhode Island, Utah, West Virginia, Wyoming Louisiana,’ Maine,' New Hampshire,' New York,'

North Carolina,' Oregon, South Carolina,’
Tennessee," Texas,' Utah, Vermont,' Washington,’
West Virginia, Wisconsin,' Wyoming

'State changed categories after cost adjustments.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Common Core of Data, “School District Financial Survey (Form F-
33): School Year 1997-98" and U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census, 1990 Decennial Census School District Special Tabulation.

Figure 4-2. Correlations between state and local revenues per pupil and median value owner-occupied housing (cost-adjusted dollars), by state:
1997-98 .

* Correlations between state and

ocal revenués combined per pupil

(cost edjusted) and median value
owner-occupied housing

O Strong positive relationship 3)
(0.50-1.00)

0 Moderate positive relationship 7)
(0.11-0.49)

7] No significant retationship (20)

D Weak negative relationship (1)
g (-0.10--0.01)
- O Moderete negative relationship (1)

’ (-0.49--0.11)
HI Strong negative relationship (8)
(-1.00- -0.50)

B Data not avaitable (11)

NOTE: No state-level correlation analysis was possible for the District of Columbia or Hawaii since they only have one district. Nine other states
(Arkansas, Colorado, Georgia, Kentucky, Mississippi, New Jersey, New Mexico, Oklahoma, and South Dakota) were excluded from state-level
correlation analysis because more than 50 percent of the school districts in the state were missing Census data. Regions are delineated in green;
Alaska and Hawaii are part of the Western Region.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Commoh Core of Data, “School District Financial Survey (Form F-
33): Schoo! Year 1997-98" and U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census, 1990 Decennial Census School District Special Tabulation.
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Chapter 4: State and Local Revenues

Figure 4-3. Correlations between state and local revenues per pupil énd median household income (cost-adjusted dollars), by state: 1997-98

)
(./.\
7
L s }
OH S\
S8
va
KY
™ y .
f Correlations between state and local
revenues combined per pupil (cost
/ adjusted) and median household income
GA

( 0 Strong positive relationship 2)
(0.50~1.00)

O Moderate positive relationship 8)
(0.11-0.49)
[J No significant relationship @1

\ O Moderate negative relationship  (9)
(-0.49--0.11)

Il Data not available (1)

NOTE: No state-level correlation analysis was possible for the District of Columbia or Hawaii since they only have one district. Nine other states
(Arkansas, Colorado, Georgia, Kentucky, Mississippi, New Jersey, New Mexico, Oklahoma, and South Dakota) were excluded from state-level
correlation analysis because more than 50 percent of the school districts in the state were missing Census data. Regions are delineated in green;
Alaska and Hawaii are part of the Western Region.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Common Core of Data, "School District Financial Survey (Form F-
33): School Year 1997-98” and U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census, 1990 Decennial Census Schoo! District Special Tabulation.

Figure 4-4. Correlations between state and local revenues per pupil and percent minority enrollment (cost-adjusted dollars), by state: 1997-98

orrelations between state and

local revenues combined per pupit (cost
7' adjusted) and percent minority enrollment

GA ( [] Strong positive relationship @
. (0.50-1.00)

] Moderate positive retationship (4)
(0.11-0.49)

[J No significant refationship (22)
N \J) [] Moderate negative relationship (1)

(-0.49--0.11)

D Strong negative relationship ")
(-0.50~ -1.00)

B Data not available (1)

NOTE: No state-level correfation analysis was possible for the District of Columbia or Hawaii since they only have one district. Nine other states
(Arkansas, Colorado, Georgia, Kentucky, Mississippi, New Jersey, New Mexico, Oklahoma, and South Dakota) were excluded from state-level
correlation analysis because more than 50 percent of the school districts in the state were missing Census data. Regions are delineated in green;
Alaska and Hawaii are part of the Western Region.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Common Core of Data, “School District Financia! Survey (Form F-
33): School Year 1997-98" and U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census, 1990 Decennial Census School District Special Tabulation.
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: Chapter 4: State and Local Revenues

Figure 4-5. Correlations between state and local revenues per pupil and percent school-age children in poverty (cost-adjusted dollars), by state:
1997-98 ) ]

Correlations between state and local
revenues combined per pupil (cost
adjusted) and percent school-age
children in poverty

O Moderate positive relationship (8)
{0.11-0.49)

] No significant relationship (23)

Moderate negative relationship 8)
a
(-0.49--0.11)

O Strong negative relationship (1)
(-0.50—-1.00)
B Data not available (1

-

NOTE: No state-level correlation analysis was possible for the District of Columbia or Hawaii since they only have one district. Nine other states
(Arkansas, Colorado, Georgia, Kentucky, Mississippi, New Jersey, New Mexico, Oklahoma, and South Dakota) were excluded from state-level
correlation analysis because more than 50 percent of the school districts in the state were missing Census data. Regions are delineated in green;
Alaska and Hawaii are part of the Western Region. :

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Common Core of Data, “School District Financial'Survey (Form F-
. 33): School Year 1997-98" and U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census, 1990 Decennial Census School District Special Tabulation.
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Chapter 5: Federal Revenues

Federal Revenues

Federal revenues for public elementary and secondary education totaled $20.1 billion in 1997-98 (table
5-1). This was approximately 6.3 percent of total district revenues ($321.6 billion) in 1997-98. Just
over 34 percent of federal revenues came from Title I allocations ($6.9 billion) (table 5-6), with the rest
coming from other federal sources.

Federal Revenues Per Pupil

Federal revenues per pupil in the United States averaged $441 in 1997-98 before cost adjustments
(table 5-1). Federal revenues per pupil were highest in the South ($482) and lowest in the Midwest
($378). At $455 per pupil, federal revenues in the West were higher than in the Northeast ($422). The
use of cost adjustments increased the range between the highest and lowest regions from $104 to $143

" and the ratio of revenues per pupil from 1.3 to 1.4 to 1. The South remained the region with the highest
per pupil revenues at $523, but the Northeast replaced the Midwest as the region with lowest federal
revenues per pupil at $380.

The smallest and largest districts had the most federal revenues per pupil, both before and after cost
adjustments. Mid-sized districts averaged smaller federal revenues per pupil. Before cost adjustments,
federal revenues per pupil averaged $439 in districts with fewer than 1,000 students and $490 in dis-
tricts with 10,000 or more students, compared to $384 and $388 in the respective mid-ranges. After
cost adjustments, federal revenues per pupil averaged $499 in the smallest districts and $478 in the
largest, compared to $410 and $397 in the mid-sized districts. The difference between the smallest and
the largest revenues per pupil decreased from $106 to $102 per pupil. Correlation analysis showed no
significant relationship between district enrollment and federal revenues per pupil, either before or
after cost adjustments (tables A-1 and A-2). '

Before cost adjustments, federal revenues per pupil showed negative relationships with two measures
of district wealth—median household income (-0.46) and median value owner-occupied housing
(-0.15) (table A-19). In other words, districts in areas with stronger economic bases tended to have less
revenue from federal sources than districts in poorer areas (table 5-1). School districts with median
-household income at or above $35,000 had average federal revenues per pupil of $228, while districts
with median household incomes below $20,000 had revenues per pupil of $806. Similarly, districts
with median housing values at or above $85,000 had average federal revenues of $367 per pupil, while
districts with median housing values below $40,000 had federal revenues per pupil of $658.

The relationship was stronger after cost adjustments. Cost adjustments increased the range on federal
revenues per pupil between districts with the highest and lowest wealth from $578 to $671 between
districts with the highest and lowest median household incomes, and from $291 to $394 between dis-
tricts with the highest and lowest median housing values. The ratios were increased from 3.5 to 4.2 to
75 )
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Chapter 5: Federal Revenues

Table 5-1.  Federal revenues, cost-adjusted federal revenues, federal revenues per pupil, and cost-adjusted federal revenues per pupil in public
school districts, by region, enrollment, minority enroliment, poverty, median household income, and median value owner-occupied
housing: 1997-98

School district Federal revenues Cost-adjusted federal Federal revenues Cost-adjusted federal

characteristics (in thousands) revenues (in thousands) per pupil revenues per pupil
All districts ) $20,132,950 ’ $20,355,036 5441 $447
Region
Northeast 3,343,736 3,008,403 422 : 380
Midwest 4,016,618 4,120,249 ) 378 390
South 7,949,168 8,624,678 482 523
West 4,823,428 4,601,706 455 : ’ 436
District enrollment
0-999 1,193,349 1,337,993 439 499
1,000-4,999 4,983,611 5,300,435 384 410
5,000-9,999 ) 2,738,913 2,792,358 388 397
10,000 or more 11,217,077 10,924,250 490 478
Minority enrollment . .
Less than 5 percent 3,132,661 3,334,244 277 295
5 percent-<20 percent 3,812,046 3,916,962 : 318 : 326
20 percent-<50 percent 6,502,154 6,588,049 507 513
50 percent or more 5,594,571 5,351,194 785 751
Data missing 1,091,518 : 1,164,587 — —
School-age children in poverty
Less than 5 percent 810,299 754,356 157 146
5 percent—<15 percent 4,357,449 4,356,757 281 . 281
15 percent-<25 percent 5,648,124 5,862,632 477 495
25 percent or more 8,225,560 8,216,703 765 764
Data missing 1,091,518 1,164,587 — —
Median household income :
Less than $20,000 2,788,492 3,049,104 . 806 881
$20,000-<5$25,000 4,725,374 4,993,837 563 595
$25,000-<$30,000 5,720,157 5,654,393 510 504
$30,000-<$35,000 2,932,095 ) 2,845,348 388 376
$35,000 or more 2875314 2,647,768 228 210
Data missing 1,091,518 1,164,587 - —
Median value owner-occupied housing
Less than $40,000 2,406,679 2,662,942 658 728
$40,000-<$55,000 4,177,120 4,475,055 534 : 572
$55,000-<5$85,000 6,093,245 : 6,265,662 422 . 434
$85,000 or more 6,364,388 5,786,789 ) 367 334
Data missing 1,091,518 1,164,587 . — : —
—Not available.

SOURCE: U.5. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Common Core of Data, “School District Financial Survey (Form F-
33): School Year 1997-98" and U.5. Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census, 1990 Decennial Census 5chool District Special Tabulation.

1 for median household income and from 1.8 to 2.2 to 1 for median value owner—oécupied housing. The
correlation between adjusted federal revenues per pupil and median household income was -0.50 and
median value owner-occupied housing was -0.23 (table A-20).

Federal revenues per pupil showed a positive relationship with two district demographic characteris-
tics—percent minority enrollment and percent school-age children living in poverty—both before and
after cost adjustments. Before adjustments, school districts with the highest minority enrollments also
had the highest federal revenues per pupil, and districts with the lowest minority enrollments had the
lowest—8$785 and $277, respectively. After adjustments, the range between the lowest- and highest-
minority districts decreased—from $508 to $456. Correlation analysis also showed a positive relation-
ship between federal revenues per pupil and percent minority enrollment, both before (+0.56) and after
(+0.49) cost adjustments. ' '
O
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Chapter 5: Federal Revenues

Federal revenues per pupil were lowest in the lowest-poverty districts and highest in the highest-pov-
erty districts both before and after cost adjustments—$157 and $765, respectively, before cost adjust-
ments, and $146 and $764 respectively, after cost adjustments. Correlation analysis also demonstrated
that districts with greater poverty tended to have more revenues per pupil from federal sources, both
before (+0.66) and after (+0.65) cost adjustments.

Variations in Federal Revenues Per Pupil

Restricted Range Ratio

The restricted range ratio for unadjusted federal revenues per pupil across the United States was 7.13
(table 5-2).!2 Variation in the states ranged from 0.49 in Nevada to 15.38 in Connecticut and two very
high values in Montana (43.43) and in New Hampshire (94.68). Fourteen states had a restricted range
_ ratio higher than that for the United States. (The restricted range ratio could not be calculated for
federal revenues in Vermont because the fifth percentile—by which the dlfference was divided—was
equal to zero.) '

When cost adjustments were applied, the restricted range ratio for federal revenues per pupil across the
United States increased to 7.54 (table 5-3). Thirteen states exceeded the national variation after cost
adjustments. Cost adjustments decreased the range between the lowest-variation and highest-variation
states. After cost adjustments, the restricted range ratio ranged from 0.49 in Nevada to 14.80 in Con-
necticut, with high values in Montana (37.32) and New Hampshire (92.62)."3

Coefficient of Variation

The coefficient of variation for unadjusted federal revenues per pupil across the United States was 0.79
(table 5-2). Variation in the states ranged from 0.24 in Florida to 2.37 in Minnesota. Seventeen states
had a coefficient of variation higher than that for the United States.

When federal revenues were adjusted for cost of education differences, the coefficient of variation for
federal revenues per pupil across the United States rose to 0.81 (table 5-3). Fourteen states exceeded
the national variation after cost adjustments. Cost adjustments increased the range between the lowest-
variation and highest-variation states. After cost adjustments, the coefficient of variation ranged from
0.25 in Florida to 2.65 in Minnesota.

Gini Coefficient

The Gini coefficient for unadjusted federal revenues per pupil across the United States was 0.34 (table
5-2). Variation in the states ranged from 0.08 in Nevada to 0.55 in Montana. Nineteen states had a Gini
coefficient higher than that for the United States. '

Cost-of-education adjustments had no effect on the Gini coefficient across the United States; it re-
mained 0.34 (table 5-3). Again, 19 states exceeded the United States level of variation. Cost adjust-

12The range across the states excludes Vermont, where the restricted range ratio was infinity.

13See footnote 12 above.
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Table 5-2. Variation in federal revenues per pupil (unadjusted dollars), by state: 1997-98

Restricted range ratio Coefficient of variation . Gini coefficient _ Average Average
State Value Rank " Value Rank Value Rank rank quartile
United States 7.13 t 0.79 t 0.34 t t t
Alabama 213 6 0.38 8 0.20 : 7 7.00 1
Alaska 10.15 42 1.27 42 0.48 46 4333 4
Arizona 7.08 34 1.36 44 0.46 43 4033 4
Arkansas . 295 13 0.50 14 0.24 14 13.67 1
California 4,56 24 ’ 0.53 16 0.28 20 20.00 2
Colorado 5.05 27 0.71 29 0.33 28 28.00 3
Connecticut 15.38 46 0.98 36 0.48 46 42.67 4
Delaware 3.26 15 0.59 21 0.22 " 15.67 2
District of Columbia M - M M M ) " " " "
Florida 1.00 2 0.24 1 0.13 2 1.67 1
Georgia 3.64 18 0.49 13 0.27 17 16.00 2
Hawaii " " " " " " " "
Idaho 3.29 16 0.55 17 0.23 12 15.00 2
lllinois 1411 45 079 32 0.43 40 39.00 4
Indiana 9.10 39 0.68 _ 26 - 0.37 32 3233 3
lowa - 3.51 17 - 042 1 0.23 . 12 13.33 1
Kansas 8.38 38 1.02 39 0.40 36 37.67 4
Kentucky 2.88 12 0.39 10 0.21 9 10.33 1
Louisiana 1.43 3 0.25 2 0.14 3 2.67 1
Maine 422 23 1.31 43 0.31 22 29.33 3
Maryland ) 3.93 22 0.57 19 0.27 17 19.33 2
Massachusetts 390 21 0.56 18 0.31 22 20.33 2
Michigan 11.94 44 0.85 34 0.43 40 39.33 4
Minnesota 5.09 28 237 49 0.42 39 38.67 4
Mississippi 268 1 0.38 8 0.21 9 9.33 1
Missouri 7.04 33 0.68 26 0.34 30 29.67 3
Montana 4343 47 177 47 0.55 49 4767 4
Nebraska 4.95 . 26 1.04 40 0.39 34 3333 3
Nevada - 0.49 1 0.28 4 0.08 1 2.00 1
New Hampshire 94.68 48 057 . 19 0.31 22 29.67 3
New Jersey 9.25 40 091 35 0.4 37 3733 3
New Mexico 8.02 36 0.99 37 0.39 34 35.67 3
New York 6.48 . 32 0.60 22 0.33 28 27.33 3
North Carolina 1.80 5 033 6 0.18 5 5.33 1
North Dakota 4,66 25 2.18 48 0.46 43 38.67 4
Ohio 10.08 41 0.77 31 041 37 36.33 3 -
Oklahoma 5.72 30 0.65 25 0.31 22 25.67 2
Oregon 3.65 19 0.46 12 0.25 16 15.67 2.
Pennsylvania 11.48 43 0.81 33 043 40 38.67 4
Rhode Island 534 29 0.68 26 0.36 31 28.67 3
South Carolina 2.48 10 037 7 0.20 7 8.00 1
South Dakota 7.96 35 1.57 46 0.46 43 41,33 4
Tennessee 2.20 8 ) 0.32 5 0.18 5 6.00 1
Texas 6.22 31 0.63 23 0.31 22 2533 2
Utah 2.15 7 0.63 23 0.24 14 14.67 2
Vermont O] @ 1.13 41 0.53 48 44,50 4
Virginia 3.09 14 0.51 15 0.27 17 15.33 2
Washington 3.79 20 0.75 30 0.32 27 25.67 2
West Virginia 2.20 8 0.26 3 0.14 3 4.67 1
Wisconsin . 8.11 37 : 0.99 37 0.38 33 35.67 3
Wyoming 1.65 4 1.53 45 0.29 21 23.33 2

tNot applicable.

'Variation is not measured in the District of Columbia or Hawaii where there is only one school district.

*The restricted range ratio could not be calculated for federal revenues in Vermont because the fifth percentile—by which the difference is
divided—was equal to zero.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Common Core of Data, “School District Financial Survey (Form F-
33): School Year 1997-98." ’ ’
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Table 5-3. Variation in federal revenues per pupil (cost-adjusted dollars), by state: 1997-98

Restricted range ratio Coefficient of variation Gini coefficient Average Average

State . Value Rank Value Rank Value Rank rank quartile
United States 7.54 t 0.81 t 034 t t t
Alabama 245 8 0.40 9 0.21 7 8.00 1
Alaska 10.69 42 1.30 43 0.48 46 43.67 4
Arizona 7.26 34 1.42 44 0.47 43 40.33 4
Arkansas 3.01 12 053 14 0.25 15 13.67 1
California v 489 25 055 16 0.28 19 20.00 2
Colorado 5.38 29 0.70 29 0.33 27 28.33 3
Connecticut 14.80 46 0.96 37 0.47 43 42.00 4
Delaware 3.52 16 0.62 23 0.24 12 17.00 2
District of Columbia ) Q) " " " () " "
Florida . 1.07 2 025 1 0.13 2 1.67 R
Georgia 441 22 0.54 15 0.29 - 21 19.33 2
Hawaii 0] " " " " (O (" 0]
Idaho 343 15 0.57 19 0.24 12 1533 2
Hlinois 14.13 45 0.77 32 042 40 ~39.00 4
Indiana 8.97 39 066 26 0.36 32 3233 3
lowa 3.79 18 042 " 0.23 1 13.33 1
Kansas 9.00 40 0.98 38 - 039 36 38.00 4
Kentucky 3.36 14 0.41 10 0.22 9 11.00 1
Louisiana 1.56 3 0.27 2 0.14 3 2,67 1
Maine ' 4.85 24 056 17 0.28 19 20.00 2
Maryland 3.7 17 056 17 0.27 17 17.00 2
Massachusetts 4.10 20 0.57 19 0.31 23 20.67 2
Michigan . 11.33 43 0.79 33 041 38 38.00 4
Minnesota 4.59 23 2.65 49 043 41 37.67 4
M.ississippi 297 1 0.39 7 0.22 9 -9.00 1
Missouri 7.45 35 0.67 28 0.34 30 31.00 3
Montana 37.32 47 1.78 47 0.55 49 47.67 4
Nebraska 5.20 127 1.07 41 0.37 33 33.67 3
Nevada 0.49 1 0.30 4 0.08 1 2,00 1
New Hampshire 92.62 48 0.60 ‘ 22 0.32 24 31.33 3
New Jersey 8.82 38 092 . 36 0.41 38 37.33 3
New Mexico 5.90 30 0.99 39 0.37 33 34.00 3
New York 7.09 33 0.59 21 0.32 24 26.00 2
North Carolina 2.10 6 0.36 6 0.19 5 5.67 1
North Dakota 5.20 27 231 48 0.47 43 39.33 -4
Ohio 9.73 41 0.75 31 040 37 36.33 3
Oklahoma 6.78 32 0.70 29 0.33 27 29.33 3
Oregon 4.09 19 0.49 12 0.25 15 15.33 2
Pennsylvania 11.53 4 0.80 34 0.43 41 39.67 4
Rhode Island 5.18 26 0.66 26 0.35 31 27.67 3
“South Carolina 274 10 . 039 7 021 . 7 8.00 1
~ South Dakota 8.45 37 . 1.65 46 0.48 46 43.00 4
Tennessee 268 9 0.34 5 C .09 5 6.33 1
Texas 6.43 31 0.65 24 0.32 24 26.33 2
Utah 2,03 5 0.65 24 0.24 12 13.67 1
Vermont ' A ? 113 42 0.52 48 45.00 4
Virginia 3.14 13 0.51 13 0.27 17 14.33 2
Washington 433 21 0.80 34 0.33 27 27.33 3
West Virginia 2.29 7 0.27 2 0.15 .4 433 1
Wisconsin 8.09 36 1.01 40 0.37 33 36.33 3
Wyoming 1.78 4 1.54 45 0.29 21 . 23.33 2

O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

tNot applicable.

Wariation is not measured in the District of Columbia or Hawaii where there is only one school district.

The restricted range ratio could not be calculated for federal revenues in Vermont because the fifth percentile—by which the difference is
divided—was equal to zero. ’

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Common Core of Data, “School District Financial Survey (Form F-
33): School Year 1997-98."
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Chapter 5: Federal Revenues

ments had no effect on the range of variation among the states. After adjustments, the Gini coefficient
still ranged from 0.08 in Nevada to 0.55 in Montana.

Overall Variation

In a synthesis of the three variation measures of unadjusted federal revenues per pupil, states in the
Northeast and Midwest had high interdistrict variation relative to states across the country, and states in
the South had low variation (figure 5-1). Half of the Western states were in the two quartiles with
lowest variation when ranked with states across the country (table 5-4). Based on cost-adjusted rev-
enues per pupil, nearly all Midwestern states (92 percent) were in the two quartiles with highest varia-
tion, and two-thirds of the Northeastern states were in these quartiles (67 percent after cost adjust-
ments). In contrast, nearly all Southern states were in the low-variation quartiles after cost adjustments
(94 percent).

In comparing the rankings of states on all three variation measures, both before and after cost adjust-
ments, a large number of states measured differently depending on which measure of variation was
used (tables 5-2 and 5-3). Of particular note was Wyoming, which was in the top quartile when mea-
sured by the restricted range ratio, the bottom quartile by the Gini coefficient, and in the middle quartiles
by the coefficient of variation. Also of interest were Minnesota and New Hampshire, where the re-
stricted range ratio was lower or higher than the other two variation measures, relative to the other
states. In the case of Minnesota, where the restricted range ratio was relatively low, this might be the
result of several large outliers that were excluded from the restricted range ratio but were included in
the other measures. In the case of New Hampshire, where the restricted range ratio was higher, this

Figure 5-1. Synthesis of variation measures of federal revenues per pupil (cost-adjusted dollars), by state: 1997-98

Federal reserves per pupil (cost adjusted):
combined variation measures

[] First quartite (lowest variation) ~ (13)
[J Second quartile (12)
[J Third quartile (12)
[] Fourth quartile (highest variation) (12)

»Y B Data not available 2

NOTE: Variation is not measured in the District of Columbia or Hawaii where there is only one school district. Regions are delineated in black:
Alaska and Hawaii are part of the Western Region.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Common Core of Data, ‘fScho\oI District Financial Survey (Form F-
%3): School Year 1997-98."
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Chapter 5: Federal Revenues

Table 5-4. Variation in federal revenues per pupil, by region: 1997-98

Percent of states in quartiles Percent of states in quartiles

Region ) 1 and 2 (low variation) ' 3 and 4 (high variation)
Unadjusted federal revenues per pupil

Northeast N . 1 89

Midwest 8 92

South 100 -0

West S8 42
Cost-adjusted federal revenues per pupil

Northeast 33 67

Midwest 8 92

South ) 94 ) 6

West S0 ) S0

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Common Core of Data, "School District Financial Survey (Form F-
33): School Year 1997-98."

could be a result of several districts receiving no federal revenues, thus making the fifth percentile close
to zero.

- Relationship between Federal Revenues Per Pupil and Selected District Fiscal and

Demographic Characteristics

For the United States as a whole, federal revenues per pupil in unadjusted dollars showed a negative
relationship with a school district’s median household income (-0.46) and its median value owner-
occupied housing (-0.15) (table A-19). Similarly, at the state level, median value owner-occupied hous-
ing was negatively related to federal revenues per pupil in all but seven of the 40 states with available
data; there was no significant relationship found in Delaware, Florida, New York, North Dakota, Ver-
mont, or Wyoming, and a weak positive relationship was found in Nebraska (table 5-5). A moderate
negative relationship was found in 17 states, while 16 states showed a strong negative relationship
between median value owner-occupied housing and federal revenues per pupil. Median household
income was more strongly related to federal revenues per pupil. Two states (Delaware and Nevada)
showed no statistically significant relationship between district income and federal revenues per pupil,
but two-thirds of the states with sufficient data (26) showed a strong negative relationship between
income and revenues. '

After cost adjustments, there was a stronger negative relationship between district wealth and federal
revenues per pupil for the United States as a whole. The cost-adjusted correlation with median value
owner-occupied housing was -0.23. The cost-adjusted correlation with median household income was
-0.50 (table A-20). After cost adjustments, six states (Delaware, Nebraska, New York, North Dakota,
Vermont, and Wyoming) again showed no significant relationship between federal revenues per pupil
and median value owner-occupied housing (figure 5-2). Fifteen states showed a moderate negative
relationship, but nearly half of the states with sufficient data (19) showed a strong negative relationship
between housing value and revenues. Similarly, after cost adjustments only Delaware demonstrated no
significant relationship between median household income and federal revenues per pupil, while 28
states demonstrated a strong negative relationship (figure 5-3).

Federal revenues per pupil showed a positive relationship with minority enrollment for the United
States as a whole, both before (+0.56) and after (+0.49) cost adjustments. No states demonstrated a
negative relationship and four states—Delaware, Maine, Nevada, and West Virginia—showed no sig-
nificant relationship, both before and after cost adjustments (figure 5-4). Over half of the states (30
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Chapter 5: Federal Revenues

Table 5-5. Correlations between federal revenues per pupil and selected fiscal and demographic characteristics, by state: 1997-98

Characteristics

States (before cost adjustments)

States (after cost adjustments)

Minority enroliment
Strong positive relationship

Moderate positive relationship

Weak positive relationship
Weak negative relationship
Moderate negative relationship
Strong negative relationship
No significant relationship

Alabama, Alaska, Arizona, California, Connecticut,
Florida, Idaho, lllinois, Indiana, lowa, Louisiana,
Maryland, Massachusetts, Michigan, Missouri,
Montana, Nebraska, New York, North Carolina,
North Dakota, Ohio, Oregon, Pennsylvania,
Rhode Island, South Carolina, Utah, Virginia,
Washington, Wisconsin, Wyoming, US overal/
Kansas, Minnesota, New Hampshire, Tennessee,
Texas, Vermont

[none]
[none]
[none]
[none]
Delaware, Maine, Nevada, West Virginia

Alabama, Alaska, Arizona, Connecticut, Idaho, lllinois,
Indiana, Marylarid, Massachusetts, Michigan,
Montana, Nebraska, New York, North Carolina,

North Dakota, Ohio, Pennsylvania, Rhode Island,
South Carolina, Utah, Virginia, Washington, Wisconsin,
Wyoming

California,! Florida,' lowa,' Kansas, Louisiana,’
Minnesota, Missouri,' New Hampshire, Oregon,’
Tennessee, Texas, Vermont, US overall

[none]

[none]

[none]

[none]

Delaware, Maine, Nevada, West Virginia

School-age children in poverty
Strong positive relationship

Moderate positive relationship
Weak positive relationship
Weak negative relationship
Moderate negative relationship
Strong negative relationship
No significant relationship

Alabama, Alaska, Arizona, California, Connecticut,
Florida, lllinois, Indiana, lowa, Louisiana, Maryland,
Massachusetts, Michigan, Missouri, Montana,

New Hampshire, New York, North Carolina,

North Dakota, Ohio, Oregon, Pennsylvania,

Rhode Island, South Carolina, Tennessee, Texas, Utah,
Virginia, Washington, West Virginia, Wisconsin,
Wyoming, US overall .

Idaho, Kansas, Maine, Minnesota, Nebraska, Vermont
[none]

[none]

[none]

[none]

Delaware, Nevada

Alabama, Alaska, Arizona, California, Connecticut,

Florida, lllinois, Indiana, lowa, Louisiana, Maryland,
Massachusetts, Michigan, Missouri, Montana,

New Hampshire, New York, North Carolina,

North Dakota, Ohio, Oregon, Pennsylvania,

Rhode Island, South Carolina, Tennessee, Texas, Utah,
Virginia, Washington, West Virginia, Wisconsin,
Wyoming, US overall

Idaho, Kansas, Maine, Minnesota, Nebraska, Vermont
[none]

[none]

[none]

[none]

Delaware, Nevada

Median household income
Strong positive relationship
Moderate positive relationship
Weak positive relationship
Weak negative relationship
Moderate negative relationship

Strong negative relationship

No significant relationship

[none]

[none]

[none]

[none]

Florida, Idaho, Kansas, Maine, Minnesota, Montana,
Nebraska, New Hampshire, North Dakota, Vermont,
Wisconsin, Wyoming, US overall

Alabama, Alaska, Arizona, California, Connecticut,
Ilinois, Indiana, lowa, Louisiana, Maryland,
Massachusetts, Michigan, Missouri, New York,
North Carolina, Ohio, Oregon, Pennsylvania,

Rhode Island, South Carolina, Tennessee, Texas, Utah,
Virginia, Washington, West Virginia

Delaware, Nevada

[none]

[none]

[none]

[none] )

Idaho, Kansas, Maine, Minnesota, Montana, Nebraska,
Nevada,' North Dakota, Vermont, Wisconsin,
Wyoming

Alabama, Alaska, Arizona, California, Connecticut,
Florida,' lilinois, Indiana, lowa, Louisiana, Maryland,
Massachusetts, Michigan, Missouri, New Hampshire,!
New York, North Carolina, Ohio, Oregon, Pennsylvania,
Rhode Island, South Carolina, Tennessee, Texas, Utah,
Virginia, Washington, West Virginia, US overall
Delaware

Median value owner-occupied housing

Strong positive relationship
Moderate positive relationship
Weak positive relationship
Weak negative relationship
Moderate negative relationship

Strong negative relationship

No significant relationship

[none]

[none]

Nebraska

[none]

California, Connecticut, Idaho, Illinois, Indiana,
Kansas, Louisiana, Maine, Massachusetts, Minnesota,
Missouri, Montana, New Hampshire, Utah, Virginia,
Washington, Wisconsin, US overall

Alabama, Alaska, Arizona, lowa, Maryland, Michigan,
Nevada, North Carolina, Ohio, Oregon, Pennsylvania,
Rhode Island, South Carolina, Tennessee, Texas,
West Virginia

Delaware, Florida, New York, North Dakota, Vermont,
Wyoming

[none]

[none]

[none]

[none]

California, Connecticut, Florida,' Idaho, llinois, Kansas,
Maine, Massachusetts, Minnesota, Missouri, Montana,
New Hampshire, Utah, Washington, Wisconsin,

US overall

Alabama, Alaska, Arizona, Indiana,’ lowa, Louisiana,’
Maryland, Michigan, Nevada, North Carolina, Ohio,
Oregon, Pennsylvania, Rhode Island, South Carolina,
Tennessee, Texas, Virginia,' West-Virginia

Delaware, Nebraska,' New York, North Dakota,
Vermont, Wyoming

Q 1 O O ;
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Chapter 5: Federal Revenues

Table 5-5. Correlations between federal revenues per pupil and selected fiscal and demographic characteristics, by state: 1997-98—Continued

Characteristics States {before cost adjustments) States (after cost adjustments)

Student membership

Strong positive relationship Connecticut, Rhode Island - Connecticut, Rhode Island

Moderate positive relationship lllinois, Indiana, New Jersey, Ohio, Pennsylvania, Indiana, Massachusetts,' Ohio, Vermont
Vermont

Weak positive relationship Nebraska, New York lllinois,’ Pennsylvania’

Weak negative relation'ship [none] [none]

Moderate negative relationship  Arkansas, Georgia, Louisiana, Massachusetts, Arkansas, Georgia, [daho,' Louisiana, Maine,’
Mississippi, North Carolina, Oklahoma, Mississippi, Missouri,' North Carolina, Oklahoma,

. South Carolina, Washington South Carolina, Tennessee,' Washington

Strong negative relationship [none] [none]

No significant relationship Alabama, Alaska, Arizona, California, Colorado, Alabama, Alaska, Arizona, California, Colorado,
Delaware, Florida, ldaho, lowa, Kansas, Kentucky, Delaware, Florida, lowa, Kansas, Kentucky, Maryland,
Maine, Maryland, Michigan, Minnesota, Missouri, Michigan, Minnesota, Montana, Nebraska,' Nevada,
Montana, Nevada, New Hampshire, New Mexico, New Hampshire, New Jersey,' New Mexico,
North Dakota, Oregon, South Dakota, Tennessee, New York,' North Dakota, Oregon, South Dakota,
Téxas, Utah, Virginia, West Virginia, Wisconsin, Texas, Utah, Virginia, West Virginia, Wisconsin,
Wyoming, US overall Wyoming, US overall

'State changed categories after cost adjustments.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Common Core of Data, "School District Financial Survey (Form F-
33): School Year 1997-98" and U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census, 1990 Decennial Census School District Special Tabulation.

Figure 5-2. Correlations between federal revenues per pupil and median value owner-occupied housing (cost-adjusted dollars), by state:
1997-98 )

™ Correlations between federal

4 revenues per pupil (cost adjusted)

# and median value owner-occupied housing
[j No significant relationship (6)

0 Moderate negative relationship  (15)
(-0.49--0.11)

\ O Strong negative relationship (19)

A (-1.00- -0.50)

« I Data not available (1)

-t . o,

NOTE: No state-level correlation analysis was possible for the District of Columbia or Hawaii since they only have one district. Nine other states
{Arkansas, Colorado, Georgia, Kentucky, Mississippi, New Jersey, New Mexico, Oklahoma, and South Dakota) were excluded from state-level
correlation analysis because more than 50 percent of the school districts in the state were missing Census data. Regions are delineated in green;
Alaska and Hawaii are part of the Western Region.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Common Core of Data, “School District Financial Survey (Form F-
33): School Year 1997-98" and U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census, 1990 Decennial Census School District Special Tabulation.
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Chapter 5: Federal Revenues

Figure 5-3. Correlations between federal revenues per pupit and median household income {cost-adjusted dollars), by state: 1997-98

ICorrelations between federal revenues
per pupil (cost adjusted)
and median household income

D No significant relationship 1)

0 Moderate negative relationship  (11)
(-0.49--0.11)

0 Strong negative relationship (28)
(-1.00— -0.50)
. Data not available 1)

P )
NOTE: No state-level correlation analysis was possible for the District of Columbia or Hawaii since they only have one district. Nine other states
(Arkansas, Colorado, Georgia, Kentucky, Mississippi, New Jersey, New Mexico, Oklahoma, and South Dakota) were excluded from state-level
correlation analysis because more than SO percent of the school districts in the state were missing Census data. Regions are delineated in green;
Alaska and Hawaii are part of the Western Region.

SOURCE: U.5. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Common Core of Data,“School District Financial Survey (Form F-
33): School Year 1997-98" and U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census, 1990 Decennial Census School District Special Tabulation.

Figure 5-4. Correlations between federal revenues per bupil and percent minority enroliment (cost-adjusted dollars), by state: 1997-98

Correlations between federal
revenues per pupil (cost adjusted)
and percent minority enroliment

- Strong positive relationship (24)
(0.50-1.00)

O Moderate positive relationship  {(12)
(0.11-0.49) .

\ [ No significant relationship )
B 0Data not available (1)

NOTE: No state-level correlation analysis was possible for the District of Columbia or Hawaii since they only have one district. Nine other states
(Arkansas, Colorado, Georgia, Kentucky, Mississippi, New Jersey, New Mexico, Oklahoma, and South Dakota) were excluded from state-level
correlation analysis because more than S0 percent of the school districts in the state were m|ssmg Census data. Regions are delineated in gray;
Alaska and Hawaii are part of the Western Region.

SOURCE: U.5. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Common Core of Data, “School District Financial Survey (Form F-
33) School Year 1997-98" and U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census, 1990 Decennial Census School District Special Tabulation.
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Chapter 5: Federal Revenues

before cost adjhstments and 24 after) showed a strong positive relationship between minority enroll-
ment and federal revenues per pupil.

The percent of school-age children in poverty in a district showed a very strong, positive relationship
with federal revenues per pupil, both at the national level and in the states. The correlation between
percent school-age children in poverty and total revenues per pupil was +0.66 before cost adjustments
and +0.65 after cost adjustments. No states showed a negative relationship between children in poverty
and federal revenues per pupil, and only Delaware and Nevada showed no significant relationship, both
before and after cost adjustments. Over three-quarters of the states with sufficient data (32) showed a
strong relationship between poverty and federal revenues, both before and after cost adjustments (fig-
ure 5-5).

Figure 5-5. Correlations between federal revenues per pupil and percent scHooI-age children in poverty (cost-adjusted dollars), by state:
1997-98 ]

Correlations between federal
revenues per pupil (cost adjusted)
and percent school-age children in poverty

] Strong positive relationship (32)
(0.50-1.00)

0O Moderate positive relationship (6)
(0.11-0.49)

[J No significant relationship 2
. Data not available (11)

NOTE: No state-level correlation analysis was possible for the District of Columbia or Hawaii since they only have one district. Nine other states
(Arkansas, Colorado, Georgia, Kentucky, Mississippi, New Jersey, New Mexico, Oklahoma, and South Dakota) were excluded from state-level
correlation analysis because more than 50 percent of the school districts in the state were missing Census data. Regions are delineated in gray;
Alaska and Hawaii are part of the Western Region.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Common Core of Data, “School District Financial Survey (Form F-
33): School Year 1997-98" and U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census, 1990 Decennial Census School District Special Tabulation.

Title | Revenues
Title I revenues for public elementary and secondary education totaled $6.9 billion in 1997-98 (table 5-
6). This was just over 34 percent of federal revenues ($20.1 billion) in 1997-98.
Title | Revenues Per Pupil

Title I revenues per pupil in the United States averaged $150 in 1997-98 before cost adjustments (table
5-6). Title I revenues per pupil were highest in the Northeast ($174) and lowest in the West ($134). At
$154, Title I revenues per pupil were higher in the South than in the Midwest ($144). The use of cost
adjustments had little effect on the range between the highest and lowest regions. The range changed
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Table 5-6.  Federal Title | revenues, cost-adjusted Title | revenues, Title | revenues per pupil, and cost-adjusted Title | revenues per pupil in public
school districts, by region, enrollment, minority enrollment, poverty, median household income, and median value owner-occupied
housing: 1997-98

Cost-adjusted Cost-adjusted
5chool district Title | revenues Title | revenues Title | revenues Title | revenues
characteristics (in thousands) (in thousands) per pupil per pupil

All districts $6,862,458 $6,917,465 $150 $152
Region .
Northeast 1,381,815 1,243,452 174 157
Midwest 1,529,603 1,562,024 144 148
South 2,533,115 2,758,459 154 167
West 1,417,925 1,353,530 134 128
District enrollment
0-999° -~ 376,168 427,470 138 160
1,000-4,999 1,624,061 1,743,797 125 135
5,000-9,999 881,081 903,257 125 128
10,000 or more 3,981,148 3,842,942 ’ 174 168
Minority enrollment .
Less than 5 percent 1,084,227 © 1,164,006 96 103
5 percent-<20 percent 1,103,073 1,140,723 92 95
20 percent-<50 percent 2,139,279 2,167,271 167 169
50 percent or more 2,193,380 2,074,006 308 2N
Data missing 342,499 371,460 — —
échool-age children in poverty .
Less than 5 percent 144,485 135,074 28 ' 26
5 percent-<15 percent 1,174,307 1,177,225 76 76
15 percent-<25 percent 1,862,637 1,929,912 157 163
25 percent or more 3,338,530 3,303,794 310 307
Data missing 342,499 ' 371,460 — —
Median household income
Less than $20,000 1,069,097 1,158,416 309 335
$20,000-<$25,000 1,785,313 1,870,732 213 223
$25,000-<$30,000 2,088,859 ’ 2,029,574 186 181
$30,000-<$35,000 888,037 : 854,769 117 113
$35,000 or more 688,653 ' 632,515 55 50
Data missing . 342,499 371,460 — —
Median value owner-occupied housing :
Less than $40,000 - 949,347 1,040,279 . 259 284
$40,000-<$55,000 1,544,252 1,644,104 197 210
$55,000-<5$85,000 1,948,590 1,992,726 135 138
$85,000 or more 2,077,770 1,868,897 120 108
Data missing . 342,499 371,460 — —

—Not available.

SOURCE: U.5. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Common Core of Data,”School District Financial Survey (Form F-
33): 5¢chool Year 1997-98" and U.5. Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census, 1990 Decennial Census 5chool District S5pecial Tabulation.

from $40 to $39 and the ratio of revenues per pupil remained 1.3 to 1. The South ($167) replaced the
Northeast ($157) as the region with the highest per pupil revenues, and the West ($128) remained the
region with lowest Title I revenues per pupil, followed by the Midwest ($148).

Large districts tended to have the highest Title I revenues per pupil, followed by the smallest districts,
both before and after cost adjustments. Districts with between 1,000 and 10,000 students had the low-
est Title I revenues per pupil on average. Before cost adjustments, revenues per pupil averaged $174 in
districts with 10,000 or more students, compared to $138 in districts with less than 1,000 students and
$125 in districts with between 1,000 and 10,000 students. After cost adjustments, the difference be-
came smaller. Cost-adjusted revenues ranged from $168 in the largest districts and $160 in the smallest
districts, to $135 and $128 in mid-sized districts. Correlation analysis found a weak positive relation-
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Chapter 5: Federal Revenues

ship between district enrollment and Title I revenues per pupil before cost adjustments (+0.02) and no
significant relationship after cost adjustments (tables A-1 and A-2).

Before cost adjustments, Title I revenues per pupil showed a negative relationship with both measures
of district wealth—median household income (-0.57) and median value owner-occupied housing
(-0.18) (table A-21). School districts with median household income at or above $35,000 had average
revenues per pupil of $55, while districts with median household incomes below $20,000 had revenues
per pupil of $309 (table 5-6). The relationship between Title I revenues per pupil and median value
owner-occupied housing was less distinct (table A-21). Districts with median housing values at or
above $85,000 had average revenues per pupil of $120, while districts with median housing values
below $40,000 had revenues per pupil of $259.

After cost adjustments, the differences became greater. Adjusted Title I revenues per pupil became
higher in districts with the lowest median household incomes ($335), and lower in districts with the
highest incomes ($50). Adjustments also raised Title I revenues per pupil in districts with the lowest
median housing values ($284) and lowered them in districts with the highest housing values to $108.
Correlation measures were also stronger after cost adjustments. The correlation between adjusted Title
I revenues per pupil and median household income was -0.63 and median value owner-occupied hous-
ing was -0.27 (table A-22).

Title I revenues per pupil showed a strong positive relationship with percent minority enrollment both
before (+0.63) and after (+0.58) cost adjustments. Before cost adjustments, Title I revenues per pupil
ranged from $96 on average in districts with less than 5 percent minority and $92 in districts with 5 to
20 percent minority, to $308 in districts with 50 percent or higher minority levels. Cost adjustments
decreased the range, from $103 and $95, respectively, in low-minority districts to $291 in high-minor-
ity districts.

Title I revenues per pupil showed a very strong positive correlation with district poverty, both before
(+0.85) and after (+0.87) cost adjustments. Revenues per pupil were lowest in the lowest-poverty dis-
tricts and highest in the highest-poverty districts—$28 and $310, respectively, before cost adjustments,
and $26 and $307 respectively, after cost adjustments.

Variations in Title | Revenues Per Pupil

Variation of Title I revenues per pupil was high in the states and across the United States (table 5-7).
The restricted range ratio for unadjusted Title I revenues per pupil ranged from 1.06 in Nevada to 174.6
in Indiana.'* The United States ratio was 32.45 with 4 states exceeding the national measure: Indiana,
Missouri, Texas, and Wisconsin. After cost adjustments, the restricted range ratio ranged from 1.18 in
Nevada to 158.70 in Indiana (table 5-8). The cost-adjusted United States ratio was 29.73, with the same
4 states continuing to exceed the national measure.

The coefficient of variation for unadjusted Title I revenues per pupil ranged from 0.21 in Nevada to
2.34 in Vermont (table 5-7)."* Twenty states, from all areas of the country, exceeded the national varia-
tion of 0.82. After cost adjustments, the coefficient of variation ranged from 0.23 in Nevada to 2.34 in

1“The restricted range ratio could not be calculated in California, Colorado, Connecticut, Illinois, Kansas, Massachusetts,
Montana, Nebraska, New Hampshire, New Jersey, Oregon, Pennsylvania, Rhode Island, or Vermont because Title I rev-
enues per pupil were equal to zero at the fifth percentile.

15S5ee footnote 12 above.
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Table 5-7. Variation in Title | revenues per pupil (unadjusted dollars), by state: 1997-98

Restricted range ratio Coefficient of variation Gini coefficient Average Average
State Value Rank Value Rank Value Rank rank quartile
United States 3245 t 0.82 t 0.44 t t t
Alabama 4.06 8 0.52 " 0.28 12 10.33 1
Alaska 4.9 " 0.87 33 0.33 18 20.67 2
Arizona 7.00 19 0.73 22 0.35 22 21.00 2
Arkansas 6.73 17 0.63 18 0.32 17 17.33 2
California ® A 0.66 19 0.38 23 21.00 2
Colorado A ? 0.86 32 0.45 36 34.00 3
Connecticut ® ® 142 48 0.65 48 48.00 4
Delaware 2.01 3 0.31 2 0.15 2 2.33 1
District of Columbia ' Q] " Q] " " " " "
Florida 202 4 0.33 3 0.18 3 333 1
Georgia 12.55 27 0.72 21 0.39 24 24.00 3
Hawaii " " " " M o " "
Idaho 6.07 14 0.55 14 0.30 14 14.00 1
lllinois ? o] 0.97 42 0.52 44 43.00 4
Indiana 174.60 35 0.87 33 045 36 34.67 3
lowa 6.96 - 18 0.55 14 0.30 14 15.33 2
Kansas o] ® 0.70 20 0.39 24 22.00 2
Kentucky ~ - 5.03 12 0.47 8 0.26 ’ 9 9.67 1
Louisiana 197 2 0.34 4 0.19 4 333 1
Maine 8.04 22 0.74 25 0.34 21 $22.67 2
Maryland 9.32 25 0.92 37 041 30 30.67 3
Massachusetts O] ? 1.03 44 0.55 46 45.00 4
Michigan © 2690 30 0.94 39 0.49 42 37.00 4
Minnesota 12.63 28 0.83 30 0.43 33 30.33 3
Mississippi 6.16 15 0.54 13 0.30 14 14.00 1
Missouri 34,28 32 0.79 26 0.41 30 29.33 3
Montana ? (O] 0.97 42 0.48 41 41.50 4
Nebraska (O] ? 0.81 28 0.44 35 31.50 3
Nevada 1.06 1 0.21 1 0.10 1 1.00 1
New Hampshire o] ? 0.93 38 0.46 38 38.00 4
New Jersey ® (?) 1.19 47 0.59 47 47.00 4
New Mexico 5.04 13 0.46 7 0.23 6 8.67 1
New York 16.44 29 0.73 22 0.40 27 26.00 3
North Carolina 3.06 5 0.48 9 0.26 9 767 1
North Dakota 4.44 9 0.83 30 0.33 18 19.00 . 2
Ohio 28.71 31 0.91 36 0.49 42 36.33 4
Oklahoma 7.98 21 0.60 17 0.33 18 18.67 2
Oregon O] . ) 0.73 22 0.39 24 23.0Q 2
Pennsylvania ® ? 0.87 33 047 40 36.50 4
Rhode Island ® (O] 1.10 46 0.54 45 45.50 4
South Carolina 797 20 0.53 12 0.29 13 15.00 2
South Dakota 8.24 23 1.07 - 45, 0.40 27 31.67 3
Tennessee 476" 10 0.43 6 0.24 7 © 767 1
Texas 82.04 34 0.79 26 0.43 33 31.00 3
Utah 3.10 6 0.51 10 0.25 8 8.00 1
Vermont ® ® 2.34 49 0.86 49 49.00 4
Virginia ) 10.19 26 0.81 28 042 32 28.67 3
Washington 8.43 24 0.95 40 0.40 27 3033 3
West Virginia 3.85 7 0.39 5 0.21 5 5.67 1
Wisconsin 60.21 33 - 095 40 0.46 38 37.00 4
Wyoming | 6.17 16 0.59 16. 0.27 11 1433 2

tNot applicable.

'Variation is not measured in the District of Columbia or Hawaii where there is only one school district.

The restricted range ratio could not be calculated for Title | revenues per pupil in California, Colorado, Connecticut, lllinois, Kansas, Massachusetts,
Montana, Nebraska, New Hampshire, New Jersey, Oregon, Pennsylvania, Rhode Island, or Vermont because the fifth percentile—by which the
difference is divided—was equal to zero.

SOURCE: U.5. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Common Core j lﬁta "School District Financial Survey (Form F-
313): 5chool Year 1997-98." LU ( ) )
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Chapter 5: Federal Revenues

Table 5-8. Variation in Title | revenues per pupil {cost-adjusted dollars), by state: 1997-98

Restricted range ratio Coefficient of variation Gini coefficient Average Average

State Value Rank Value Rank Value Rank rank quartile
United States 29.73 t 0.81 t 043 t t t
Alabama 447 1 0.54 n 0.29 12 11.33 1
Alaska 4,06 8 0.88 34 033 18 20.00 2
Arizona 6.92 18 0.75 24 0.36 22 2133 2
Arkansas 6.89 17 0.65 18 032 17 17.33 2
California Q] ? 0.67 19 0.38 23 21.00 2
Colorado 0] (O] 0.87 32 0.45 37 34.50 3
Connecticut O] ? 1.40 48 0.64 48 48.00 4
Delaware 1.96 2 0.33 2 0.16 2 2.00 1
District of Columbia " " " " V) " " "
Florida 2.07 4 034 3 0.18 3 333 1
Georgia 13.29 28 073 22 0.40 26 2533 3
Hawaii : (" ") " " " " " "
Idaho 6.83 16 0.57 14 030 13 14.33 2
tllinois 0] Q) 0.95 40 0.51 44 42,00 4
Indiana 158.70 35 0.83 29 0.44 34 32,67 3
lowa 8.16 19 0.57 14 0.31 16 16.33 2
Kansas o] ? 0.72 21 0.40 26 23.50 2
Kentucky 578 13 0.49 8 0.27 9 10.00 1
Louisiana 2.1 ' 5 0.34 3 0.19 4 4.00 1
Maine 9.12 25 0.73 22 0.34 19 22.00 2
Maryland 8.87 22 .0.90 37 041 28 29.00 3
Massachusetts Q] O] 1.02 - 44, 0.55 46 45,00 4
Michigan 23.70 30 0.92 39 0.48 14 36.67 4
Minnesota 12.47 27 0.86 31 043 31 29.67 3
Mississippi 6.71 15 0.55 : 12 0.30 13 13.33 2
Missouri 32.70 32 0.78 25 041 28 28.33 3
Montana O] O] 1.01 42 : 0.48 1 41.50 4
Nebraska O] (O 0.82 28 0.44 34 31.00 3
Nevada 118 . L 0.23 1 0.10 o 1.00 1
New Hampshire ] 3 1.01 42 0.45 37 ) 39.50 4
New Jersey o] 3 1.16 47 0.58 47 47.00 4
New Mexico 2.04 3 0.45 7 0.22 5 5.00 1
New York ' 16.32 29 0.71 20 0.39 24 24.33 2
North Carolina 3.32 7 0.51 9 0.27 9 833 1
North Dakota 427 : 10 0.88 34 0.35 21 21.67 2
Ohio 26.73 31 0.88 34 0.48 M 35.33 4
Oklahoma 9.05 24 0.64 17 0.34 19 20.00 2
Oregon o] o] 0.78 25 0.39 24 24.50 3
Pennsylvania ? A . 0.87 32 0.47 . 40 36.00 4
Rhode Island ? (O] 1.08 45 0.54 45 45.00 4
South Carolina 8.25 20 0.55 12 0.30 13 15.00 2
South Dakota 873 21 1.13 46 043 31 32,67 3
Tennessee 4.76 12 0.43 6 0.24 7 8.33 1
Texas 85.99 34 0.80 27 0.44 34 31.67 3
Utah 294 6 0.52 10 0.25 8 8.00 1
Vermont ® ) 2.34 49 0.84 49 49.00 4
Virginia 1017 26 083 . 29 0.43 31 28.67 3
Washington 9.04 23 0.98 41 0.41 28 30.67 3
West Virginia 4.20 9 0.40 5 0.22 5 6.33 1
Wisconsin - 61.47 33 0.90 37 . 045 37 35.67 3
Wyoming 6.22 14 0.60 - 16 0.27 9 13.00 1

tNot applicable.

"Wariation is not measured in the District of Columbia or Hawaii where there is only one school district.

IThe restricted range ratio could not be calculated for Title | revenues per pupil in California, Colorado, Connecticut, Hlinois, Kansas, Massachusetts,
Montana, Nebraska, New Hampshire, New Jersey, Oregon, Pennsylvania, Rhode Island, or Vermont because the fifth percentile—by which the
difference is divided—was equal to zero.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Common Core of Data, "School District Financial Survey (Form F-

o 23): School Year 1997-98."
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Vermont (table 5-8). The cost-adjusted United States coefficient was 0.81, and 22 states exceeded the
national measure.

Before cost adjustments, the Gini coefficient for Title I revenues per pupil ranged from 0.10 in Nevada
to 0.86 in Vermont (table 5-7). The unadjusted coefficient for the United States was 0.44, with 14 states
exceeding the national measure. After cost adjustments, the coefficient ranged from 0.10 in Nevada to
0.84 in Vermont (table 5-8). The national Gini coefficient was 0.43 after cost adjustments. Sixteen
states had variation greater than the cost-adjusted national measure.

'

In a composite of the three variation measures, the South and West had less interdistrict variation than
the Northwest and Midwest (figure 5-6). Three-quarters of the states in the Northeast (78 percent) and’
Midwest (75 percent) fell into the two quartiles with highest variation when ranked with states across
the country after cost adjustments (table 5-9). Three-quarters (75 percent) of the Southern states and
‘two-thirds of the Western (67 percent) fell into the two quartiles with lowest variation relative to other
states.

Relationship between Title | Revenues Per Pupil and Selected District Fiscal and
Demographic Characteristics

For the majority of the states and for the United States as a whole, Title I revenues per pupil showed a
negative relationship with two measures of district fiscal capacity—median value owner-occupied hous-
ing and median household income—both before and after cost adjustments. The unadjusted United
States correlation for median value owner-occupied housing was -0.18 and for median household in-
come was -0.57. The adjusted correlations were -0.27 (housing value) and -0.63 (household income)

Figure 5-6. Synthesis of variation measures of Title | revenues per pupil (cost-adjusted dollars), by state: 1997-98

Title | revenues per pupil

(cost adjusted):
combined variation measures
[] First quartile (lowest variation) ~ (12)
Second quartile (13)
[ Third quartile ) (13)
[[] Fourth quartile (highest variation) (11)

[l Data not available (2)

NOTE: Variation is not measured in the District of Columbia or Hawaii where there is only one school district. Regions are delineated in black;
Alaska and Hawaii are part of the Western Region.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Common Core.of Data, “School District Financial Survey (Form F-
- 33): School Year 1997-98."

ERIC | . *108 BEST COPY AVAILABLE

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



Chapter 5: Federal Revenues

Table 5-9. Variation in Title | revenues per pupil, by region: 1997-98

Percent of states in quartiles Percent of states in quartiles
Region 1 and 2 (low variation) 3 and 4 (high variation)
Unadjusted Title | revenues per pupil
Northeast 1 89
Midwest 25 75
_South 75 ’ 25
West 75 25
Cost-adjusted Title | revenues per pupil
Northeast - 22 . 78
Midwest 25 75 .
South ) 75 25
West 67 33

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Common Core of Data, “School District Financial Survey (Form F-
33): School Year 1997-98."

(tables A-21 and A-22). Before cost adjustments, four states—Delaware, Florida, Nevada, and Ver-
mont—showed no significant relationship between Title I revenues per pupil and median value owner-
occupied housing (table 5-10). Only New York showed a moderate positive relationship. The remain-
ing 35 states with sufficient data showed a negative relationship between these two variables, with 20
of those states showing a strong negative relationship. After cost adjustments, Nevada, New York, and
Vermont showed no significant relationship, and no states demonstrated a positive relationship be-
tween Title I revenues per pupil and median value owner-occupied housing. Twenty-one states showed
a strong negative relationship, while 16 showed a moderate negative relationship after cost adjust-
ments. '

State relationships between unadjusted Title I revenues per pupil and median household income were
also strongly negative. No states demonstrated a positive relationship, and only Delaware showed no
significant relationship between revenues per pupil and income. Four states—Montana, Nebraska, New
Hampshire, and Vermont—demonstrated a moderate negative relationship, and the remaining 35 states
with sufficient data showed a strong negative relationship between these variables. Cost adjustments
had no effect on the classification of states. Delaware still showed no significant relationship, and the
same four states demonstrated a moderate negative relationship between Title I revenues per pupil and
median household income. '

For the United States as a whole, a strong positive relationship was found between Title I revenues per
pupil and percent minority enrollment, both before (+0.63) and after (+0.58) cost adjustments. Before
cost adjustments, no significant relationship was found in Maine or West Virginia (table 5-10). Six
states—Iowa, Kansas, Montana, New Hampshire, Texas, and Vermont—showed a moderate positive’
relationship, while 32 states showed a strong positive relationship between percent.minority enroll-
ment and unadjusted Title I revenues per pupil. After cost adjustments were applied, Missouri joined
the states showing a moderate positive relationship. The same two states showed no significant rela-
tionship between these variables. No states showed a negative relationship, either before or after cost
adjustments. '

Percent school-age children in poverty was strongly correlated with Title I revenues per pupil, both
before (+0.85) and after (+0.87) cost adjustments and in all the states except Vermont. All states with
sufficient data showed a positive relationship, and only Vermont showed a moderate positive relation-
ship, both before and after cost adjustments (table 5-10).
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Table 5-10. Correlations between Title | revenues per pupil and selected fiscal and demographic characteristics, by state: 1997-98

Characteristics

States (before cost adjustments)

States (after cost adjustments)

Minority enrollment

Strong positive relationship

Moderate positive relationship

Weak positive relationship
Weak negative relationship
Moderate negative relationship
Strong negative relationship
No significant relationship

Alabama, Alaska, Arizona, California, Connecticut,
Delaware, Florida, Idaho, lllinois, Indiana, Louisiana,
Maryland, Massachusetts, Michigan, Minnesota,
Missouri, Nebraska, Nevada, New York,

-North Carolina, North Dakota, Ohio, Oregon,

Pennsylvania, Rhode Island, South Carolina,
Tennessee, Utah, Virginia, Washington, Wisconsin,
Wyoming, US overall

lowa, Kansas, Montana, New Hampshire, Texas,
Vermont

[none]

[none]

[none]

[none]

Maine, West Virginia

Alabama, Alaska, Arizona, California, Connecticut,
Delaware, Florida, Idaho, Illinois, Indiana, Louisiana,
Maryland, Massachusetts, Michigan, Minnesota,
Nebraska, Nevada, New York, North Carolina,

North Dakota, Ohio, Oregon, Pennsylvania,

Rhode Island, South Carolina, Tennessee, Utah,
Virginia, Washington, Wisconsin, Wyoming, US overall

lowa, Kansas, Missouri,' Montana, New Hampshire,
Texas, Vermont

[none]

[none]

[none]

[none]

Maine, West Virginia

School-age children in poverty

Strong positive relationship

Moderate positive relationship
Weak positive relationship
Weak negative relationship
Moderate negative relationship
Strong negative relationship
No significant relationship’

Alabama, Alaska, Arizona, California, Connecticut,

Delaware, Florida, Idaho, lllinois, Indiana, lowa,

Kansas, Louisiana, Maine, Maryland, Massachusetts,
Michigan, Minnesota, Missouri, Montana, Nebraska,
Nevada, New Hampshire, New York, North Carolina,
North Dakota, Ohio, Oregon, Pennsylvania,

Rhode Island, South Carolina, Tennessee, Texas, Utah,
Virginia, Washington, West Virginia, Wisconsin,
Wyoming, US overall

Vermont

[none]

[none]

[none]

[none]

[none]

Alabama, Alaska, Arizona, California, Connecticut,
Delaware, Florida, Idaho, lllinois, Indiana, lowa, Kansas,
Louisiana, Maine, Maryland, Massachusetts, Michigan,
Minnesota, Missouri, Montana, Nebraska, Nevada,
New Hampshire, New York, North Carolina,

North Dakota, Ohio, Oregon, Pennsylvania,

Rhode Island, South Carolina, Tennessee, Texas, Utah,
Virginia, Washington, West Virginia, Wisconsin,
Wyoming, US overall

Vermont

[none]

[none]

[none]

[none]

[none]

Median household income

Strong positive relationship
Moderate positive relationship
Weak positive relationship
Weak negative relationship
Moderate negative relationship
Strong negative relationship

No significant relationship

[none]

[none]

[none]

[none]

Montana, Nebraska, New Hampshire, Vermiont
Alabama, Alaska, Arizona, California, Connecticut,
Florida, Idaho, lllinois, Indiana, lowa, Kansas,
Louisiana, Maine, Maryland, Massachusetts,
Michigan, Minnesota, Missouri, Nevada, New York,
North Carolina, North Dakota, Ohio, Oregon,
Pennsylvania, Rhode Island, South Carolina,
Tennessee, Texas, Utah, Virginia, Washington,
West Virginia, Wisconsin, Wyoming, US overall
Delaware

‘[none]

[none]

[none]

[none]

Montana, Nebraska, New Hampshire, Vermont
Alabama, Alaska, Arizona, California, Connecticut,
Florida, Idaho, lllinois, Indiana, lowa, Kansas, Louisiana,
Maine, Maryland, Massachusetts, Michigan,
Minnesota, Missouri, Nevada, New York,

North Carolina, North Dakota, Ohio, Oregon,
Pennsylvania, Rhode Island, South Carolina,
Tennessee, Texas, Utah, Virginia, Washington,
West Virginia, Wisconsin, Wyoming, US overall
Delaware

Q

Strong positive relationship
Moderate positive relationship
Weak positive relationship
Weak negative relationship
Moderate negative relationship

Strong negative relationship

No significant relationship

RIC
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" Median value owner-occupied housing

[none]

New York

[none]

[none]

California, Connecticut, lllinois, Kansas, Louisiana,
Massachusetts, Montana, Nebraska, New Hampshire,
North Dakota, Oregon, South Carolina, Washington,
Wisconsin, Wyoming, US overall

Alabama, Alaska, Arizona, Idaho, Indiana, lowa,
Maine, Maryland, Michigan, Minnesota, Missouri,
North Carolina, Ohio, Pennsylvania, Rhode Island,
Tennessee, Texas, Utah, Virginia, West Virginia

Delaware, Florida, Nevada, Vermont

[none]

[none]

[none]

[none]

California, Connecticut, Florida,' Illinois, Kansas,
Louisiana, Massachusetts, Montana, Nebraska,
New Hampshire, North Dakota, Oregon,

South Carolina, Washington, Wisconsin, Wyoming,
US overall )

Alabama, Alaska, Arizona, Delaware,' Idaho, Indiana,
lowa, Maine, Maryland, Michigan, Minnesota,
Missouri, North Carolina, Ohio, Pennsylvania,
Rhode Island, Tennessee, Texas, Utah, Virginia,
West Virginia

Nevada, New York,' Vermont
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Table 5-10. Correlations between Title | revenues per pupil and selected fiscal and demographic characteristics, by state: 1997-98—Continued

Characteristics

States (before cost adjustments)

States (after cost adjustments)

Student membership
Strong positive relationship

Moderate positive relationship .

Weak positive relationship
Weak negative relationship
Moderate negative relationship

Strong negative relationship
No significant relationship

Connecticut, Massachusetts, Rhode Island

Indiana, New Jersey, New York, Ohio, Vermont,
Wisconsin

Ilinois, Michigan, Nebraska, US overall

[none]

Arkansas, Georgia, Maine, Minnesota, Mississippi,
Missouri, North Carolina, Oklahoma, South Carolina,
Virginia

[none] .

Alabama, Alaska, Arizona, California, Colorado,
Delaware, Florida, [daho, lowa, Kansas, Kentucky,
Louisiana, Maryland, Montana, Nevada,

New Hampshire, New MexiEo, North Dakota,
Oregon, Pennsylvania, South Dakota, Tennessee,
Texas, Utah, Washington, West Virginia, Wyoming

C(_)nnecticut, Massachusetts, Rhode Island
Indiana, New Jersey, Ohio, Vermont

New York'

lowa'

Arizona,' Arkansas, Florida,' Georgia, Idaho,’
Louisiana,’ Maine, Minnesota, Mississippi, Missouri,
North Carolina, Oklahoma, South Carolina, Virginia,
Washington'

[none]

Alabama, Alaska, California, Colorado, Delaware,
lllinois,' Kansas, Kentucky, Maryland, Michigan,’
Montana, Nebraska,' Nevada, New Hampshire,
New Mexico, North Dakota, Oregon, Pennsylvania,
South Dakota, Tennessee, Texas, Utah, West Virginia,
Wisconsin,' Wyoming, US overall

RIC

'State changed categories after cost adjustments.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Common Core of Data,”School District Financial Survey (Form F-
33): School Year 1997-98” and U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census, 1990 Decennial Census School District Special Tabulation.

Federal Revenues as a Percentage of Total Revenues

Federal revenues were just over 6 percent of total district revenues for public elementary and secondary
education in the United States in 1997-98. Federal revenues were the smallest source of funds for
public education, after state revenues (48 percent) and local revenues (46 percent).’

Variations in Federal Revenues as a Percentage of Total Revenues

The restricted range ratio was 8.61 for percent federal revenues across the United States (table 5-11).
Among the states, the ratio ranged from a low of 0.14 in Nevada to a high of 35.67 in Montana and
86.52 in New Hampshire. Eight states—Connecticut, Illinois, Michigan, Montana, New Hampshire,
New York, Ohio, and Pennsylvania—had a higher restricted range ratio than the national measure.'®

The coefficient of variation ranged from 0.20 in Nevada to 1.22 in North Dakota. Twenty states throughout
the country had greater variation than the national level of 0.66.

The smallest Gini coefficient was 0.06, found in Nevada. Vermont had the highest variation at 0.53.
Fifteen states exceeded the national measure of 0.34.

When a composite variation measure was calculated, Northeastern and Midwestern states had high
variation in percent federal revenues relative to other states (figure 5-7). With 94 percent of Southern
states falling into the two quartiles with lowest variation when ranked against other states, the South
had the lowest variations (table 5-12). Half of the Western states (58 percent) were in the low-variation
quartiles in percent federal revenues. |

15The fange across the states excludes Vel"mpnt}' where the restricted range ratio was infinity.
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Table 5-11. Variation in percent federal revenues, by state: 1997-98

Restricted range ratio Coefficient of variation Gini coefficient Average Average

State Value Rank Value " Rank Value Rank rank quartile
United States 8.61 t 0.66 t 034 t t t
Alabama 219 8 0.38 10 0.21 n 967 1
Alaska 484 27 0.82 38 033 29 3133 3
Arizona 7.22 35 0.95 43 039 42 40.00 - 4
Arkansas 2.54 13° 0.45 14 0.23 14 13.67 2
California . 469 26 0.48 16 0.26 18 20.00 2
Colorado 5.36 31 0.68 30 033 29 30.00 3
Connecticut 12.89 44 0.90 42 045 47 4433 4
Delaware 2.68 15 0.50 18 0.22 12 15.00 2
District of Columbia 0] M M M M (") M (")
Florida 1.06 2 0.23 2 0.12 2 2.00 1
Georgia 434 24 ~ 050 18 0.28 21 21.00 2
Hawaii " (" " " " " " "
Idaho 2.33 ) 9 0.45 14 0.22 12 11.67 1
linois 17.02 46 0.77 35 0.42 45 42.00 4
Indiana 7.78 38 0.60 25 034 31 31.33 3
lowa 3.31 16 0.40 12 0.23 14 14.00 2
Kansas 833 40 0.96 44 039 42 42.00 4
Kentucky 2.39 10 034 7 0.19 8 833 1
Louisiana 2.01 7 0.28 4 0.15 4 5.00 1
Maine 484 27 0.68 30 0.28 21 26.00 2
Maryland . 3.62 19 0.59 23 0.28 21 21.00 2
Massachusetts 3.65 20 0.49 17 0.27 19 18.67 2
Michigan 12.62 43 0.76 33 0.41 44 40.00 4
Minnesota 3.32 17 1.08 46 032 28 3033 3
Mississippi 247 12 0.35 ' 8 0.20 9 9.67 1
Missouri 5.39 32 0.59 23 030 25 26.67 3
Montana 35.67 47 1.18 48 - 0.45 47 47.33 4
Nebraska 5.24 30 0.87 40 037 37 35.67 3
Nevada 0.14 1 0.20 1 0.06 1 1.00 1
New Hampshire 86.52 48 0.61 26 - 034 3 35.00 3
New Jersey 8.27 39 0.87 40 0.38 40 39.67 4
New Mexico 7.76 37 0.83 39 034 31 35.67 3
New York 8.71 1 0.63 27 035 35 34.33 3
North Carolina 1.7 4 033 6 0.18 6 533 1
North Dakota 3.42 18 1.22 49 0.37 37 34.67 3
Ohio 9.07 42 0.68 30 0.38 40 37.33 4
Oklahoma CR ] 29 0.52 20 0.27 19 2267 2
Oregon 4,07 22 0.43 13 0.24 16 17.00 2
Pennsylvania 13.37 45 0.81 37 044 46 4267 4
Rhode Island 462 25 0.64 28 0.34 31 28.00 3
South Carolina 244 1n 0.36 9 0.20 9 9.67 1
South Dakota 6.05 34 1.04 45 037 37 38.67 4
Tennessee 1.95 6 030 5 0.16 5 5.33 1
Texas 5.87 : 33 0.55 22 030 25 26.67 3
Utah 1.34 3 039 1" 0.18 6 6.67 1
Vermont (3 ® 1.09 47 - 053 49 48.00 4
Virginia 3.80 21 0.52 20 0.28 21 20.67 2
Washington 421 23 0.65 29 0.30 25 25.67 2
West Virginia 1.88 5 0.25 3 014 3 3.67 1
Wisconsin 7.24 36 0.76 33 0.35 35 3467 3
Wyoming 2.54 13 0.77 35 0.24 16 21.33 2

tNot applicable.

Wariation is not measured in the District of Columbia or Hawaii where there is only one school district.

The restricted range ratio could not be calculated for percent federal revenues in Vermont because the fifth percentile—by which the difference
was divided—was equal to zero.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Common Core of Data, “Schoo! District Financial Survey (Form F-
33): School Year 1997-98."
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Chapter 5: Federal Revenues

Figure 5-7. Synthesis of variation measures of percent federal revenues, by state: 1997-98

Percent federal revenues:
combined variation measures

[ First quartile (lowest variation)  (12)

7] Second quartile - {13)
[ Third quartile (13)
>
[ Fourth quartile (highest variation) (11)
< B Data not available @
- ~
i =
i, @ Hi

NOTE: Variation is not measured in the District of Columbia or Hawaii where there is only one school district. Regions are delineated in black;
Alaska and Hawaii are part of the Western Region.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Common Core of Data, “School District Financial Survey (Form F-
33): School Year 1997-98."

Table 5-12. Variation in percent federal revenues, by region: 1997-98

Percent of states in quartiles Percent of states in quartiles
Region 1 and 2 (low variation) 3 and 4 (high variation)
Percent federal revenues :
Northeast - 22 78
Midwest 8 92
South 94 6
West 58 ’ 42

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Common Core of Data, “School District Financial Survey (Form F-
33): School Year 1997-98." )

Relationship between Percent Federal Revenues and Selected District Fiscal and
Demographic Characteristics

For the United States as a whole and for nearly all states with sufficient data, percent federal revenues
showed a negative relationship with both measures of district fiscal capacity—median value owner-
occupied housing (-0.24) and median household income (-0.59) (table A-23). Thirty-three'states showed
a negative relationship between percent federal revenues and median value owner-occupied housing,
with 19 states demonstrating a strong negative correlation (table 5-13). Nebraska demonstrated a mod-
erate positive relationship. Six states—Delaware, Nevada, New York, North Dakota, Vermont, and .
Wyoming—showed no significant relationship between these variables. Only Delaware and Nevada
did not show a negative relationship between percent federal revenues and median household income:
they showed no significant relationship. Kansas, Minnesota, Montana, Nebraska, New Hampshire,
Vermont, and Wyoming showed a moderate .negative relationship between percent federal revenues
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Table 5-13. Correlations between percent federal revenues and selected fiscal and demographic characteristics, by state: 1997-98

Characteristics States

Minority enroliment -
Strong positive relationship Alabama, Alaska, Arizona, California, Connecticut, Florida, Idaho, lllinois, Indiana, Louisiana, Maryland,
Massachusetts, Michigan, Montana, Nebraska, New York, North Carolina, North Dakota, Ohio, Pennsylvania,
Rhode Island, South Carolina, Utah, Virginia, Washington, Wisconsin, Wyoming, US overall
-Moderate positive relationship lowa, Kansas, Minnesota, Missouri, New Hampshire, Oregon, Tennessee, Texas, Vermont

Weak positive relationship [none]
Weak negative relationship [none]
Moderate negative relationship  [none]
- Strong negative relationship [none]

No significant relationship Delaware, Maine, Nevada, West Virginia

School-age children in poverty
Strong positive relationship Alabama, Alaska, Arizona, California, Connecticut, Florida, lllinois, Indiana, lowa, Louisiana, Maryland,
Massachusetts, Michigan, Missouri, Montana, New Hampshire, New York, North Carolina, North Dakota, Ohio,
Oregon, Pennsylvania, Rhode Island, South Carolina, Tennessee, Texas, Utah, Virginia, Washmgton
West Virginia, Wisconsin, Wyoming, US overall
Moderate positive relationship  ldaho, Kansas, Maine, Minnesota, Nebraska, Vermont

Weak positive relationship [none]
Weak negative relationship [none]
Moderate negative relationship  [none]
Strong negative relationship [none]
No significant relationship Delaware, Nevada

Median household income

Strong positive relationship [none]

Moderate positive relationship [none)

Weak positive relationship [none)

Weak negative relationship [none]

Moderate negative relationship  Kansas, Minnesota, Montana, Nebraska, New Hampshire, Vermont, Wyoming

Strong negative relationship Alabama, Alaska, Arizona, California, Connecticut, Florida, ldaho, lllinois, Indiana, lowa, Louisiana, Maine,

Maryland, Massachusetts, Michigan, Missouri, New York, North Carolina, North Dakota, Ohio, Oregon,
Pennsylvania, Rhode Island, South Carolina, Tennessee, Texas, Utah Vrrgmla Washington, West Virginia,
Wisconsin, US overall

No significant relationship Delaware, Nevada

Median value owner-occupied housing

Strong positive relationship [none])
Moderate positive relationship ~ Nebraska
Weak positive relationship [none])
Weak negative relationship [none]

Moderate negative relationship  California, Connecticut, Florida, lda_ho, lllinois, Kansas, Louisiana, Maine, Minnesota, Missouri, Montana,
New Hampshire, Washington, Wisconsin, US overall

Strong negative relationship Alabama, Alaska, Arizona, Indiana, lowa, Maryland, Massachusetts, Michigan, North Carolina, Ohio, Oregon,
: Pennsylvania, Rhode Island, South Carolina, Tennessee, Texas, Utah, Virginia, West Virginia
No significant relationship Delaware, Nevada, New York, North Dakota, Vermont, Wyoming

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Common Core of Data, “School District Financial Survey (Form F-
33): School Year 1997-98" and U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census, 1990 Decennial Census School District Special Tabulation.

and median household income, while the remaining 31 states with sufficient data demonstrated a strong
negative relationship.

A strong positive relationship (+0.58) was found between percent federal revenues and percent minor-
ity enrollment. Twenty-seven of the 40 states with sufficient data showed a strong positive relationship
(table 5-13). Nine states showed a moderate positive relationship, while Delaware, Maine, Nevada, and
West Virginia showed no significant relationship between percent federal revenues and percent minor-
ity enrollment.

Percent federal revenues was highly correlated (+0.76) with percent school-age children in poverty,
both at the national level and among the states. No states demonstrated a negative relationship between
percent poverty and percent federal revenues (table 5-13). Delaware and Nevada demonstrated no
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significant relationship. Six states—Idaho, Kansas, Maine, Minnesota, Nebraska, and Vermont—showed
a moderate positive relationship. The remaining 32 states with sufficient data showed a strong positive
relationship between percent poverty and percent federal revenues.
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Total Revenues

School district revenues for public elementary and secondary education totaled $321.6 billion in 1997-
98 (table 6-1). Just over 48 percent of these revenues ($154.6 billion) came from state funds, while 46

~ percent ($146.9 billion) came from local sources and just over 6 percent ($20.1 billion) came from

federal programs. The distribution of revenues from local, state, and federal sources for the 50 states
and the District of Columbia is shown in table 6-2.

Total Revenues Per Pupil

Total revenues per pupil in the United States averaged $7,047 in 1997-98 before cost adjustments
(table 6-1). '

Total revenues per pupil were highest in the Northeast ($9,164) and lowest in the South ($6,324) and
West ($6,380). At $7,255 per pupil, total revenues in the Midwest were higher than in the South and
West. The use of cost adjustments decreased the range between the highest and lowest regions from
$2,840 to $2,214 and the ratio of revenues per pupil from 1.5 to 1.4 to 1. Although the Northeast
remained the highest-revenue region at $8,280 per pupil, the West ($6,066) replaced the South ($6,773)
as the region with lowest total per pupil revenues.

Smaller districts tended to have greater total revenues per pupil, both before and after cost adjustments.
Before cost adjustments, total revenues per pupil averaged $7,524 in districts with fewer than 1,000
students, compared to $6,887 in districts with 10,000 or more students. After cost adjustments, smaller
districts continued to have higher average total revenues per pupil than larger districts. In addition, the
difference between the smallest and the largest districts increased from $637 to $1,703 per pupil. Na-
tionally, however, there was a weak negative relationship between a district’s enrollment and total
revenues per pupil, both before (-0.04) and after (-0.08) cost adjustments (tables A-1 and A-2).

Before cost adjustments, total revenues per pupil showed small but statistically significant relation-
ships with two measures of district wealth—median household income (+0.30) and median value owner-
occupied housing (+0.29) (table A-24). School districts. with median household income at or above
$35,000 had average total revenues per pupil of $7,586, while districts with median household incomes
below $20,000 had revenues per pupil of $6,674 (table 6-1). Similarly, districts with median housing -
values at or above $85,000 had average total revenues of $7,698 per pupil, while districts with median
housing values below $40,000 had revenues per pupil of $6,905.

After cost adjustments, the situation was reversed. Total adjusted revenues per pupil were higher in
districts with the lowest median household incomes ($7,329 per pupil) than in districts with the highest
incomes ($7,018). Total revenues per pupil were also higher in districts with the lowest median housing
values ($7,676) than in districts with the highest housing values ($7,049). However, there was a weak
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Chapter 6: Total Revenues

Table 6-1. Total revenues, cost-adjusted total revenues, total revenues per pupil, and cost-adjusted total revenues per pupil in public school
districts, by region, enrollment, minority enroliment, poverty, median household income, and median value owner-occupied housing:

1997-98
5chool district Total revenues Cost-adjusted total Total revenues Cost-adjusted total
characteristics {(in thousands) revenues (in thousands) per pupil revenues per pupil
Al districts $321,622,156 . ) $319,728,825 $7,047 $7,028
Region
Northeast 72,682,562 65,472,189 9,164 8,280
Midwest 77,058,766 78,684,493 7,255 7,446
South 104,199,649 ' 111,596,706 6,324 6,773
West 67,681,179 63,975,437 6,380 6,066
District enroliment .
0-999 20,454,296 22,523,964 7,524 8,405
1,000-4,999 93,183,195 ’ 94,672,223 . 7175 7,323
5,000-9,999 50,437,706 49,405,143 7,148 7,017
10,000 or more 157,546,959 153,127,496 6,887 6,702
‘Minority enroliment
Less than 5 percent 79,897,569 82,397,885 7,074 7,300
5 percent-<20 percent 83,948,316 83,374,947 6,995 6,947
20 percent-<50 percent 87,836,784 87,474,578 6,843 6,814
50 percent or more 53,065,381 49,948,518 7,443 7,006
Data missing 16,874,106 16,532,898 — —
School-age children in poverty
Less than 5 percent 42,739,421 39,388,077 8,264 7,625
5 percent-<15 percent 106,317,343 105,759,079 6,866 : " 6,830
15 percent-<25 percent 78,803,683 81,823,857 6,650 6,905
25 percent or more 76,887,603 76,224915 7,149 : 7,088
Data missing 16,874,106 16,532,898 —_ —_
Median household income
Less than $20,000 23,097,182 25,366,086 6,674 7,329
$20,000-<$25,000 56,067,251 59,842,901 - 6,677 7127
$25,000-<$30,000 78,290,883 78,663,371 6,985 7,018
$30,000-<$35,000 51,469,451 50,715,400 6,806 6,706
$35,000 or more 95,823,283 88,608,169 ' 7,586 7,018
Data missing 16,874,106 16,532,898 — —
Median value owner-occupied housing
Less than $40,000 25,264,791 28,084,382 6,905 7,676
$40,000-<$55,000 51,312,366 55,347,453 6,554 : 7,070
$55,000-<$85,000 94,795,385 97,658,908 6,561 ' 6,761
$85,000 or more 133,375,508 122,105,185 7,698 7,049
Data missing 16,874,106 16,532,898 — -
—Not available. '

SOURCE: U.5. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Common Core of Data, "School District Financial Survey (Form F-
33): 5chool Year 1997-98" and U.5. Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census, 1990 Decennial Census 5chool District Special Tabulation.

relationship between adjusted total revenues per pupil and both of the two measures of district wealth
for the United States as a whole. The correlation between adjusted total revenues per pupil and median
household income was +0.05 and median value owner-occupied housing was -0.03 (table A-25).

Total revenues per pupil showed very little relationship with district demographic characteristics such
as percent minority enrollment and percent school-age children living in poverty—both before and
after cost adjustments. Before adjustments, school districts with the highest minority enrollments had
higher total revenues per pupil than districts with the lowest minority enrollments, $7,443 and $7,074,
respectively. After adjustments, the figures were nearly reversed—$7,006 in the highest-minority dis-
tricts and $7,300 in the lowest-minority districts. However, in both cases there was very little correla-
tion between total revenues per pupil and percent minority enrollment. The correlation between minor-
ity enrollment and total revenues per pupil was +0.08 before cost adjustments and -0.04 after cost
adjustments. ‘
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Chapter 6: Total Revenues

Table 6-2. Percent of total revenues (in unadjusted dollars) across sources, by state: 1997-98

State Local State Federal Total

United States 459 476 6.6 100.0
Alabama 28.4 62.5 " 9.0 100.0
Alaska 25.1 ] " 61.8 13.0 100.0
Arizona 47.1 42.8 10.1 100.0
Arkansas 325 58.6 8.8 100.0
California 33.7 58.3 8.0 ~100.0
Colorado 519 43.1 49 : 100.0
Connecticut . 59.8 36.4 3.8 100.0
Delaware 30.0 63.6 64 100.0
District of Columbia 83.5 0.0 16.5 100.0
Florida 43.2 49.6 7.2 100.0
Georgia ’ 42.1 51.4 6.5 100.0
Hawaii 24 89.2 8.4 100.0
Idaho 304 62.7 6.9 100.0
lllinois 64.0 29.4 6.6 100.0
Indiana 46.3 49.2 45 100.0
lowa ‘ 47.5 47.8 47 100.0
Kansas 35.9 58.2 . 59 100.0
Kentucky 294 61.2 9.3 100.0
Louisiana 378 51.0 11.2 100.0
Maine 51.7 43.2 5.1 100.0
Maryland 56.5 38.6 5.0 100.0
Massachusetts 54.0 41.2 4.7 100.0
Michigan ; 29.7 64.4 5.9 100.0
Minnesota 449 50.4 : 4.7 : 100.0
Mississippi 31.6 54.9 13.4 100.0
Missouri 549 38.6 ) 6.5 . 100.0
Montana 439 46.2 9.9 100.0
Nebraska 61.5 32.2 6.3 100.0
Nevada 63.8 ' 318 4.4 100.0
New Hampshire 87.4 9.0 3.7 1000
New Jersey 58.5 38.1 3.5 100.0
New Mexico 145 723 ’ 133 100.0
New York 55.0 39.5 5.5 100.0
North Carolina 28.9 64.1 6.9 100.0
North Dakota 49.3 39.0 11.8 100.0
Ohio 536 40.8 5.6 100.0
Oklahoma 335 57.7 8.8 100.0
Oregon 37.0 56.7 6.3 100.0
Pennsylvania 57.6 36.9 5.5 100.0
Rhode Island 545 . . . 40.1 54 100.0
South Carolina ’ 39.8 52.2 8.0 ) 100.0
South Dakota 54.8 ) 35.5 9.7 100.0
Tennessee 43.8 47.7 8.5 100.0
Texas 49.7 434 7.5 100.0
Utah 32.0 60.7 73 100.0
Vermont 726 233 4.1 100.0
Virginia ’ 63.6 31.2 52 100.0
Washington 28.1 65.6 6.3 100.0
West Virginia 28.7 62.0 9.3 100.0
Wisconsin 42.2 533 4.5 100.0
Wyoming 46.3 47.0 6.7 100.0

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Common Core of Data, “School District Financial Survey (Form F-
33): School Year 1997-98."
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Chapter 6: Total Revenues

Total revenues per pupil, in contrast, were higher in the lowest-poverty districts than in the highest
poverty districts both before and after cost adjustments—$8,264 and $7,149, respectively, before cost
adjustments, and $7,625 and $7,088 respectively, after cost adjustments. Again there was a weak corre-
lation between total revenues per pupil and percent school-age children in poverty. The correlation
between percent school-age children in poverty and total revenues per pupil was -0.08 before cost
adjustments and not statistically significant after cost adjustments. :

Restricted Range Ratio

The restricted range ratio for unadjusted total revenues per pupil across the United States was 1.05
(table 6-3). Variation across the states ranged from a low of 0.19 in Nevada to a high of 1.40 in Ver-

mont. Four states (Alaska, Illinois, Montana, and Vermont) had a restricted range ratio higher than that

for the United States.

When cost adjustments were applied, the restricted range ratio for total revenues per pupil across the
United States decreased to 0.90 (table 6-3). Six states exceeded the national variation after cost adjust-
ments: Alaska, Illinois, Missouri, Montana, New Hampshire, and Vermont. Cost adjustments increased
the range between the lowest-variation and highest-variation states. After cost adjustments, the re-
stricted range ratio ranged from 0.22 in Florida to 1.56 in Vermont.

Coefficient of Variation

The coefficient of variation for unadjusted total revenues per pupil across the United States was 0.25
(table 6-3). Variation across the states ranged from a low of 0.08 in Kentucky to a high of 0.36 in
Alaska. Five states (Alaska, Illinois, Montana, North Dakota, and Vermont) had a coefficient of varia-
tion higher than the coefficient for the United States - '

When total revenues were adjusted for cost-of—educatlon differences, the coefficient of variation for
revenues per pupil across the United States became 0.22 (table 6-4). Nine states exceeded the national
coefficient after cost adjustments: Alaska, Illinois, Minnesota, Montana, New Hampshire, North Da-
kota, Texas, Vermont, and Wyoming. Cost adjustments decreased the range between the lowest-varia-
tion and highest-variation states. After cost adjustments, the coefficient of variation ranged from a low
of 0.08 in Florida and Kentucky to a high of 0.35 in Montana.

Gini Coefficient

The Gini coefficient for unadjusted total revenues per pupil across the United States was 0.13 (table 6-
3). Variation across the states ranged from a low of 0.03 in Nevada to a high of 0.16 in Vermont. Three
states (Alaska, Montana, and Vermont) had a Gini coefficient higher than the coefﬁment for the United
States

Cost-of-education adjustments reduced the Gini coefficient across the United States to 0.11 (table 6-4).
Alaska, Montana, and Vermont still exceeded the United States level of variation, and Illinois and New
Hampshire joined the group. After adjustments, the Gini coefficient still ranged from a low of 0.03 in
Nevada to a high of 0.17 in Vermont.
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Chapter 6: Total Revenues

Table 6-3. Variation in total revenues per pupil (unadjusted dollars), by state: 1997-98

Restricted range ratio Coefficient of variation Gini coefficient Average Average
State Value Rank Value Rank Value Rank rank quartile
United States 1.05 . t 0.25 t 0.13 t t S |
Alabama 0.32 7 0.1 10 0.05 3 6.67 1
Alaska 1.28 48 0.36 49 0.15 48 48.33 4
Arizona 0.76 43 0.19 35 0.08 28 35.33 3
Arkansas 0.45 23 0.1 10 0.05 3 12.00 2
California 0.44 22 0.13 21 0.07 21 2133 2
Colorado 0.38 12 0.11 ' 10 0.05 3 8.33 1
Connecticut 0.49 .26 0.14 23 0.07 21 23.33 2
Delaware 046 24 0.09 2 . 0.05 3 . 9.67 1
District of Columbia (" " ") (") (" (" () ")
Florida 0.26 : .3 0.09 2 0.05 3 2,67 ' 1
Georgia 0.67 37 0.15 24 0.08 28 29.67 3
Hawaii " " 0 () " " " "
Idaho 0.46 24 0.15 24 0.07 21 23.00 2
Illinois 1.24 47 0.28 46 013 46 46.33 4
Indiana 043 19 012 17 0.07 2 19.00 2
lowa 0.26 3 0.10 4 0.04 2 . 3.00 1
Kansas 0.59 31 . 0.8 32 0.08 \ 28 30.33 3
Kentucky 0.25 2 0.08 1 0.05 . 3 2.00 1
Louisiana 0.31 6 0.10 4 0.05 3 4.33 1
Maine 0.56 © 28 0.18 . 32 0.08 28 29.33 3
Maryland 0.52 27 0.12 17 0.06 13 19.00 2
Massachusetts 0.71 41 0.19 35 0.10 38 38.00 4
Michigan . 0.69 39 0.17 30 0.09 35 34.67 3
Minnesota 0.70 40 0.23 43 0.09 35 39.33 4
Mississippi 0.40 14 0.1 10 0.06 13 12.33 2
Missouri 0.96 45 0.23 43 0.12 ’ 45 44.33 4
Montana . 46 0.31 47 0.14 47 46.67 4
Nebraska 0.56 28 . 015 24 0.08 28 26.67 3
Nevada 0.19 1 0.10 4 0.03 1 2.00 1
New Hampshire 0.72 42 0.20 38 0.11 43 41.00 4
New Jersey 0.65 . 34 0.16 28 0.09 35 32.33 3
New Mexico 0.65 34 0.18 32 ) 0.08 28 31.33 3
New York 0.64- 33 0.20 38 0.10 38 36.33 4
North Carolina 0.34 8 0.10 4 0.05 3 5.00 1
North Dakota 0.68 38 0.27 45 0.10 38 40.33 4
Ohio 0.66 36 0.20 38 0.1 43 39.00 4
Oklahoma 043 19 0.13 21 0.06 ) 13 17.67 2
Oregon 0.35 10 0.12 17 0.06 13 13.33 2
Pennsylvania 0.57 30 0.15 . 24 0.08 28 27.33 3
Rhode Island 0.27 . 5 0.10 4 0.05 3 400 1
South Carolina 0.39 13 : 0.1 10 0.06 13 12.00 2
South Dakota 043 19 0.17 30 0.07 21 23.33 2
Tennessee © 040 14 0.1 10 0.06 13 12.33 2
Texas 041 16 0.22 49 0.07 21 26.00 -3
Utah 042 17 0.16 28 0.07 21 22.00 2
Vermont 1.40 49 0.31 47 0.16 49 48.33 4
Virginia 0.62 32 0.19 35 0.10 38 35.00 3
Washington 042 17 0.12 17 0.06 13 15.67 2
West Virginia 0.34 8 0.10 4 0.05 3 5.00 1
Wisconsin 0.36 1 0.1 10 0.06 13 11.33 1
Wyoming 0.76 43 0.22 41 0.10 38 40.67 4
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tNot applicable.
Wariation is not measured in the District of Columbia or Hawaii where there is only one school district.

SOURCE: U.S. Departmenf of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Common Core of Data,”School District Financial Survey (Form F-
33): School Year 1997-98."
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Table 6-4. Variation in total revenues per pupil (cost-adjusted dollars), by state: 1997-98

Restricted range ratio Coefficient of variation Gini coefficient Average Average

State Value Rank Value Rank Value Rank rank quartile
United States 0.90 t 0.22 t 0.1 t t t
Alabama 0.32 7 0.1 6 0.06 10 7.67 1
Alaska 1.28 47 0.34 47 0.15 47 47.00 4
Arizona 0.75 40 0.21 37 0.09 32 36.33 4
Arkansas 0.34 8 0.10 4 0.05 3 5.00 1
California 047 22 0.14 21 0.07 23 22.00 2
Colorado 0.39 15 0.14 21 0.06 10 15.33 2
Connecticut 0.48 23 0.14 21 0.08 26 23.33 2
Delaware 0.45 20 0.09 3 0.05 3 8.67 1
District of Columbia " " " . " " " "
Florida 0.22 1 0.08 1 0.04 2 1.33 1
Georgia 0.49 25 0.12 17 0.06 10 17.33 2
Hawaii " " " " - " " " "
Idaho 0.57 30 0.16 27 0.08 26 27.67 3
lllinois 1.14 46 0.25 44 0.12 45 45.00 4
Indiana 0.4 19 0.1 6 0.06 10 11.67 2
lowa 0.29 3 0.12 17 0.05 3 7.67 1
Kansas 0.68 36 0.22 40 0.10 38 38.00 4
Kentucky 0.31 5 0.08 1 0.05 3 3.00 1
Louisiana 0.29 3 0.10 4 0.05 3 3.33 1
Maine 0.75 40 0.20 34 0.09 32 3533 3
Maryland 0.39 15 o.n 6 0.06 10 10.33 2
Massachusetts 0.68 36 0.19 32 0.10 38 35.33 3
Michigan 0.54 " 28 0.14 21 0.07 23 24,00 2
Minnesota 0.49 25 0.23 41 0.08 26 30.67 3
Mississippi 0.37 13 omn 6 0.06 10 9.67 2
Missouri 0.96 45 0.20 34 0.10 38 39.00 4
Montana 1.30 48 0.35 49 0.15 47 48.00 4
Nebraska 0.72 39 0.21 37 0.10 38 38.00 4
Nevada 0.25 2 0.1 6 0.03 1 3.00 1
New Hampshire 0.91 44 0.24 43 0.12 45 44.00 4
New Jersey 0.66 35 0.16 27 0.09 - 32 31.33 3
New Mexico 0.69 38 0.20 34 0.08 26 3267 3
New York 0.61 32 0.19 32 0.10 38 34,00 3
North Carolina 0.31 5 0.11 6 0.05 3 4.67 1
North Dakota 0.82 42 031 46 0.1 43 43.67 4
Ohio 0.54 28 017 29 0.09 32 29.67 3
Oklahoma 0.60 31 0.18 31 0.08 26 29.33 3
Oregon 0.35 10 015 25 0.06 10 15.00 2
Pennsylvania 0.48 23 0.12 17 0.06 10 16.67 2
Rhode Island 0.36 M omn 6 0.06 10 9.00 1
South Carolina 0.37 13 0.1 6 0.06 10 9.67 2
South Dakota 0.63 33 0.21 37 0.09 32 34.00 3
Tennessee 0.36 1M 0.n 6 0.06 10 9.00 1
Texas 0.65 34 0.27 45 0.09 32 37.00 4
Utah 0.46 21 0.17 29 0.07 23 2433 3
Vermont 1.56 49 0.34 47 017 49 48.33 4
Virginia 0.51 27 0.15 25 0.08 26 26.00 3
Washington 0.39 15 0.13 20 0.06 10 15.00 2
West Virginia 0.34 8 0.1 6 0.05 3 5.67 1
Wisconsin 0.39 15 0.1 6 0.06 10 10.33 2
Wyoming 0.85 43 0.23 41 0.1 43 42,33 4

tNot applicable.

'Variation is not measured in the District of Columbia or Hawaii where there is only one school district.

SOURCE: U.5. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Common Core of Data, “School District Financial Survey (Form F-

33): S5chool Year 1997-98."

O

RIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Yoy



Q

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Chapter 6: Total Revenues

Overall Variation

In a synthesis of the three unadjusted variation measures, the South had the lowest variation, while the
Northeast had the highest (figure 6-1). The West had neither high nor low interdistrict variation, with
about half the states falling into the two lowest-variation quartiles when ranked with states across the
country (table 6-5). Four-fifths (81 percent) of the Southern states fell into the two quartiles with lowest
variation, while two-thirds of the Northeastern and Midwestern states (67 percent each) fell into the
two quartiles with highest variation after cost adjustments. -

Figure 6-1. Synthesis of variation measures of total revenues per pupil (cost-adjusted dollars), by state: 1997-98

Total reserves per pupil (cost adjusted):
combined variation measures

[J First quartile (lowest variation) ~ (12)
[ Second quartile (13)
\ [J Third quartile (12)
[] Fourth quartile (highest variation) (12)

~~ . Data not available 2

NOTE: Variation is not measured in Hawaii or the District of Columbia where there is only one school district. Regions are delineated in black;
Alaska and Hawaii are part of the Western Region.

SOURCE: US. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Common Core of Data,"School District Financial Survey (Form F-
33): School Year 1997-98." ’

Table 6-5. Variation in total revenues per pupil, by region: 1997-98

Percent of states in quartiles Percent of states in quartiles
Region 1 and 2 (low variation) 3 and 4 (high variation)
Unadjusted total revenues per pupil )
Northeast 22 78
Midwest 33 67
South 81 ’ 19
. West 58 42
Cost-adjusted total revenues per pupil
Northeast 33 67
Midwest 33 67
South 81 . 19
West 42 58

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Common Core of Data,“School District Financial Survey (Form F-
33): School Year 1997-98."
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In unadjusted dollars, states with small variation on one measure also demonstrated small variation on
the other two measures with three notable exceptions: Arkansas, Delaware, and Texas. Arkansas showed
very low variation relative to the other states on the Gini coefficient (ranked 3') but a mid-level re-
stricted range ratio (ranked 23). Delaware was similar, with small variation when measured by the
coefficient of variation (ranked 2™) and the Gini coefficient (tied with Arkansas for 3" rank), but a rank
of 24" when the restricted range ratio was used. .In Texas, the case was a bit different in that the re-
stricted range ratio was the smallest of the three measures (ranked 16%) and similar to the Gini coeffi-
cient (ranked 21%), but the coefficient of variation was in the lowest quartile (ranked 41%). Cost-of-
education adjustments reduced these discrepancies in all three states.

Relationship between Total Revenue Per Pupil and Selected District Fiscal and
- Demographic Characteristics

For the United States as a whole, total revenues per pupil in unadjusted dollars showed a positive
relationship with a school district’s median household income (+0.30) and its median value owner-
occupied housing (+0.29) (table A-24). Similarly, at the state level, owner-occupied housing value was
positively related to total revenues per pupil in nearly half of the 40 states with available data; the '
relationship was strongly positive in 5 states (Florida, Illinois, Maryland, Pennsylvania, and Virginia)
(table 6-6). In contrast, median household income was not as strongly related to total revenues per
pupil. Twenty-three of the 40 states with available data showed no statistically significant relationship
between district income and total revenues per pupil, 8 states showed a moderate negative relationship
between income and revenues, and four states showed a moderate positive relationship. In only four
states (Louisiana, Maryland, New York, and Virginia) was median household income strongly related
to a district’s total revenues per pupil.

After cost adjustments, the strength of the relationship between district wealth and total revenues per
pupil decreased for the United States as a whole, and the relationship with housing value also changed .
from positive to negative. The national cost-adjusted correlation with median household income was
+0.05; the national cost-adjusted correlation with owner-occupied housing value was -0.03 (table A-
25). Adjusted total revenues per pupil continued to show a strong positive relationship with a district’s
median value owner-occupied housing in only two states (Maryland and Virginia) and a moderate
positive relationship in only five other states (Alabama, Illinois, Michigan, Ohio, and Pennsylvania)
(figure 6-2). No states showed a strong positive relationship between a district’s median household
income and adjusted total revenues per pupil, and only seven states (Illinois, Louisiana, Maryland,
Michigan, New York, Pennsylvania, and Virginia) showed a moderate positive relationship between
‘these variables. However, in over half the states reporting data (21), there was a moderate negative
relationship between median household income and total revenues per pupil (figure 6-3).

Total revenues per pupil showed a weak relationship with minority enrollment for the United States as
a-whole, both before (+0.08) and after cost adjustments (-0.04) (table 6-6). This was the case in most
states as well. Six states (Alaska, Arizona, Massachusetts, Missouri, Ohio, and Utah) showed a strong
positive relationship between minority enrollment and total revenues per pupil before cost adjustments
and four states (Alaska, Arizona, Massachusetts, and Missouri) showed this relationship after cost
adjustments (figure 6-4). New York was the only state to show a strong negative relationship between
minority enrollment and total revenues per pupil, and this was after cost adjustments only.

- The percent of school-age children in poverty in a district also showed very little relationship with total
revenues per pupil, both at the national level and in the states. The national correlation between percent
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Chapter 6: Total Revenues

Table 6-6. Correlations between total revenues per pupil and selected fiscal and demographic characteristics, by state: 1997-98

Characteristics States {before cost adjustments)

States (after cost adjustments)

Minority enroliment

Strong positive relationship
Moderate positive relationship

Weak positive relationship
Weak negative relationship
Moderate negative relationship
Strong negative relationship
No significant relationship

Alaska, Arizona, Massachusetts, Missouri, Ohio, Utah
California, Connecticut, Indiana, lowa, Michigan,
Minnesota, Montana, North Dakota, Oregon,

- South Carolina, Tennessee, Washington, Wisconsin,

Wyoming

lllinois, US overall

Texas

New York

[none]

Alabama, Delaware, Florida, |daho, Kansas, Louisiana,
Maine, Maryland, Nebraska, Nevada, New Hampshire,
North Carolina, Pennsylvania, Rhode Island, Vermont,
Virginia, West Virginia

Alaska, Arizona, Massachusetts, Missouri

California, Connecticut, Indiana, Michigan, Minnesota,
Montana, North Dakota, Ohio,' Oregon,

South Carolina, Tennessee, Utah,' Washington,
Wyoming '

[none)

Pennsylvania,' US overall

lowa,' Kansas,' Nebraska,' New Hampshire,' Texas'
New York!

Alabama, Delaware, Florida, Idaho, lllinois,' Louisiana,
Maine, Maryland, Nevada, North Carolina,

Rhode Island, Vermont, Virginia, West Virginia,
Wisconsin'

School-age children in poverty

Strong positive relationship
Moderate positive relationship

Weak positive relationship
Weak negative relationship
Moderate negative relationship
Strong negative relationship
No significant relationship

Alaska, Utah

Arizona, California, Connecticut, Indiana,
Massachusetts, Minnesota, Missouri, Montana,
Nebraska, North Dakota, Ohio, Oregon, Tennessee,
Wisconsin, Wyoming

Texas

US overall

Alabama, lllinois, Louisiana, New York, Pennsylvania
[none] )

Delaware, Florida, Idaho, lowa, Kansas, Maine,
Maryland, Michigan, Nevada, New Hampshire,
North Carolina, Rhode Island, South Carolina,
Vermont, Virginia, Washington, West Virginia

Alaska, Missouri,' Utah .

Arizona, California, Connecticut, Florida,' Indiana,
lowa,' Kansas,' Massachusetts, Minnesota, Montana,
Nebraska, North Carolina,' North Dakota, OChio,
Oregon, South Carolina,’ Tennessee, Texas,'
Washington,' Wisconsin, Wyoming

[none)

[none)

lllinois, Louisiana

New York'

Alabama,’ Delaware, Idaho, Maine, Maryland,
Michigan, Nevada, New Hampshire, Pennsylvania,’
Rhode Island, Vermont, Virginia, West Virginia,

" USoverall

Median household income
Strong positive relationship
Moderate positive relationship

. Weak positive relationship
Weak negative relationship
Moderate negative relationship

Strong negative relationship
No significant relationship

Louisiana, Maryland, New York, Virginia
Alabama, lllinois, Michigan, Pennsylvania, US overall

Ohio

[none)

Alaska, Arizona, California, Massachusetts, Montana,
Nebraska, North Dakota, Utah

[none) .

Connecticut, Delaware, Florida, Idaho, Indiana, lowa,
Kansas, Maine, Minnesota, Missouri, Nevada,

New Ham'pshire, North.Carolina, Oregon,

Rhode Island, South Carolina, Tennessee, Texas,
Vermont, Washington, West Virginia, Wisconsin,
Wyoming

[none)

lllinois, Louisiana,’ Maryland,” Michigan, New York,'
Pennsylvania, Virginia'

USoverall

[none)

Alaska, Arizona, California, Indiana,’ towa,' Kansas,'
Maine,' Massachusetts, Minnesota,' Missouri,’
Montana, Nebraska, North Carolina,' North Dakota,
Qregon,' Tennessee,’ Texas,' Utah, Washington,'
West Virginia,' Wisconsin'

[none) '

Alabama,' Connecticut, Delaware, Florida, Idaho,
Nevada, New Hampshire, Ohio,’ Rhode Island,
South Carolina, Vermont, Wyoming

Median value owner-occupied housing

Strong positive relationship
Moderate positive relationship

Weak positive relationship
Weak negative relationship
Moderate negative relationship

Strong negative relationship
No significant relationship

Florida, lllinois, Maryland, Pennsylvania, Virginia
Alabama, Indiana, Louisiana, Massachusetts,
Michigan, New Hampshire, New York,

North Carolina, Ohio, Vermont, Washington,
Wisconsin, US overall

California, Missouri

[none)

Arizona, Montana, Nebraska, North Dakota

Alaska, Nevada

Connecticut, Delaware, Idaho, lowa, Kansas, Maine,
Minnesota, Oregon, Rhode Island, South Carolina,
Tennessee, Texas, Utah, West Virginia, Wyoming

Maryland, Virginia
Alabama, lllinois,' Michigan, Ohio, Pennsylvania'

[none)

USoverall

Arizona, California,' lowa,’ Kansas,' Maine,’
Minnesota,’ Missouri,' Montana, Nebraska,
North Dakota, Oregon,' Tennessee,' Texas,'
Washington,' Wisconsin'

Alaska, Nevada

Connecticut, Delaware, Florida,' Idaho, Indiana,’
Louisiana,' Massachusetts,' New Hampshire,'
New York,' North Carolina,' Rhode Island,
South Carolina, Utah, Vermont,' West Virginia,
Wyoming
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Chapter 6: Total Revenues

Table 6-6. Correlations between total revenues per pupil and selected fiscal and demographic characteristics, by state: 1997-98—Continued

Characteristics States (before cost adjustments) States (after cost adjustments)

Student membership

Strong positive relationship [none] : [none]

Moderate positive relationship Georgia, Indiana, Michigan, Ohio [none]

Weak positive relationship [none] [none]

Weak negative relationship lowa, US overall Nebraska,' US overall

Moderate negative relationship  Alaska, Arizona, Colorado, Idaho, Kansas, Maine, Alabama,' Alaska, Arizona, Arkansas,' Colorado,
Montana, New Hampshire, New Mexico, Connecticut,' Idaho, lowa,' Kansas, Maine,
North Carolina, Oklahoma, Oregon, South Dakota, Minnesota,’ Mississippi,' Missouri,' Montana,
Texas, Utah, Vermont, Washington, Wyoming New Hampshire, New Jersey,' New Mexico,

North Carolina, North Dakota,' Oklahoma, Oregon,
South Carolina,' South Dakota, Texas, Utah, Vermont,
Washington, Wisconsin,' Wyoming

Strong negative relationship [none] [none]

No significant relationship Alabama, Arkansas, California, Connecticut, Delaware, California, Delaware, Florida, Georgia,' lllinois,
Florida, lllinois, Kentucky, Louisiana, Maryland, Indiana,' Kentucky, Louisiana, Maryland,
Massachusetts, Minnesota, Mississippi, Missouri, Massachusetts, Michigan,' Nevada, New York, Ohio,’
Nebraska, Nevada, New Jersey, New York, - Pennsylvania, Rhode Island, Tennessee, Virginia,
North Dakota, Pennsylvania, Rhode Island, West Virginia
South Carolina, Tennessee, Virginia, West Virginia,
Wisconsin

'State changed categories after cost adjustments.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Common Core of Data, “School District Financial Survey (Form F-
33): School Year 1997-98" and U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census, 1990 Decennial Census School District Special Tabulation.

Figure 6-2. Correlations between total revenues per pupil and median value owner-occupied housing (cost-adjusted dollars), by state: 1997-98

Correlations between total
revenues per pupi! (cost adjusted)
and median value owner-occupied housing

0O Strong positive relationship (2)
(0.50-1.00) )

O Moderate positive relationship (5)
(0.11-0.49)

[[] No significant relationship (16)
\ J 0 Mgierate negative relationship  (15)
o N A\ (-0. 9f-o.11? o
e 8] Strong negative relationship (2)
. (-0.50--1.00)
.Hl B Data not avaitable (1)

NOTE: No state-level correlation analysis was possible for the District of Columbia or Hawaii since they only have one district. Nine other states
(Arkansas, Colorado, Georgia, Kentucky, Mississippi, New Jersey, New Mexico, Oklahoma, and South Dakota) were excluded from state-level
correlation analysis because more than 50 percent of the school districts in the state were missing Census data. Regions are delineated in green:
Alaska and Hawaii are part of the Western Region.

SOURCE: U.S. Departmént of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Common Core of Data, "School District Financial Survey (Form F-
33): School Year 1997-98" and U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census, 1990 Decennial Census School District Special Tabulation.
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Chapter 6: Total Revenues

school-age children in poverty and total revenues per pupil was -0.08 before cost adjustments and not
statistically significant after cost adjustments.. Only two states (Alaska and Utah) showed a strong
positive relationship between children in poverty and total revenues per pupil before cost adjustments
and only three states (Alaska, Missouri, and Utah) showed this relationship after cost adjustments.
Again, New York was the only state to show a strong negative relationship between children in poverty
and total revenues per pupil, after cost adjustments to revenues (figure 6-5).

Figure 6-3. Correlations between total revenues per pupil and-median household income (cost-adjusted dollars), by state: 1997-98

I Correlations between total revenues
per pupil (cost adjusted)
and median household income

D Moderate positive relationship 7)
(0.49-0.11)

O Moderate negative relationship  (21)
(-0.49--0.11)

D No significant relationship (12)
A B Data not available (1)

NOTE: No state-level correlation analysis was possible for the District of Columbia or Hawaii since they only have one district. Nine other states
(Arkansas, Colorado, Georgia, Kentucky, Mississippi, New Jersey, New Mexico, Oklahoma, and South Dakota) were excluded from state-level
correlation analysis because more than 50 percent of the school districts in the state were missing Census data. Regions are delineated in green;
Alaska and Hawaii are part of the Western Region.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Common Core of Data, "School District Financial Survey (Form F-
33): School Year 1997-98" and U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census, 1990 Decennial Census School District Special Tabulation.
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Chapter 6: Total Revenues

Figure 6-4. Correlations between total revenues per pupil and percent minority enrollment (cost-adjusted dollars), by state: 1997-98

f Correlations between total revenues
per pupil (cost adjusted)
and percent minority enrollment

O Strong positive relationship (4)
(0.50-1.00) ’

. Moderate positive relationship  (14)
(0.11-0.49)

] No significant refationship (15)

[] :/_\galil(()_ntag.zg;\;e relationship (1)
D ?jlgc;egr—at_% .rﬁg);ative relationship (6)
E] (S_t{c())r;)g_ r:g.gsa(;i)ve relationship (8]

Data not available (11)

NOTE: No state-level correlation analysis was possible for the District of Columbia or Hawaii since they only have one district. Nine other states
(Arkansas, Colorado, Georgia, Kentucky, Mississippi, New Jersey, New Mexico, Oklahoma, and South Dakota) were excluded from state-level
correlation analysis because more than 50 percent of the school districts in the state were missing Census data. Regions are delineated in green;
Alaska and Hawaii are part of the Western Region.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Common Core of Data, “School District Financial Survey (Form F-
33): School Year 1997-98" and U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census, 1990 Decennial Census School District Special Tabulation.

Figure 6-5. Correlations between total revenues per pupil and percent school-age children in poverty (cost-adjusted dollars), by state: 1997-98

» orrelajions between total revenues

per pupil (cost adjusted)

¥ and percent school-age children in poverty

E] Strong positive relationship (3)
(0.50-1.00)

0 Moderate positive relationship  (21)
(0.11-0.49)

[ No significant relationship (13)

0O Moderate negative relationship  (2)
(-0.49--0.11)

ol O Strong negative relationship (1)
(-0.50- -1.00)
o o AT HI B Data not available (1)
>R o 9

NOTE: No state-level correlation analysis was possible for the District of Columbia or Hawaii since they only have one district. Nine other states
(Arkansas, Colorado, Georgia, Kentucky, Mississippi, New Jersey, New Mexico, Oklahoma, and South Dakota) were excluded from state-level
correlation analysis because more than 50 percent of the school districts in the state were missing Census data. Regions are delineated in green;
Alaska and Hawaii are part of the Western Region.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Common Core of Data, “School District Financial Survey (Form F-
33): School Year 1997-98" and U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census, 1990 Decennial Census School District Special Tabulation.
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Chapter 7: Summary of Findings

This report examined school district revenues for elementary and secondary education during the 1997-
98 school year. Separate chapters were devoted to local revenues, state revenues, state and local rev-
enues, federal revenues, and total revenues. This chapter synthesizes the material presented previously
and highlights the key findings of the report.

National Findings about Education Revenues

School district revenues for elementary and secondary education totaled $321.6 billion in 1997-98
(table 6-1). State governments provided the largest share of total school district revenues—nearly $155
billion, or 48.1 percent of the total. Local governments provided the second-largest share—nearly $147
billion, or 45.7 percent of the total. The federal government provided the remainder—about $20.1
billion, or 6.3 percent of the total.

Regional Differences in School District Revenues Per Pupil

Local revenues, state and local revenues, and total revenues per pupil in unadjusted dollars were high-
est in the Northeast, while state revenues per pupil were highest in the West and federal revenues per
pupil were highest in the South (table 7-1). State revenues, state and local revenues, and total revenues
per pupil were lowest in the South, with local revenues per pupil lowest in the West and federal rev-
enues per pupil lowest in the Midwest.

Table 7-1. Regional differences in school district revenues per pupil: 1997-98

Local revenues State revenues State and local " Federal revenues Total revenues
Characteristics per pupil per pupil revenues per pupil per pupil per pupil

Unadjusted dollars

Highest region Northeast West Northeast South . Northeast
Lowest region West South South . Midwest South

Cost-adjusted dollars

Highest region Northeast Midwest Northeast South Northeast
Lowest region West Northeast West Northeast West

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Common Core of Data, “School District Financial Survey (Form F-
33): School Year 1997-98" and U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census, 1990 Decennial School District Special Tabulation.

With cost adjustments, local revenues, state and local revenues, and total revenues per pupil were still
highest in the Northeast and federal revenues per pupil were highest in the South (table 7-1). However,
the Midwest replaced the West as the region with the highest state revenues per pupil. The West re-
mained the region with the lowest local revenues per pupil, but the Northeast replaced the South as the
region with the lowest state revenues per pupil and the Midwest as the region with the lowest federal
revenues per pupil. The West also replaced the South as the region with the lowest state and local
revenues and total revenues per pupil.
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Chapter 7: Summary of Findings

Differences in Revenues Per Pupil in Districts of Different Size

Revenues per pupil were generally highest in small school districts and lowest in large districts (table
7-2). In unadjusted dollars, state revenues, state and local revenues, and total revenues per pupil were
highest in districts with fewer than 1,000 students and local revenues per pupil were highest in districts
with between 1,000 and 5,000 students. Only, federal revenues per pupil were highest in the largest
districts—districts with over 10,000 students. Local revenues, state and local revenues, and total rev-
enues per pupil were lowest in the largest districts, while state and federal revenues per pupil were
lowest in districts with between 1,000 and 5,000 students.

Table 7-2. School district revenues per pupil, by district size: 1997-98

Local revenues State revenues State and local Federal revenues ° Total revenues
Characteristics per pupil per pupil revenues per pupil per pupil per pupil

Unadjustéd dollars

Highest group 1,000-4,999 0-999 0-999 10,000 and over 0-999
Lowest group 10,000 and over 1,000-4,999 10,000 and over 1,000-4,999 10,000 and over

Cost-adjusted dollars

Highest group 0-999 . 0-999 0-999 0-999 0-999
Lowest group 10,000 and over 5,000-9,999 10,000 and over 5,000-9,999 10,000 and over

SOURCE: U.5. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Common Core of Data, “School District Financial Survey (Form F-
33): School Year 1997-98" and U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census, 1990 Decennial Census Schoo! District Special Tabulation.

With cost adjustments, the smallest school districts (those with less than 1,000 students) had the high-
est revenues per pupil from Jocal, state and federal sources, as well as the highest state and local rev-
enues and total revenues per pupil. Larger school districts, in contrast, tended to have the lowest rev- -
enues per pupil. Local revenues, state and local revenues, and total revenues per pupil were lowest in

districts with over 10,000 students, while state and federal revenues per pupil were lowest in districts
with between 5,000 and 10,000 students.

Variation in Revenues Per Pupil Across School Districts

Three different statistics were used to measure the extent of variation in revenues per pupil in school
districts across the nation: the restricted range ratio, the coefficient of variation, and the Gini coeffi-
cient. Table 7-3 summarizes variation in local, state, federal, state and local, and total revenues per
pupil in both unadjusted and cost-adjusted dollars on the three measures.

Table 7-3. Variation in school district revenues per pupil: 1997-98

Variation Local revenues State revenues State and local Federal revenues Total revenues
measure per pupil per pupil revenues per pupil per pupil per pupil

Unadjusted dollars

Restricted range ratio 6.19 3.37 118 7.13 1.0S
Coefficient of variation 0.64 0.39 0.27 0.79 0.2S
Gini coefficient 032 0.21 - 013 0.34 0.13

Cost-adjusted dollars

Restricted range ratio $.39 3.79 0.95 7.54 0.90
Coefficient of variation 0.59 0.39 0.23 0.81 0.22
Gini coefficient 0.30 0.21 0.12 0.34 0.11

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Common Core of Data, “School District Financial Survey (Form F-
33): School Year 1997-98" and U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census, 1990 Decennial Census School District Special Tabulation.
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Chapter 7: Summary of Findings

- Of the five major revenue measures examined in this report, federal revenues per pupil showed the
greatest variation across school districts, in both unadjusted and cost-adjusted dollars. As shown in
table 7-3, the restricted range ratio for unadjusted federal revenues per pupil was 7.13, the coefficient of
variation was 0.79, and the Gini coefficient was 0.34. (Federal revenues in the district at the 95™ per-
centile were 6.19 times higher than local revenues in the district at the 5 percentile, approximately
two-thirds of the districts nationally have local revenues per pupil within 64 percent below or above the
mean, and revenues are more concentrated among a smaller share of students.) The figures in cost-
adjusted dollars were 7.54, 0.81, and 0.34, respectively.

Local revenues per pupil had the second-largest variation. State revenues per pupil showed less varia-
tion than federal and local revenues per pupil but varied more than state and local revenues and total
revenues per pupil. -

Total revenues per pupil showed the smallest variation across school districts. In unadjusted dollars,
the restricted range ratio was 1.05, the coefficient of variation was 0.25, and the Gini coefficient was
0.13. In cost-adjusted dollars, the figures were 0.90, 0.22, and 0.11, respectively.

The findings about variation in total and federal revenues per pupil were consistent with expectations,
since national average total revenues per pupil ($7,047) were nearly 16 times higher than average
federal revenues per pupil ($441). However, the small differences in average state and local revenues
per pupil ($3,388 and $3,219, respectively) demonstrate that school districts vary more in local tax
revenues than they do in state funding for education. Local revenues for education are high in some
states and low in others. '

Relationship between School District Fiscal and Demographic Characteristics and
" Revenues Per Pupil

School District Wealth

The two measures of district wealth used in the analysis—median household income and median value
of owner-occupied housing—both showed positive relationships with unadjusted local revenues, state
and local revenues, and total revenues per pupil and negative relationships with unadjusted state and
federal revenues per pupil (table 7-4). Wealthier school districts raised more money per pupil from
local sources and received less state and federal revenues per pupil than poorer districts. Although state
and federal aid partially offset the local revenue of wealthier school districts, wealthier districts still
had higher state and local and total revenues per pupil than poorer districts.

With cost adjustments to revenues school districts with higher incomes and housing values still had

higher local revenues per pupil, although the relationships were not as strong ‘as they were with unad-

justed local revenues per pupil. There were stronger negative relationships between district income and

housing values and state and federal revenues per pupil. As a result, the relationship between district

income and state and local revenues per pupil was reduced and the relationship between district income

and total revenues per pupil was eliminated. The relationship between district housing values and state
and local revenues per pupil also decreased and the relationship between housing values and total
revenues per pupil became negative. In other words, with cost adjustments, state and federal aid was

greater than the local revenue of wealthier districts, resulting in only a small positive relationship -
between local wealth and state and local revenues per pupil and no relationship between local wealth

and total revenues per pupil for education.
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Table 7-4. Correlation between school district revenues per pupil and selected district fiscal and demographic characteristics: 1997-98

School district Local revenues State revenues State and local Federal revenues Total revenues
characteristics per pupil per pupil revenues per pupil per pupil per pupil

Unadjusted dollars

Median household income +0.53 -0.31 +0.39 -0.46 +0.30
Median value owner-occupied

housing +0.35 -0.12 +0.32 -0.15 +0.29
Percent minority enroliment -0.16 +0.20 -0.04 +0.56 +0.08 |
Percent children in poverty -0.39 +0.32 -0.22 +0.66 -0.08

Cost-adjusted dollars

Median household income +0.45 -0.44 +0.17 -0.50 +0.05
Median value owner-occupied

housing '+0.23 -0.30 +0.03 023 ° -0.03
Percent minority enrollment -0.20 +0.10 -0.16 +0.49 -0.04
Percent children in poverty -0.38 +0.35 -0.16 +0.65 (*)

*Relationship not significant at the 0.05 level.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Common Core of Data, "School District Financial Survey (Form F-
33}): School Year 1997-98" and U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census, 1990 Decennial School District Special Tabulation.

School District Poverty and Minority Enrollments

The two district demographic characteristics used in this analysis—percent minority enrollment and
percent children in poverty—both were negatively related to unadjusted local revenues per pupil and
positively related to unadjusted state and federal revenues per pupil (table 7-4). School districts with
larger minority and poverty populations raised less money from local sources and received higher state
and federal aid per pupil than districts with smaller minority and poverty populations. Since higher
state and federal aid were larger for districts with lower local revenues per pupil, there was a weak
relationship between minority enrollment and state and local revenues per pupil and a weak positive
relationship between minority enrollment and total revenues per pupil. The percent of children in pov-
erty in a district had a negative relationship with both state and local revenues per pupil and total
revenues per pupil.

With cost adjustments to revenues, these patterns were generally maintained. School districts with
larger minority and poverty populations had lower local revenues per pupil and higher state and federal
revenues per pupil. As a result, there was only a weak negative relationship between minority enroll-
ment and both state and local revenues and total revenues per pupil. There a weak negative relationship
between district poverty and state and local revenues per pupil and no statistically significant relation-
ship between district poverty and total revenues per pupil. '

State Findings about Education Revenues

In the analyses of variation in per pupil revenues presented in chapters 2 to 6 of the report, the three

individual measures of variation in revenues per pupil were integrated into an overall measure of varia-

Q

tion based on an average of state rankings on the three individual measures. Each state’s average on the
three variation measures was then ranked, with states divided into four quartiles from lowest to highest
variation. The first part of discussion below highlights differences in state variation on the different
measures of revenues per pupil. The second part of the discussion reviews key findings about the
relationship between selected district fiscal and demographic characteristics and revenues per pupil
from different sources.
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Chapter 7: Summary of Findings

Interdistrict Variation in Revenues Per Pupil within the States

The 12 states with the greatest interdistrict variation in unadjusted total revenues per pupil based on the
integrated measure of variation included: Alaska, Illinois, Massachusetts, Minnesota, Missouri, Mon-

- tana, New Hampshire, New York, North Dakota, Ohio, Vermont, and Wyoming (table 7-5). One state,

Q

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Illinois, was also in the quartile of states with the greatest interdistrict variation in the other four mea-
sures of revenues per pupil. Four other states, Alaska, New York, Vermont, and Wyoming, were in the
quartile of states with the greatest interdistrict variation on three other measures of revenues per pupil.

When revenues per pupil were adjusted to reflect cost-of-education differences across school districts,
eight states (Alaska, Illinois, Missouri, Montana, New Hampshire, North Dakota, Vermont, and Wyo-
ming) remained in the quartile with the greatest overall variation in total revenues per pupil. However,
Arizona, Kansas, Nebraska, and Texas replaced Massachusetts, Minnesota, New York, and Ohio in this
group of states with the largest interdistrict variation. Illinois continued to show the greatest variation
on the four other measures of revenues per pupil, with Alaska, Kansas, Vermont, and Wyoming show-
ing the greatest variation on three other measures of revenues per pupil.

The 12 states with the smallest interdistrict variation in unadjusted total revenues per pupil included:
Alabama, Colorado, Delaware, Florida, Iowa, Kentucky, Louisiana, Nevada, North Carolina, Rhode
Island, West Virginia, and Wisconsin (table 7-6). Within this group, two states, [owa and North Caro-
lina, were also in the quartile of states with the smallest interdistrict variation on the four other mea-
sures of revenues per pupil. Three other states, Delaware, Florida, and West Virginia, were in the quartile
of states with the smallest interdistrict variation on three other measures of revenues per pupil.

Table 7-5. States with the largest overall variation in revenues per pupil: 1997-98

Local revenues

State revenues

State and local

Federal revenues

Total revenues

per pupil per pupil revenues per pupil per pupil per pupil
Unadjusted dollars
Alaska Connecticut Alaska Alaska Alaska
Connecticut Iflinois Illinois Arizona lllinois
ldaho Massachusetts Kansas Connecticut Massachusetts
Hllinois Missouri Missouri Illinois Minnesota
Kansas New Hampshire Montana Kansas Missouri
Massachusetts New Jersey New Hampshire Michigan Montana
Michigan New York New York Minnesota New Hampshire
New Jersey Ohio North Dakota Montana New York
New York Rhode Island Ohio North Dakota North Dakota
Texas Texas Vermont Pennsylvania Ohio -
Wyoming Vermont Virginia South Dakota Vermont
Wyoming Wyoming Vermont Wyoming
Cost-adjusted dollars
Alaska Connecticut Alaska Alaska Alaska
Arizona Iilinois Illinois Arizona Arizona
California Massachusetts Kansas Connecticut lllinois
Connecticut Missouri Montana Illinois Kansas
idaho New Hampshire Nebraska Kansas Missouri
lllinois New Jersey New Hampshire Michigan Montana
Kansas New York New Mexico Minnesota Nebraska
Massachusetts Texas New York Montana -New Hampshire
Michigan Vermont North Dakota North Dakota North Dakota
New Jersey Wyoming Vermont Pennsylvania Texas
Texas Wyoming - South Dakota Vermont
Wyoming : Vermont Wyoming

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Common Core of Data, “School District Financial Survey (Form F-
33): School Year 1997-98" and U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census, 1990 Decennial Census School District Special Tabulation.
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Table 7-6.  States with the smallest overall variation in revenues per pupil: 1997-98

Local revenues

State revenues

State and local

Federal revenues

Total revenues

per pupil per pupil revenues per pupil - per pupil per pupil
Unadjusted dollars
Delaware Alabama Colorado Alabama Alabama
Florida Delaware Delaware Arkansas Colorado
Indiana Georgia Florida Florida Delaware
lowa lowa lowa lowa Florida
Nebraska Louisiana Kentucky Kentucky lowa
Nevada Michigan Nevada Louisiana Kentucky
New Hampshire Mississippi North Carolina Mississippi Louisiana
North Carolina North Carolina Oklahoma Nevada Nevada
North Dakota Oregon Rhode island North Carolina North Carolina
South Carolina South Carolina South Dakota South Carolina Rhode Island
South Dakota Utah West Virginia Tennessee West Virginia
West Virginia Washington Wisconsin West Virginia Wisconsin
Cost-adjusted dollars
Delaware Alabama Arkansas Alabama Alabama
Florida Delaware Delaware Arkansas Arkansas
Indiana Indiana Florida Florida Delaware
lowa lowa Indiana lowa Florida
Missouri Louisiana lowa Kentucky lowa
Nevada Michigan- Kentucky Louisiana Kentucky
New Hampshire Mississippi Nevada Mississippi Louisiana
North Carolina North Carolina North Carolina Nevada Nevada
North Dakota South Carolina South Carolina North Carolina North Carolina
South Carolina Utah Tennessee South Carolina Rhode Island
South Dakota Washington West Virginia Tennessee . Tennessee
Tennessee West Virginia Wisconsin Utah West Virginia
West Virginia West Virginia

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Comman Core of Data, “School District Financial Survey (Form F-
33): School Year 1997-98" and U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census, 1990 Decennial Census School District Special Tabulation.

With cost adjustments to revenues, 10 states (Alabama, Delaware, Florida, Iowa, Kentucky, Louisiana,
Nevada, North Carolina, Rhode Island, and West Virginia) remained in the quartile with the smallest
overall variation in total revenues per pupil. However, Arkansas and Tennessee replaced Colorado and
Wisconsin in this group of states with the smallest interdistrict variation. Iowa, North Carolina, and
West Virginia also showed the smallest variation on the four other measures of revenues per pupil;
Delaware, Florida, Nevada, and Tennessee showed the smallest variation on three other measures of
revenues per pupil.

Relationship between Selected District Fiscal and Demographic Characteristics and
Revenues Per Pupil

District Wealth

For the nation as a whole, the two measures of school district wealth used in this analysis—median
household income and median value owner-occupied housing—were positively related to local rev-
enues per pupil and negatively related to state and federal revenues per pupil, in both unadjusted and
cost-adjusted dollars. Both measures of district wealth also showed positive relationships with unad-
Justed state and local revenues per pupil and total revenues per pupil, a moderate positive relationship
with cost-adjusted state and local revenues per pupil, but a weak relationship with adjusted total rev-
enues per pupil.
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Chapter 7: Summary of Findings

The patterns for the nation were found in most states for which data were available for correlation
analysis. Median household income showed a positive relationship with unadjusted local revenues per
pupil in 36 of the 40 states with available data, the relationship was strongly positive in 20 of the 36
states (table 7-7). In contrast, household income showed a negative relationship with unadjusted state
revenues per pupil in 36 states and with unadjusted federal revenues per pupil in 38 states. With the
addition of state and federal revenues, the relationship between household income and revenues for
education was reduced substantially. Only 18 states showed a positive relationship between median
household income and unadjusted state and local revenues per pupil and only 8 states showed a posi-
tive relationship between household income and total revenues per pupil.

Similar results were found for cost-adjusted revenues. Median household income showed a positive
relationship with cost-adjusted local revenues per pupil in 34 states and a negative relationship with
cost-adjusted state and federal revenues per pupil in 39 states. Again, state and federal revenues com-
pensated for the local revenue advantages of districts with higher household income. With the addition
of state funds to local revenues, only 10 states still showed a positive relationship between household
income and state and local revenues per pupil. With the addition of federal revenues, only 7 states still
showed this positive relationship, while in 21 other states, there was a negative relationship between
household income and total revenues per pupil.

District property values, as measured by median value owner-occupied housing, showed similar rela-
tionships with district revenues (table 7-8). In unadjusted dollars, median value owner-occupied hous-
ing was positively related to local revenues per pupil in 34 of the 40 states with available data, and
negatively related to state revenues and federal revenues per pupil in 39 and 33 states, respectively.
With the addition of state revenues, median housing values were positively related to state and local
revenues per pupil in 26 states and positively related to total revenues per pupil in only 17 states.

In cost-adjusted dollars, median value owner-occupied housing was positively related to local revenues
per pupil in 35 states and negatively related to state and federal revenues per pupil in 40 and 34 states,
respectively. When state and federal revenues were added to local revenues, the local revenue advan-

Table 7-7.  Number of states by the strength of the correlation between median household income and various per pupil revenue measures:

1997-98
Total number of states, by per pupil revenue measure

Local ) State State and local Federal Total

Relationship revenues R revenues revenues revenues revenues
Unadjusted dollars
Strong positive relationship 20 0 7 0 4
Moderate positive relationship 16 0 1 0 4
Weak positive relationship 0 1 2 0 1
Weak negative relationship 0 1 0 0 0
Moderate negative relationship 0 16 2 12 8
Strong negative relationship 0 20 0 26 0
No significant relationship 4 .2 18 2 23
Cost-adjusted dollars

Strong positive relationship ' 17 0 2 0 0
Moderate positive relationship 17 0 8 0 7
Weak positive relationship ° 0 0 0 0 0
Weak negative relationship 0 . 0 0 0 0
Moderate negative relationship 1 13 9 n 21
Strong negative relationship 0 26 0 28 0
No significant relationship 5 1 21 1 12

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Common Core of Data, “School District Financial Survey (Form F-
33): School Year 1997-98" and U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census, 1990 Decennial Census School District Special Tabulation.
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Table 7-8. Number of states by the strength of the correlation between median value owner-occupied housing and various per pupil revenue.
measures: 1997-98

Total number of states, by per pupil revenue measure

Local State State and local Federal Total
Relationship revenues revenues revenues revenues revenues

Unadjusted dollars

Strong positive relationship 20 0 7 0 S
Moderate positive relationship 14 0 19 0 12
Weak positive relationship 0 0 0 1 2
Weak negative relationship 0 0 0 0 0
Moderate negative relationship 1 14 4 17 4
Strong negative relationship 0 25 1 16 2
No significant relationship S 1 9 6 15
Cost-adjusted dollars
Strong positive relationship 17 0 3 0 2
Moderate positive relationship 18 0 7 0 S
Weak positive relationship 0 0 0 0 0
Weak negative relationship 0 0 1 0 0
Moderate negative relationship 3 7 8 1S 15
Strong negative relationship 0 33 1 - 19 2 -
No significant relationship 2 0 20 6 16

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Common Core of Data,"School District Financial Survey (Form F-
33): School Year 1997-98" and U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census, 1990 Decennial Census School District Special Tabulation.
tage of districts with higher property values was overcome by larger amounts of state and federal funds
in the majority of states with available data. Only 10 states continued to show a positive relationship
between median housing values and cost-adjusted state and local revenues per pupil and only 7 states
showed a positive relationship between median value owner-occupied housing and total revenues per

pupil.

Minority Enrollment and Children in Poverty

The two district demographic characteristics used in the analysis—percent minority enrollment and
percent poverty children—both showed negative relationships with unadjusted local revenues per pu-
pil and positive relationships with unadjusted state and federal revenues per pupil. With the addition of
state revenues, there was a negative relationship between children in poverty and state and local rev-
enues per pupil and a negative relationship between percent minority enrollment and state and local
revenues per pupil. With the addition of federal revenues, there was a weak negative relationship be-
tween poverty and total revenues per pupil, but the relationship between percent minority and total
revenues per pupil was now positive, although weak (table 7-4).

These national patterns were reflected in some states. In unadjusted dollars, percent minority enroll-
ment showed a negative relationship with local revenues per pupil in 16 states, a positive relationship
with state revenues per pupil in 25 states, and a positive relationship with federal revenues per pupil in
36 states (table 7-9). With the addition of state revenues, there was a negative relationship between
percent minority and state and local revenues per pupil in only eight states and a negative relationship
with total revenues per pupil in only one state. With state and federal revenues offsetting the disadvan-
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Chapter 7: Summary of Findings

" Table 7-9. Number of states by the strength of the correlation between percent minorty enroliment and various per pupil revenue measures:

1997-98
Total number of states, by per pupil revenue measure

Local State State and local Federal Total

Relationship revenues revenues revenues revenues revenues
Unadjusted dollars
Strong positive relationship 0 6 3 30 6
Moderate positive relationship 6 19 7 6 14
Weak positive relationship 0 0 0 0 1
Weak negative relationship 0 0 1 0 1
Moderate negative relationship 1S 4 8 0 1
Strong negative relationship 1 1 0 0 0
No significant relationship 18 10 21 4 17
Cost-adjusted dollars

Strong positive relationship 1 4 2 24 4
Moderate positive relationship 2 15 4 12 14
Weak positive relationship 0 0 0 0 0
Weak negative relationship 1 0 0 0 1
Moderate negative relationship 1S . 8 n 0 S
Strong negative relationship 2 0 1 0 1
No significant relationship 29 13 22 4 1S

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Common Core of Data, "School District Financial Survey (Form F-
33): School Year 1997-98" and U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census, 1990 Decennial Census School District Special Tabulation.
tage in local revenues per pupil in high-minority districts, state and local revenues per pupil were
positively related to percent minority enrollment in 10 states and positively related to total revenues per
pupil in 20 states. '

The results were generally similar—although not as a strong—using cost-adjusted revenues. Percent
minority enrollment showed a negative relationship with cost-adjusted local revenues per pupil in 17
states, a positive relationship with cost-adjusted state and federal revenues per pupil in 19 states and 36
states, respectively, and a positive relationship with cost-adjusted total revenues per pupil in 18 states.
With the addition of state revenues, there was a negative relationship between percent minority and
state and local revenues per pupil in 12 states, but in 6 states the relationship was positive. With the
addition of federal revenues, there was a negative relationship between percent minority enrollment
and total revenues per pupil in only 6 states and a positive relationship in 18 states.

School district poverty was strongly associated with differences in revenues across the states (table 7-
10). In unadjusted dollars, the percent of children in poverty in a school district showed a negative
relationship with local revenues per pupil in 35 states, a positive relationship with state revenues per
pupil in 36 states and a positive relationship with federal revenues per pupil in 38 states. With the
addition of state and federal revenues, the negative relationship between district poverty and local
revenues per pupil was reversed. There was a negative relationship between the percent of children in
poverty and state and local revenues per pupil in only nine states and a negative relationship with total
revenues per pupil in only five states. On the other hand, the percent of children in poverty in a district
was positively related to state and local revenues per pupil in 5 states and to total revenues per pupil in
17 states. '
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Chapter 7: Summary of Findings

Table 7-10. Number of states by the strength of the correlation between percent poverty children and various per pupil revenue measures:

1997-98 -
Total number of states, by per pupil revenue measure

Local State State and local Federal Total

Relationship revenues revenues revenues revenues revenues
Unadjusted dollars
Strong positive relationship 0 16 0 32 2
Moderate positive relationship 0 20 S 6 15
Weak positive relationship 0 0 0 0 1
Weak negative relationship 1 0 1 0 0
Moderate negative relationship 27 0 8 0. S
Strong negative relationship 8 0 1 0 0
No significant relationship 4 4 25 2 17
Cost-adjusted dollars,

Strong positive relationship 0 16 0 32 3
Moderate positive relationship 0 20 8 6 21
Weak positive relationship 0 0 0 0 0
Weak negative relationship 1 0 0 0 0
Moderate negative relationship 2S 0 8 0 2
Strong negative relationship 7 0 1 0 1
No significant relationship 7 4 23 2 13

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Common Core of Data, “School District Financial Survey (Form F-
33): School Year 1997-98" and U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census, 1990 Decennial Census School District Special Tabulation.
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Appendix A: Supplementary Tables

Table A-1. Correlations between district enrollment and revenues per pupil (unadjusted dollars), by state: 1997-98

Total State General Instructional Local Property  Student Federal

State revenue revenue assistance revenue revenue tax fee revenue Title |

United States -0.042 -0.022 -0.042 0.042 -0.032 -0.042 0.00 0.00 0.022
Alabama -0.09 -0.312 -0.362 -0.04 0.03 0.19? 0.02 -0.10 -0.07
Alaska -0.28? -0.23 -0.22 — 0.02 — 0.03 -0.24 -0.23
Arizona -0.222 -0.12 -0.12 -0.11 -0.10 -0.09 0.13 -0.12 -0.13
Arkansas -0.06 -0.20? -0.222 -0.02 0.17?2 0.20? 0122. . -0.16? -0.122
California -0.02 : 0.01 0.00 0.132 -0.03 -0.03 0.01 0.00 0.06
Colorado -0.232 -0.222 -0.212 013 -0.06 -0.03 . 0277 0.05 0.04
Connecticut -0.10 0.05 0.07 0.09 -0.162 — 0.01 0.642 0.622
Delaware 0.22 -0.38 -0.562 0.07 0.732 0.732 -0.50? -0.08 -0.12
District of Columbia " M " " " " " (U "
Florida 0.02 -0.15 -0.15 0.04 017 - 0.19 0.10 -0.13 -0.18
Georgia 0.19? -0.262 © -0.24? — 0.462 0.432 0.172 -0.30? © 0222
Hawaii " " 0 " " " " " M
Idaho -0.272 -0.43?2 -0.252 -0.17 -0.05 -0.03 013 -0.17 -0.18
Winois 0.03 -0.03 -0.04 0.10? 0.02 0.03 -0.04 . 0.122 0.082
Indiana 0.282 0.02 -0.08 -0.01 0.182 ~ 0162 -0.122 0.332 0.212
lowa -0.10? -0.04 -0.02 -0.01 -0.152 -0.10 -0.08 -0.01 -0.07
Kansas -0.152 -0.242 -0.312 0.252 0.00 -0.01 0.09 0.10 -0.03
Kentucky 0.02 -0.262 -0.272 -0.01 0.262 0222  -0.04 -0.08 -0.10
Louisiana - 0.00 -0.372 -0362 005 0.19 0.02 0.18 -0.242 -0.21
Maine -0.40? -0.192 -0.152 — -0.262 0.10 0.01 -0.13 -0.232
Maryland 032 -0.02 -0.12 0.29 0.22 — -0.05 -0.12 -0.03
Massachusetts 0.04 0.232 0.262 0.03 -0.142 — 0.01 0.452 0.542
Michigan - 0.152 0.10? 0.02 0.242 0.06 0.04 0.09? - 0.02 0.10?
Minnesota 0.00 -0.10 -0.152 0.10 0.07 0.152 0.182 -0.04 -0.132
Mississippi -0.05 -0.362 -0.332 -0.312 0.26? 0.44? 0.212 -0.322 -0.26%
Missouri 0.04 -0.172 -0.252 0.03 0.20? 0.24? 0.162 -0.08 -0.132
Montana -0.162 -0.152 -0.112 -0.05 -0.142 -0.122 0.07 -0.02 -0.03
Nebraska -0.06 0.01 0.06 -0.01 -0.092 -0.102 0.122 0.082 0.10?
Nevada -0.26 -0.39 -0.39 -0.22 -0.01 -0.10 -0.15 -0.19 -0.05
New Hampshire -0.332 -0.08 -0.06 ©0.07 -0.312 -0.442 0.14 0.10 0.08
New Jersey -0.07 0.24? 0212 0.322 -0.242 -0.282 -0.09? 0.112 0.28?
New Mexico -0.252 -0.242 -0.272 -0.08 -0.06 -0.01 0.21 -0.09 -0.07
New York -0.03 -0.02 -0.02 — -0.02 -0.05 -006 0.09? 0.132
North Carolina -0.252 -0.392 -0.412 -0.452 0.18 — 0.01 -0.312 -0.252
North Dakota -0.11 -0.10 -0.06 - 0.172 -0.10 -0.09 0.172 -0.04 -0.11
Ohio 0.122 -0.01 -0.06 0172 0.08? 0.122 -0.03 0.30? 0232
Oklahoma -0.132 -0.212 -0.172 -0.092 -0.01 0.00 0.162 -0.132 -0.132
Oregon : -0.182 -0.192 -0.192 -0.02 -0.06 0.03 0.09 -0.03 -0.03
Pennsylvania 0.02 -0.08 -0.05 0.00 0.05 0.04 -0.08 0.112 0.07
Rhode Island -0.17 : 0.36? 0.38? — -0.372 — -0.40? '0.552 0.652
South Carolina -0.08 -0.322 -0.12 -0.422 017 0.12 0.19 -0.372 -0.302
South Dakota -0.152 -0.152 -0.212 0.29? -0.06 -0.04 0.00 -0.06 -0.12
Tennessee 0.1 -0.40? -0.40? -0.03 0362 - -0.11 -0.14 -0.06
Texas -0.132 -0.192 -0.172 — -0.03 -0.03 0.02 -0.02 0.00
Utah -0.40? -0.29 -0.18 -0.372 -0.24 -0.22 0.23 -0.24 -0.24
Vermont -0.362 -0.192 -0.212 -0.192 -0.282 -0.372 0.19? 0.212 0.292
Virginia 0.09 -0.252 -0.222 -0.282 0.17 — 0.03 -0.10 -0.182
Washington -0.212 -0.252 -0.212 -0.122 0.222 0.312 0.172 -0.142 -0.11
West Virginia -0.10 -0.282 -0.24 — 0.382 0.362 0.432 -0.21 -0.09
Wisconsin -0.05 . 0.00 -0.02 0.10? -0.05 -0.03 - -0.08 0.04 0.122
Wyoming -0.432 -0.19 -0.21 0.14 -0.18 -0.18 0.00 -0.15 -0.07

»

—Not available.
'No state-level correlation analysis was possible for the District of Columbia or Hawaii since they only have one district.
?Figure is statistically significant at the 0.05 level or better.

SOURCE: U.5. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Common Core of Data, “School District Financial Survey (Form F-
33): 5chool Year 1997-98" and U.5. Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census, 1990 Decennial Census, “5chool District Data Book.”
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Appendix A: Supplementary Tables

Table A-2. Correlations between district enrollment and revenues per pupil {cost-adjusted dollars), by state: 1997-98

Total State General Instructional Local Property  Student Federal

State revenue revenue assistance revenue revenue tax fee revenue Title |

United 5States -0.08? -0.05? -0.06? 0.03? -0.05? -0.062 -0.022 -0.01 0.00
Alabama -0.242 . -0.412 -0.49? -0.08 .0.01 0.182 -0.02 -0.13 -0.10
Alaska -0.272 -0.22 -0.22 — 0.00 — 0.02 -0.24 -0.24
Arizona -0.262 -0.16? -0.16? -0.12 -0.13 -0.11 0.10 -0.13 -0.152
Arkansas -0.212 -0.30? -0.332 -0.04 0.10 0.142 0.06 -0.18? -0.152
California -0.04 -0.03 -0.04 _0.10? -0.04 -0.04 -0.01 -0.01 0.03
Colorado -0.30? -0.262 -0.252 0.04 -0.12 -0.08 0.182 0.00 0.01
Connecticut . -0.28? -0.02 ©0.01 0.03 -0.242 — -0.02 0.58? 0.592
Delaware -0.03 -0.48 -0.672 -0.02 0.682 0.702 -0.532 -0.12 -0.19
District of Columbia () " ") " ") (" ") (" "
Florida -0.21 -0.23 -0.23 -0.07 013 - 0.15 0.04 -0.23 -0.242
Georgia -0.09 -0.372 -0.452 — 0.362 0.322 0.10 -0.322 -0.252
Hawaii ") " 0] ") " ") ") ") ")
Idaho -0.322 -0.462 -0.30? -0.18 -0.08 -0.06 0.07 -0.20? -0.202
lllinois -0.01 -0.05 -0.05 0.072 0.01 0.01 . -0.05 . 0.08? 0.05
Indiana 0.07 -0.172 -0.232 -0.07 0.10 0.08 -0.212 0.272 0.162
lowa -0.172 -0.112 -0.10 -0.02 -0.212 -0.152 -0.192 -0.07 -0.10?
Kansas - -0.242 -0.302 -0.342 0.22? -0.04 -0.04 -0.04 - 0.06 -0.07
Kentucky -0.13 -0.30? -0.312 -0.02 0.222 0.19? -0.08 -0.11 -0.12
Louisiana -0.23 -0.49? -0.48? -0.01 014 -0.01 0.13 -0.322 -0.28?
Maine -0.452 -0.252 -0.20? — -0.30? 0.08 -0.04 -0.142 -0.252
Maryland -0.07 -0.17 -0.21 0.22 0.10 — -0.22 -0.20 -0.10
Massachusetts -0.06 0172 0.22? 0.02 -0.182 — -0.02 0.402 0.522
Michigan -0.01 -0.05 -0.10? 0.20? 0.02 0.01 0.06 0.00 0.06
Minnesota -0.112 -0.182 - -0.23? 0.01 0.02 0.05 0.09 -0.05 -0.162
Mississippi -0.192 -0.46? -0.472 -0.362 0.212 0412 0172 -0.352 -0.28?
Missouri -0.162 -0.262 -0.302 -0.05 0.05 0112 0.07 -0.152 -0.182
Montana -0.20? -0.20? -0.172 -0.06 -0.172 -0.152 0.04 -0.03 -0.04
Nebraska -0.09? -0.02 0.03 -0.03 -0.122 -0.132 0.09? 0.06 0.08
Nevada -0.26 -0.38 -0.38 -0.21 -0.03 -0.10 -0.17 -0.19 -0.07
New Hampshire -0.362 -0.12 -0.09 0.06 -0.342 -0.442 0.09 0.04 0.04
New Jersey -0.162 0.172 0.162 0.262 -0.292 ©-0.312 -0.112 0.07 0.242
New Mexico -0.262 -0.252 -0.292 -0.08 -0.08 -0.04 015 -0.10 -0.10
New York -0.04 -0.03 -0.03 — -0.03 -0.05 -0.07 0.06 0.09?
North Carolina -0.362 -0.43? -0.46? -0.48? 012 — -0.04 -0.342 -0.282
North Dakota -0.132 -0.152 -0.12 013 -0.11 -0.10 0.1 -0.05 -0.12
Ohio 0.03 -0.07 -0.122 0.142 0.05 0.092 -0.07 0.25? 0192
Oklahoma -0.19? -0.272 -0.232 -0.10? -0.04 -0.03 0.10? -0.142 -0.152
Oregon -0.212 -0.212 -0.20? -0.03 -0.11 -0.02 0.06 -0.08 -0.05
Pennsylvania -0.06 -0.10? -0.07 -0.08 0.03 0.02 -0.122 0.09? 0.06
Rhode Island -0.24 - 0332 0.362 — -0.382 — -0.40? 0.522 0.642
South Carolina -0.212 -0.39? -0.19 -0.442 014 0.10 016 -0.39? -0.312
South Dakota -0.20? -0.20? -0.252 0.242 -0.10 -0.08 -0.07 -0.07 -0.13
Tennessee -0.09 -0.432 -0.44? -0.03 0.322 — -0.16 -0.20? -0.11
Texas -0.162 -0.222 -0.212 — -0.06 -0.05 -0.05 -0.04 -0.03
Utah -0.422 -0.322 -0.23 -0.40? -0.28 -0.26 013 -0.26 -0.27
Vermont -0.412 -0.222 -0.232 -0.232 -0.322 -0.40? 0.162 0.16? 0272
Virginia -0.09 -0.312 -0.29% -0.322 0.10 — -0.05 -0.16 -0.212
Washington -0.29? -0.29? 0262 -0.222 0.08 0.20? 0.07 -0.162 -0.132
West Virginia -0.20 -0.332 -0.342 — 0.342 0.322 0.412 -0.26 -0.13
Wisconsin -0.152 -0.05 -0.07 0.05 -0.08 -0.06 -0.112 0.02 0.07
Wyoming -0.472 -0.21 -0.23 0.09 -0.20 -0.20 -0.05 -0.16 -0.08

—Not available.
'No state-level correlation analysis was possible for the District of Columbia or Hawaii since they only have one district.
Figure is statistically significant-at the 0.05 level or better. :

50URCE: U.5. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Common Core of Data, “5chool District Financial Survey (Form F-
33): 5chool Year 1997-98" and U.5. Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census, 1990 Decennial Census,“5chool District Data Book.”
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Table A-3. Correlation between local revenues per pupil and selected school district fiscal and demographic characteristics (unadjusted dollars),
by state: 1997-98 ) )

Minority S5chool-age Median household Median value
State enrollment children in poverty income owner-occupied housing
United States -0.16? -0.392 0.532 0.352
Alabama -0.322 -0.50?2 0.64? 0.69?
Alaska 0.03 -0.352 0.522 0.23
Arizona -0.26? -0.282 0.312 0.382
Arkansas Q] G) G G
California -0.232 -0.382 0.40? 0.412
Colorado G Q] e Q]
Connecticut -0.49? -0.632 0.77? 0.472
Delaware 0.21 -0.592 0.70? 0.762
District of Columbia " " : " ("
Florida -0.19 -0.382 0.48? ' 0.752
Georgia e @) @) e
Hawaii " " " "
Idaho -0.212 -0.272 0.29? 0.57?
Illinois -0.182 -0.47?2 0.632 0.692
Indiana 0.02 -0.302 0.432 0.58?
lowa -0.10 -0.372 0.362 0.36?
Kansas -0.152 -0.26? 0.39? 0.432
Kentucky @) o ' @) G
Louisiana -0.07 -0.472 0.70? 0.60?
Maine 0.142 ' -0.182 0.26? 0.47?
Maryland -0.37 L -0.652 0.822 0.90?
Massachusetts -0.03 -0.412 0.512 0.67%
Michigan ’ -0.222 -0.40? 0.532 0.642
Minnesota 0.19? -0.05 0.292 0.452
Mississippi Q] G ' Q] é)
Missouri 0.152 " -0.262 0.52? 0.572
Montana -0.182 -0.132 0.09 -0.08
Nebraska -0.352 -0.092 -0.04 : -0.132
Nevada 0.48 0.29 0.16 0.17
New Hampshire -0.07 -0.262 0.232 0.432
New Jersey @] ) ?) (&)
New Mexico Q) @ G G
New York -0.322 -0.582 0.792 0.532
North Carolina -0.192 -0492 0.66? 0.772
North Dakota n -0.40?2 . -0.222 0.152 -0.03
Ohio 0.03 -0.40?2 0.58? 0.72?
Oklahoma @) Q] G) Q]
Oregon 0.172 -0.212 ) 0.312 0.412
Pennsylvania -0.252 -0.642 0.79? 0.812
Rhode Island -0.60? -0.68? 0.742 0.69?
South Carolina -0.10 -0.23?2 0.312 . . 0.49?
South Dakota G G @) Q]
Tennessee 0.39? 0.01 0.29? 0.442
Texas -0.06 -0.382 ’ 0.42? 0.472
Utah 0.21 0.25 -0.15 0.28
Vermont 0.00 . -0.252 0.282 0.482
Virginia -0.03 -0.42?2 , 0.712 0.86?
Washington 0.03 -0.432 0.542 0.732
West Virginia 0.28? -0.532 0.612 0.522
Wisconsin -0.28? -0.462 0.572 0.69?
. Wyoming -0.22 ) -0.442 0.612 0.332

O
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'No state-level correlation analysis was possible for the District of Columbia or Hawaii since they only have one district.

ZFigure is statistically significant at the 0.05 level or better.

3Nine other states (Arkansas, Colorado, Georgia, Kentucky, Mississippi, New Jersey, New Mexico, Oklahoma, and 5outh Dakota) were excluded from
state-level correlation analysis because more than 50 percent of the school! districts in the state were missing Census data.

SOURCE: U.5. Department of Education, National Center for Education 5tatistics, Common Core of Data, “5chool District Financial 5urvey (Form F-
33): 5chool Year 1997-98" and U.5. Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census, 1990 Decennial Census,”5chool District Data Book.”
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Table A-4. Correlation between local revenues per pupil and selected school district fiscal and demographic characteristics (cost-adjusted
dollars), by state: 1997-98

Minority - School-age Median household Median value
State enroliment children in poverty income owner-occupied housing
United 5tates -0.20% -0.38? 0.45? 0.232
Alabama -0.342 -0.49? 0.60? 0.662
Alaska -0.06 -0.442 0.60? 0.332
Arizona -0.252 -0.26? 0.272 0.352
Arkansas - 0 e G)
California -0.262 -0.342 0.342 - 0332
Colorado' é) G) é) . G)
Connecticut -0.532 -0.652 0.76? . 0.462
Delaware 0.21 . -0.567 0.65? 0.74?
District of Columbia " " " "
Florida -0.23 -0.382 0.432 0.69?
Georgia G G) 0) e
Hawaii " " ) "
Idaho -0.202 -0.252 0.262 0.542
Ilinois -0.24? -0.49? 0.59? 0.64?
Indiana -0.09 -0.332 0.372 ] 0.50%
lowa -0.252 -0.302 0.172 0.142
Kansas ’ -0.172 -0.212 0.28? 0.312
Kentucky : é) G e e
Louisiana -0.12 -0.472 0.672 0.512
Maine 0.09 -0.13 0.172 0.362
Maryland -0.40 -0.672 0.812 0.89?
Massachusetts ' -0.05 -0.412 0.49? 0.642
Michigan -0.252 -0.39? 0.472 0.60?
Minnesota 0132 -0.04 0.20? 0.342
Mississippi é) e G) ' )
Missouri 0.07 ©-023? 0.422 ' 0.46?
Montana -0.172 -0.10? : 0.06 -0.152
Nebraska -0.412 -0.04 -0.172 -0.302
Nevada 0.50? 0.33 0.10 0.10
New Hampshire -0.15 -0.172 0.10 0.282
New Jersey o] : G 0) G
New Mexico é) Q] 0 e
New York -0.40? -0.62? 0.752 0.43?
North Carolina -0.212 -0.462 0.60? 0.722
North Dakota -0.372 -0.142 0.05 -0.172
Ohio -0.03 -0.432 0.59? 0.712
Oklahoma - 9! e 0 e
Oregon 0.13 -0.172 0.25? 0372
Pennsylvania -0.312 -0.662 076 0772
Rhode Island -0.60? -0.682 0.74? 0.70?
South Carolina -0.07 -0.19 0.262 0.452
South Dakota 0 G e O
Tennessee 0.362 0.02 : 0.242 0.39?
Texas -0.08? -0.332 0.332 0.38?
Utah 019 0.26 -0.17 0.24
Vermont -0.05 -0.222 0.212 0.42?
Virginia -0.06 0422 . 0.672 0.80
Washington -0.03 -0.39? 0.472 0.65?
West Virginia 0.25 -0.512 0.572 0.48?
Wisconsin -0.332 -0.462 0.50? 0.622
Wyoming -0.23 -0.422 0.582 -0.302

'No state-level correlation analysis was possible for the District of Columbia or Hawaii since they only have one district.

2Figure is statistically significant at the 0.05 level or better.

3Nine other states (Arkansas, Colorado, Georgia, Kentucky, Mississippi, New Jersey, New Mexico, Oklahoma, and 5outh Dakota) were excluded from
state-level correlation analysis because more than 50 percent of the school districts in the state were missing Census data.

SOURCE: U.5. Department of Education, National Center for Education 5tatistics, Common Core of Data, “School District Financial 5urvey (Form F-
33): 5chool Year 1997-98" and U.5. Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census, 1990 Decennial Census, “5chool District Data Book.”
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Table A-5. Correlation between property tax revenues per pupil and selected school district fiscal and demographic characteristics (unadjusted
dollars), by state: 1997-98

Minority School-age Median household Median value
State enrollment children in poverty income owner-occupied housing
United States -0.212 -0.282 0.332 0.112
Alabama -0.04 -0.342 0.632 0.682
Alaska — — — —
Arizona -0.412 -0.482 : 0.542 0.59?
Arkansas ' 9l e Q] Q)
California -0.272 -0.362 0.362 0.432
Colorado G) G) G) ¢)
Connecticut — — — —
Delaware 0.26 -0.572 0.662 0.69?
District of Columbia ' " " (") "
Florida -0.17 ) -0.392 0.49? 0.762
Georgia . G &) &) G
Hawaii " " () ")
Idaho -0.212 -0.282 0322 0.612
Hlinois -0.02 -0.352 0.682 0.782
Indiana ' 0.122 -0.222 0.412 0.562
lowa 0.01 -0322 0.382 0.42?2
Kansas -0.132 -0.242 0.36? 0.402
Kentucky ) G) 0} o]
Louisiana 017 -0.14 0.372 0322
© Maine -0.20? -0.09 -0.04 -0.05
Maryland — ) — — —
Massachusetts — — — —
Michigan - -0.202 -0.362 0.462 0.59?
Minnesota 0.212 -0.10 0.382 0.582
Mississippi G G} G) )
Missouri T 0,202 -0.252 0.542 0.60?2
Montana -0.312 -0.09 " 014 -0.392
Nebraska -0.342 -0.132 -0.03 -0.122
Nevada 0.12 0.08 0.04 -0.03
New Hampshire -0.582 -0.412 0.282 0.242
New Jersey () () G (3)
New Mexico G) G) ' G G)
New York -0.642 -0.812 0.772 0.20?
North Carolina ’ — — — —
North Dakota -0.442 -0.332 ©0.222 0.05
Ohio 0.092 -0.352 - 0.552 0.702
Oklahoma G) G) G) -0
Oregon 0.20? -0.212 0.29? 0.402
Pennsylvania -0.262 -0.642 0.80? 0.842
Rhode island — — — —
South Carolina -0.252 -0.23?2 0.28? 0.452
South Dakota G ¢) ) )
Tennessee — — — —
Texas -0.03 -0.362 0.412 0.482
Utah 0.22 0.27 -0.17 0.24
Vermont ' 0.28 -0.11 0.04 0.552
Virginia — — — —
Washington 0.1 -0.382 : 0.482, 0.692
West Virginia 0.272 -0.532 0.59? 0.512
Wisconsin : -0.302 T -0.49? 0.58? 0.712
Wyoming -0.22 -0.452 0.582 0.312
—Not available.

'No state-level correlation analysis was possible for the District of Columbia or Hawaii since they only have one district.

2Figure is statistically significant at the 0.05 level or better. '

3Nine other states (Arkansas, Colorado, Georgia, Kentucky, Mississippi, New Jersey, New Mexico, Oklahoma, and South Dakota) were excluded from
state-level correlation analysis because more than 50 percent of the school districts in the state were missing Census data. )

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Common Core of Data, “School District Financial Survey (Form F-
Q ‘33): School Year 1997-98" and U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census, 1990 Decennial Census, “School District Data Book.”
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Table A-6. Correlation between local property tax revenues per pupil and selected school district fiscal and demographic characteristics (cost-
adjusted dollars), by state: 1997-98

Minority ) School-age Median household Median value
State enroliment - children in poverty income owner-occupied housing
United States -0.242 -0.272 0.262 0.032
Alabama -0.04 -0.332 0.622 0.68?
Alaska - —_ — — —
Arizona : . -0.382 -0.442 0.48? 0.532
Arkansas 0] G e @)
California -0.30% -0.322 0.30? 0.362
Colorado G . G G @)
Connecticut — — —_ —
Delaware 0.27 -0.55* 0.612 ] 0.672
District of Columbia " " o "
Florida -0.21 -0.39% 0.45? 0.70?
Georgia @) &) A @) &)
Hawaii " (" (" "
idaho -0.212 . -0.272 0.30? ’ 0.58?
illinois -0.152 -0.42? 0.622 0.65?
indiana _ 0.02 -0.25 0372 050
lowa -0.152 -0.26? 0.212 '0.212
Kansas -0.152 -0.192 0.27? 0.29?
Kentucky @) G @) @)
Louisiana 0.13 -0.15 0.35? - 0.272
Maine -0.212 -0.06 -0.08 -0.09
Maryland — — — —
Massachusetts — — — —
Michigan -0.222 -0.35% 0.40? 0.54?
Minnesota 0.142 -0.09 0.29? 0.48?
Mississippi () ) 3 - )
Missouri 0.152 -0.232 0.48? 0.54?
Montana -0.29 -0.07 0.10 -0.442
Nebraska -0.412 -0.07 -0.162 -0.312
Nevada 0.13 0.10 : 0.00 -0.07
New Hampshire -0.592 -0.362 0.21 0.19
New Jersey ® . @) @) &)

* New Mexico (3 () () )
New York -0.692 -0.832 . 0.73? ) 0.13?
North Carolina — — — —
North Dakota -0.422 . -0.26? 0.12 -0.10
Ohio 0.04 ’ -0.37% 0.562 0.70?
Oklahoma G) é ¢ @)
Oregon 0.172 -0.18% 0.23? 0.352
Pennsylvania -0.312 -0.66? ‘ 0.782 0.812
Rhode island — — — —
South Carolina -0.232 -0.20 0.242 0.42?
South Dakota : ¢ é G 6
Tennessee — — —_ —_
Texas -0.05 -0.322 . 0342 0.382
Utah 0.19 0.28 -0.19 0.21
Vermont 0.23 -0.11 0.00 ) 0.522
Virginia — = — ] —
Washington 0.06 -0.352 ' 0.432 0.622
West Virginia : 0.24 -0.50? 0.562 0.472
Wisconsin -0.352 -0.49? 0.522 0.64?
Wyoming 0.23 -0.44? 0.56? 0.29
—Not available. '

'No state-level correlation analysis was possible for the District of Columbia or Hawaii since they only have one district.

2Figure is statistically significant at the 0.05 level or better.

*Nine other states (Arkansas, Colorado, Georgia, Kentucky, Mississippi, New Jersey, New Mexico, Oklahoma, and South Dakota) were excluded from
state-level correlation analysis because more than 50 percent of the school districts in the state were missing Census data.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Common Core of Data, “School District Financial Survey (Form F-
Q ~7): School Year 1997-98" and U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census, 1990 Decennial Census, “School District Data Book.”
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Table A-7. Correlation between student fees per pupil and selected school district fiscal and demographic characteristics (unadjusted dollars),
by state: 1997-98 , '

Minority 5chool-age Median household Median value
State enroliment children in poverty income owner-occupied housing
United States -0.46? -0.522 0.322 -0.05?
Alabama -0.722 -0.79? 0.622 0.48?
Alaska ' -0.292 . -0.24 0.432 0.1
Arizona -0.422 : -0.522- 0.552 0.542
Arkansas ® e . G) } ®
California -0.39%. -0.50? 0.412 0.222
Colorado G) G : (YR e)
Connecticut -0.432 -0.412 0.452 0.11
Delaware -0.35 0.17 -0.17 ’ -0.13
District of Columbia " " " M
Florida -0.08 -0.382 0.352 0.18
Georgia 9] G) e 0
Hawaii " " - " "
idaho -0.272 -0.252 0.332 0372
Ilinois -0.572 - -0.62? 0.49? 0372
Indiana . -0.552 -0.662 0.532 0.512
lowa -0.302 -0.492 0.40? 0.322
Kansas -0.512 -0.682 - 0.632 0.59?
Kentucky e 9] : e ' 0
Louisiana -0.392 -0.572 0.562 0.322
Maine ‘ -0.03 -0.02 -0.01 0.03
Maryland -0.24 -0.802 0.662 0.622
Massachusetts 0.04 -0.02 0.08 0.242
Michigan ) -0.572 . -0.662 ) 0.662 0.60?
Minnesota -0.312 -0.562 0.592 0.562
Mississippi ) G) e - -0 0
Missouri ) -0.262 -0.432 . 0462 0.442
Montana . -0.132 -0.162 : 0132 0.09
Nebraska -0.48? -0.502 ' 0.452 0.30?
Nevada -0.58? -0.48 0.1 0.14
New Hampshire -0.172 -0.09 0.06 0.14
New Jersey Q] e e 0
New Mexico ' o] Q] Q] 0
New York -0.762 -0.782 . 0.562 -0.07
North Carolina . -0.442 -0.512 0.382 0.28?
North Dakota -0.382 -0.382 0.332 0.452
Ohio -0.352 -0.562 0.542 0.512
Oklahoma Q] G : G 0
Oregon : -0.162 -0.392 0.40? 0.392
Pennsylvania -0.662 -0.792 . 0.59? 0.562
Rhode Island -0.79? -0.782 0.742 0.542
South Carolina -0.672 -0.712 0.642 - 0.342
South Dakota @) e : G ®
Tennessee -0.372 -0.272 012 0.19?
Texas -0.49? -0.772 0.69? 0.50?
Utah -0.372 -0.59? 0.702 0.522
Vermont -0.05 -0.08 0.03 0.02
Virginia -0.39? -0.532 0.622 0.632
Washington -0.39? -0.592 0.712 0.632
West Virginia 012 -0.452 0.542 0.522
Wisconsin -0.612 -0.59? 0.322 0.242
Wyoming -0.422 -0.542 0.542 0.442

'No state-level correlation analysis was possible for the District of Columbia or Hawaii since they only have one district.

Figure is statistically significant at the 0.05 level or better.

3Nine other states {Arkansas, Colorado, Georgia, Kentucky, Mississippi, New Jersey, New Mexico, Oklahoma, and 5outh Dakota) were excluded from
state-level correlation analysis because more than 50 percent of the schoot districts in the state were missing Census data.

5OURCE: U.5. Department of Education, National Center for Education 5tatistics, Common Core of Data, “5chool District Financial 5urvey (Form F-
33): 5chool Year 1997-98”" and U.5. Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census, 1990 Decennial Census, “5chool District Data Book.”
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Table A-8. Correlation between student fees per pupil and selected school district fiscal and demographic characteristics (cost-adjusted dollars),
by state: 1997-98

~ Minority 5chool-age ' Median household Median value
State enrollment children in poverty income owner-occupied housing
United 5tates -0.482 -0.472 : 0.212 -0.162
Alabama -0.74% -0.772 0.572 0.442
Alaska -0.292 -0.26 0.442 0.14
Arizona -0.412 -0.50? 0.52? 0.522
Arkansas ) G é) é)
California -0.412 -0.472 0.362 0.162
Colorado NG é) é) ’ G)
Connecticut -0.442 -0.412 0.432 ’ 0.10
Delaware . -0.34 0.25 -0.27 -0.22
District of Columbia " " . ' " "
Florida -0.12 -0.332 - 0.252 0.03
Georgia G é) é) é)
Hawaii () O] " "
Idaho -0.262 -0.232 0.282 0.322
lllinois -0.612 -0.60? 0.412 ' 0.27?
Indiana -0.602 -0.64? 0.452 : 0.412
lowa -0.42?2 -0.44?2 0.252 0.152
Kansas o -0.612 -0.622 0.462 0.40?2
Kentucky ¢ ¢ é) . é
Louisiana -0.42?2 -0.562 0.522 0.26?
Maine -0.06 0.02 -0.08 -0.05
Maryland -0.26 -0.782 0.59? 0.542
Massachusetts 0.03 -0.02 0.05 0.20?
Michigan -0.602 - -0.662 0.60? 0.552
Minnesota -0.372 -0.542 0.502 0.44%°
Mississippi G Q] é) Q]
Missouri -0.312 -0.412 0.372 0.342
Montana -0.132 -0.152 0.122 0.06
Nebraska -0.552 -0.422 0.282 0.10?
Nevada -0.492 -0.38 0.01 ) 0.06
New Hampshire -0.22?2 -0.03 -0.03 0.05
New Jersey G G 0] é)
New Mexico G e . é) é)
New York -0.792 -0.772 0.48? -0.172
North Carolina -0.462 -0.462 0.29? 0.182
North Dakota -0.40?2 -0.352 0.26? 0.322
Ohio -0.422 -0.572 0.512 0.46?
Oklahoma G G) G) &)
Oregon . -0.172 -0.382 0.392 0.382
Pennsylvania -0.712 -0.752 0.472 0.432
Rhode Island -0.782 -0.782 0.742 - 0.56?
South Carolina -0.672 -0.69? 0.612 0.30?
South Dakota G .0 G é)
Tennessee -0.40?2 -0.242 0.05 0.10
Texas -0.522 -0.732 0.60? 0422
Utah -0.40? -0.562 0.652 . X 0.46?
Vermont -0.07 -0.08 . 0.02 0.01
Virginia 0460 -0.452 0.442 0422
Washington -0.452 -0.552 0.632 0.532
<West Virginia 0.09 -0.442 0.522 0.49?
Wisconsin -0.632 -0.56? - 0,222 0.142
Wyoming . -0432 -0.512 0.49? 0.40?

'No state-level correlation analysis was possible for the District of Columbia or Hawaii since they only have one district.

" PFigure is statistically significant at the 0.05 level or better.
3Nine other states (Arkansas, Colorado, Georgia, Kentucky, Mississippi, New Jersey, New Mexico, Oklahoma, and 5outh Dakota) were excluded from
state-level correlation analysis because more than 50 percent of the school districts in the state were missing Census data.

SOURCE: U.5. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Common Core of Data, “5chool District Financial Survey (Form F-
33): 5chool Year 1997-98" and U.5. Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census, 1990 Decennial Census, "5chool District Data Book.”
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Appendix A: Supplementary Tables

Table A-9. Correlation between percent local revenues and selected school district fiscal and demographic characteristics, by state: 1997-98

Minority 5chool-age Median household Median value
State enrollment children in poverty income owner-occupied housing
United States -0.24? -0.482 0.52 T 0272
Alabama -0.392 -0.592 0.68? 0.712
Alaska -0.562 -0.772 0.842 0.712
Arizona -0.48? -0.50? 0.49? 0.582
Arkansas G G é) ¢y
California -0.342 -0.50? 0.512 0.452
Colorado G G . G} @)
Connecticut -0.612 -0.76? 0.80? 0.55?
Delaware 0.15 -0.58? 0.69? 0.762
District of Columbia () (" (" (")
Florida -0.26? -0.492 0.512 0.712
Georgia ¢ ¢ G G
Hawaii " ") " ")
Idaho -0.272 -0.322 0.372 0.642
\llinois -0.36? -0.69? 0.76? 0.722
Indiana -0.222 -0.542 "~ 0572 0.672
lowa -0.232 -0.522 0.46? . 0.48?
Kansas -0.18? -0.412 ~ 0.567 0.63?
Kentucky ¢ ¢ . G ¢
Louisiana : -0.05 -0.512 0.742 0.68?
Maine 0.14* -0.252 0.36? 0.592
Maryland ' -0.532 -0.832 0.872 0.872
Massachusetts - -0.322 -0.66? 0.672 0.672
Michigan -0.372 -0.49? 0.482 0.59?
Minnesota 0.03 ' -0.282 0.50? . 0.652
Mississippi ) ) - G . ¢
Missouri -0.242 -0.60? 0.70? 0.69?
Montana -0.612 -0.50? 1 0.367 0.28?
Nebraska -0.432 -0.192 0.04 -0.03
Nevada 0.572 . 032 0.32 0.552
New Hampshire 0.10 -0472 0.522 0.662
New Jersey G G G )
New Mexico G G : é) G
New York -0.272 -0.592 0.782 0.552
North Carolina -0.252 -0.612 0.782 0.832
North Dakota -0.762 -0.592 0.442 0.20?
Ohio -0.242 -0.65? 0.722 0.762
Oklahoma ’ G G é) G
Oregon 0.02 -0.362 0.412 ’ 0.52?
Pennsylvania -0.35? -0.78? 0.82? 0.812
Rhode fsland - -0.69? -0.79? 0.86? 0.722
South Carolina -0.28? -0.382 . 0432 0.58?
South Dakota G G G) G)
Tennessee 0.332 -0.15 0.452 0.56?
Texas 0.00 -0.56? 0.612 0.652
Utah 0.M ) 0.13 : -0.04 0.372
Vermont 0.04 -0.312 0322 0.522
Virginia -0.182 -0.622 . 0.822 0.872
Washington . --0.122 -0.567 0.632 0.752
West Virginia 0.312 -0.612 0.70? 0.58?
Wisconsin -0.40? -0.58? 0.632 0.722
Wyoming -0.26 -0.522 0.712 0.412

'No state-level correlation analysis was possible for the District of Columbia or Hawaii since they only have one district.

2Figure is statistically significant at the 0.05 level or better.

3Nine other states (Arkansas, Colorado, Georgia, Kentucky, Mississippi, New Jersey, New Mexico, Oklahoma, and South Dakota) were excluded from
state-level correlation analysis because more than 50 percent of the school districts in the state were missing Census data.

50URCE: U.5. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Common Core of Data, "5chool District Financial Survey (Form F-
33): 5chool Year 1997-98" and U.5. Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census, 1990 Decennial Census, “5chool District Data Book.”
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Table A-10. Correlation between state revenues per pupil and selected school district fiscal and demographic characteristics (unadjusted dollars),
by state: 1997-98

Minority 5chool-age Median household Median value
State enrollment children in poverty income owner-occupied housing
United States 0.202 0322 0312 -0.122
Alabama 0.12 0.36? -0.522 -0.562
Alaska 0.672 0.66? -0.582 -0.702
Arizona 0.352 0.382 -0.352 -0.43?2
Arkansas G) Gy . G) @
California 0412 0.472 -0.452 -0.332
Colorado G G) G) G)
Connecticut 0.632 0.79? -0.80? . -0.542
Delaware " 0.01 0.27 -0.42 -0.522
District of Columbia (") (") (") "
Florida 0.322 0.512 -0.452 -0.512
Georgia G () G) @
Hawaii (" (") (") "
Idaho 0.202 0.29? -0.362 -0.63?2
lllinois 0.372 0.69? -0.742 -0.692
Indiana 0.512 0.672 ' -0.53 -0.572
lowa 0.272 0.46? -0.372 -0.412
Kansas -0.03 0.352 -0..502 -0.552
Kentucky G () G) ()
Louisiana ~ -0.24 0.20 -0.43?2 -0.572
Maine -0.132 0.202 -0.292 ) -0.512
Maryland- ' 0.612 0.852 -0.812 -0.802
Massachusetts ) 0.49? 0.78? -0.692 -0.612
Michigan 0.48? 0.30? 0.09? 0.05
Minnesota 0.302 0.50? -0.53?2 -0.582
Mississippi G) () : () ()
Missouri 0.63% - 0.672 -0.512 : -0.452
Montana 0.152 0.19? -0.212 -0.45?
Nebraska 0.212 0.172 -0.09? -0.13?2
Nevada -0.512 024 -0.39 -0.612
New Hampshire -0.282 034 -0.432 -0.572
New Jersey @) @) Q] G)
New Mexico @) Q] () G)
New York -0.03 0.282 -0.582 -0.642
North Carolina 0.10 ' 0472 -0.582 -0.472
North Dakota 0.212 0.242 -0.252 -0.372
Ohio . 0.462 0.69? -0.63? -0.622
Oklahoma G) 9 . G Q]
Oregon ' 0.212 0.352 -0.342 -0.462
Pennsylvania 0.272 0.742 -0.79? -0.78?
Rhade Island 0.70? 0.78 -0.852 -0.712
South Carolina 0.332 0272 -0.272 -0.49?
5outh Dakota G) G G ¢
Tennessee -0.312 0.192 -0.432 ) -0.512
Texas -0.112 0.50? -0.552 -0.612
Utah : 0.15 0.28 -0.322 -0.532
Vermont -0.06 0.222 -0.232 -0.44?
Virginia 0.192 0.642 -0.822 -0.872
Washington 0.152 0..392 -0.352 : -0.332
West Virginia -0.24 0.412 -0.502 -0.412
Wisconsin 0.412 0.582 -0.612 -0.702
Wyoming 0.26 - 0.572 -0.732 -0.442

'No state-level correlation analysis was possible for the District of Columbia or Hawaii since they only have one district.

2Figure is statistically significant at the 0.05 level or better.

3Nine other states (Arkansas, Colorado, Georgia, Kentucky, Mississippi, New Jersey, New Mexico, Oklahoma, and 5outh Dakota) were excluded from
. state-level correlation analysis because more than 50 percent of the school districts in the state were missing Census data.

50URCE: U.5. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Common Core of Data, “5chool District Financial Survey (Form F-
Q 22). 5chool Year 1997-98" and U.5. Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census, 1990 Decennial Census, “5chool District Data Book.”
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Table A-11. Correlation between state revenues per pupil and selected school district fiscal and demographic characteristics (cost-adjusted
dollars), by state: 1997-98

) Minority School-age Median household ' Median value
State enrollment children in poverty income owner-occupied housing
United States 0.10? 0.352 -0.442 ) -0.302
Alabama 0.08 0.412 -0.612 -0.632
Alaska : 0.632 0.622 -0.58? -0.642
Arizona 0372 0.412 -0.40? -0.46?
Arkansas é ] G Q]
California 033? 0.512 . -0.512 -0.44?
Colorado Q] e G e
Connecticut 0.582 0.742 -0.782 -0.542
Delaware -0.02 0.38 -0.582 -0.60?
. District of Columbia (" " M "
Florida 0.23 0.522 -0.532 -0.642
Georgia e e Q) X G
Hawaii Q] (" " "
Idaho 0.192 0.30? -0.422 : -0.66?
Illinois ' 0192 0.592 -0.732 -0.722
Indiana 0.262 0.60? -0.642 -0.722
lowa -0.01 0.46? -0.542 -0.632
Kansas . -0.152 0.35? -0.562 -0.63?
Kentucky e 0 ¢ G
Louisiana -0.312 0.19 -0.48? -0.722
Maine -0.162 ' 0.252 -0.362 -0.582
Maryland 0.54? 0.822 -0.842 -0.83?
Massachusetts 0.462 0.76? -0.69? -0.632
Michigan 0.412 0.382 -0.152 -0.172
Minnesota 0.112 0.452 -0.652 -0.742
Mississippi e G G Q]
Missouri 0.482 0.692 -0.622 -0.58?
Montana 0.132 0.192 -0.212 -0.512
Nebraska 0.07 0.222 -0.242 -0.332
Nevada -0.47 . -0.20 -0.43 -0.632
New Hampshire -0.29? 0.362 -0.452 -0.60?
New Jersey ' ) e ) e
New Mexico Q] G G G
New York -0.162 0.202 -0.582 -0.722
North Carolina ) 012 0.532 -0.69? -0.59?
" North Dakota 0192 0.30? -0.352 -0.542
Ohio 0.322 0.642 -0.632 -0.64?
Oklahoma Q] G Q] Q]
Oregon 0.14 0.382 -0.40? -0.50?
Pennsylvania 0172 0.682 -0.79? ' -0.782
Rhode Island 0.672 0.752 -083 -0.702
South Carolina 0412 0.402 -0.432 -0.612
South Dakota : ) &) 3 3
Tennessee -0.352 0.212 -0.50? -0.59?
Texas -0.152 0.482 -0.572 -0.632
Utah 0.1 0.30 -0.372 -0.54?
Vermont -0.07 0.232 -0.252 -0.452
Virginia 0.1 0.622 -0.842 -0.892
Washington 0.02 0.472 -0.512 -0.532
West Virginia -0.282 0.442 -0.542 -0.46?
Wisconsin 024> . 0.50? -0.65? -0.762
Wyoming 0.25 0.582 ) -0.742 -0.452

'No state-level correlation analysis was possible for the District of Columbia or Hawaii since they only have one district.

PFigure is statistically significant at the 0.05 level or better.

3Nine other states (Arkansas, Colorado, Georgia, Kentucky, Mississippi, New Jersey, New Mexico, Oklahoma, and South Dakota) were excluded from
state-leve! correlation analysis because more than 50 percent of the school districts in the state were missing Census data.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Common Core of Data,"School District Financial Survey (Form F-
Q 33): School Year 1997-98" and U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census, 1990 Decennial Census, "School District Data Book.”
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Table A-12. Correlation between General Formula Assistance revenues per pupil and selected school district fiscal and demographic characteris-
tics (unadjusted dollars), by state: 1997-98

Minority School-age Median household Median value
State enrollment children in poverty income owner-occupied housing
United States 0.072 ) 029 -0.342 -0.282
Alabama 0.03 0.222 -0.382 -0.382
Alaska 0.702 0.762 -0.702 -0.742
Arizona 0.33? 0.362 , ’ -0.332 -0.422
Arkansas G G G . G
California 0.23? 0.382 -0.422 -0.492
Colorado ) _ ) G é)
Connecticut 0.60? ) 0.762 -0.772 -0.54?
Delaware 0.06 0.49 -0.682 -0.672
District of Columbia " " " "
Florida 0.242 . 0.422 -0.44? ] -0.652
Georgia ¢) G ¢) G)
Hawaii (") " " "
Idaho 0.232 0.282 -0.312 -0.65?2
llinois 0.212 0.582 -0.702 -0.712
Indiana 0.482 0.682 ’ -0.562 -0.64%
lowa 0.282 . 0.44? -0.352 -0.392
Kansas -0.192 0.242 -0.432 -0.552
Kentucky G) G) G G
Louisiana -0.24 0.20 -0.442 -0.572
Maine -0.12 - 0.242 -0.312 -0.532
Maryland 0.38 0.622 -0.76? -0.842
Massachusetts : 0432 0.74 : -0.69? -0.65?
Michigan 0.262 0.10? 0.182 0.112
Minnesota -0.03 0.19? -0.352 -0.512
Mississippi ¢) é G - G)
Missouri 0302 0.50? -0.552 - -0.592
Montana 0.232 0.242 -0.272 -0.322
Nebraska : 0.182 0.122 -0.04 -0.112
Nevada : -0.512 -0.23 -0.39 -0.612
New Hampshire -0.242 0.292 -0.372 -0.552
New Jersey ) G) G) G
New Mexico ) G G G
New York -0.04 0.262 -0.532 -0.622
North Carolina 0.04 0.482 -0.65? -0.54?
North Dakota ' 0.412 0422 - -0.332 -0.322
Ohio 0.352 0.522 -0.532 -0.562
Oklahoma ¢ ¢ ' e )
Oregon 0.07 0.20? -0.20? ’ . -0.332
Pennsylvania 0.402 0.812 -0.812 -0.812
Rhode Island 0.692 0.77? -0.852 . -0.722
South Carolina -0.03 -0.04 -0.03 -0.382
South Dakota (3) @) Q] ¢
Tennessee -0.29? 0.172 -0.402 -0.482
Texas -0.122 0.492 -0.542 -0.612
Utah -0.17 -0.15 0.07 -0.312
Vermont : -0.09 0.232 -0.252 -0.482
Virginia 0.12 0.552 -0.782 -0.872
Washington -0.06 -0.01 0.00 -0.02
West Virginia -0.19 . 0.70? -0.73? -0.72?
Wisconsin 0.242 0.472 -0.612 -0.742
Wyoming 0.342 0.642 -0.772 -0.472

'No state-level correlation analysis was possible for the District of Columbia or Hawaii since they only have one district.

ZFigure is statistically significant at the 0.05 level or better.

3Nine other states (Arkansas, Colorado, Georgia, Kentucky, Mississippi, New Jersey, New Mexico, Oklahoma, and South Dakota) were excluded from
state-level correlation analysis because more than 50 percent of the school districts in the state were missing Census data.

50URCE: U.5. Department of Education, National Center for Education 5Statistics, Common Core of Data, “School District Financial Survey (Form F-
133): School Year 1997-98" and U.5. Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census, 1990 Decennial Census, “School District Data Book.”
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Appendix A: Supplementary Tables

Table A-13. Correlation between General Formula Assistance revenues per pupil and selected schoo district fiscal and demographic characteris-
tics (cost-adjusted dollars), by state: 1997-98

Minority 5chool-age Median household Median value

State enroliment children in poverty income owner-occupied housing
United 5tates 0.00 0.312 . -0.432 -0.40?
Alabama 0.02 0.352 *-0.572 -0.562
Alaska 0.662 0722 -0.692 ' -0.682
Arizona 0.352 ) 0.40? i -0.382 -0.442
“Arkansas ¢) ¢ Q] 9]
California ' 0.172 0.412 -0.472 -0.562
Colorado ¢ G) ¢ G
Connecticut 0.562 0.722 © o -0.762 -0.542
Delaware 0.00 . 0.592 -0.822 -0.732
District of Columbia " " " "
Florida 0.18 0.442 -0.502 -0.742
Georgia e ¥ ¢ G
Hawaii " . " " Q]
Idaho 0.22? 0.302 -0.372 -0.682
Iilinois 0.082 0.502 -0.682 -0.712
Indiana 0.252 0.59? ) -0.632 -0.732
lowa 0.00 0.45? -0.532 : -0.622
Kansas 0272 0.252 -0.482 -0.60?
Kentucky ) 3 ) 0 ¢
Louisiana -0.312 0.19 -0.482 ) -0.712
Maine -0.152 0.272 -0.352 -0.582
Maryland 0.31 0.592 -0.772 -0.842
Massachusetts 0.412 0.732 -0.69? -0.662
Michigan ' . 0.132 . 0.152 -0.06 -0.122
Minnesota -0.142 = 0.192 -0.472 -0.652
Mississippi e G) 9] 9]
Missouri 0.152 - 0.50? -0.612 -0.672
Montana 0.20? : 0.242 -0.272 -0.422
Nebraska 0.082 0.162 : -0.172 -0.262
Nevada -0.48 -0.20 -0.42 -0.632
New Hampshire -0.242 0.312 -0.382 -0.562
New Jersey ] * ) ®)
New Mexico ) (3 : ) ®)
New York -0.162 0.192 -0.542 -0.702
North Carolina 0.08 0.562 -0.772 -0.682
North Dakota 0.332 0.472 -0.472 -0.602
Ohio 0.20? 0.472 -0.542 -0.59?
Oklahoma (O] @] Q] G
Oregon - : 0.03 0.262 -0.28? -0.392
Pennsylvania 0.322 0.762 -0.812 -0.812
Rhode Island - . 0.662 0.752 -0.832 -0.712
South Carolina 0.05 0.07 i -0.15 -0.482
South Dakota ¢ ¢) Y] ¢
Tennessee -0.342 0.192 -0.482 -0.572
Texas -0.152 0.482 -0.562 -0.622
Utah -0.16 -0.06 -0.04 -0.372
Vermont -0.09 0.232 -0.262 -0.492
Virginia 0.05 0.542 ¢ -0.802 -0.892
Washington -0.142 ' 0.242 -0.33? ‘ -0.39?
West Virginia -0.26 0.722 -0.772 -0.762
Wisconsin 0.102 0.392 -0.632 -0.772
Wyoming 0.322 0.652 -0.782 -0.482

'No state-level correlation analysis was possible for the District of Columbia or Hawaii since they only have one district.

2Figure is statistically significant at the 0.05 level or better. ' ’

3Nine other states (Arkansas, Colorado, Georgia, Kentucky, Mississippi, New Jersey, New Mexico, Oklahoma, and 5outh Dakota) were excluded from
state-level correlation analysis because more than 50 percent of the school districts in the state were missing Census data.

SOURCE: U.5. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Common Core of Data, “5chool District Financial Survey (Form F-
Q 33): 5chool Year 1997-98" and U.5. Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census, 1990 Decennial Census, “5chool District Data Book.”
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Appendix A: Supplementary Tables

Table A-14. Cor_'relation between state instructional program revenues per pupil and selected school district fiscal and demographic characteris-
tics (unadjusted dollars), by state: 1997-98

Minority 5chool-age Median household Median value
State enrollment children in poverty income owner-occupied housing
United States 0.20? 0.09? -0.09? 0.00
Alabama ' 0.762 ) : 0.812 -0.632 -0.542
Alaska — — — —
Arizona 0.272 0.362 -0.42% -0.35?
Arkansas - O] Q] @ G
California 0.282 0.16? -0.03 0.15?
Colorado @) ) ' G) G
Connecticut 0.682 ' 0.822 -0.822 -0.512
Delaware 0.03 -0.35 0.35 0.15
District of Columbia " " " "
Florida 0.422 0.472 -0.432 -0.452
Georgia @) ’ @) e é)
Hawaii 0] " " V]
idaho 0.13 0.24? -0.18 -0.242
llinois 0.86? 0.722 -0.30? 0.08
Indiana 0.122 0.312 -0.352 -0.322
lowa 0.252 0.322 -0.192 -0.132
Kansas 0.352 0.19? -0.08 0.07
Kentucky @) o] Q] ' Q)
Louisiana ) 0.69? 0.502 -0.29? 0.21
Maine — — — —
Maryland 0.75? 0.952 -0.712 -0.632
Massachusetts 0.02 . 0.05 -0.04 -0.05
Michigan 0.672 - 0.64? -0.40?2 ) -0.372
Minnesota 0.692 0.69? -0.412 -0.222
Mississippi G ) ) 3
Missouri 0.02 0.162 -0.302 -0.252
Montana -0.22 -0.20 -0.03 -0.482
Nebraska 0.30? 0.04 0.09 0.332
Nevada -0.79? ' -0.62? -0.10 0.07
New Hampshire -0.07 0.04 -0.02 . 0.04
New Jersey @) é) (O Q]
New Mexico G) ¢ G @)
New York - — — — —_
North Carolina 0.06 0.462 -0.62? -0.53?2
North Dakota -0.02 -0.09 0.10 0.36?
Ohio - 0312 0.462 : -0.382 -0.34?
Oklahoma @ @) G) ' Q]
Oregon -0.05 . 0.06 -0.08 ©-0.01
Pennsylvania 0.162 0.342 -0.332 -0.30?
Rhode Island - — — —
South Carolina 0.50? 0.55? -0.632 -0.70%
South Dakota @) G @) @)
Tennessee -0.16 -0.03 -0.13 -0.14
Texas — — — —
Utah 0.44? 0.70? -0.672 -0.522
Vermont -0.20 0.352 -0.47% - -0.532
Virginia 0.352 0.762 -0.792 -0.712
Washington 0.482 0.60? -0.542 -0.392
West Virginia — . — —_ —
Wisconsin 0.412 0.34? -0.07 0.04
Wyoming 0.482 0.07 -0.04 -0.11
—Not available.

'No state-level correlation analysis was possible for the District of Columbia or Hawaii since they only have one district.

2Figure is statistically significant at the 0.05 level or better.

3Nine other states {Arkansas, Colorado, Georgia, Kentucky, Mississippi, New Jersey, New Mexico, Oklahoma, and South Dakota) were excluded from
state-level correlation analysis because more than 50 percent of the school districts in the state were missing Census data.

y SOURCE: U.5. Department of Education, National Center for Education 5tatistics, Common Core of Data, “5chool District Financial Survey (Form F-
]: TC«): 5chool Year 1997-98" and U.5. Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census, 1990 Decennial Census,“5chool District Data Book.”
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Appendix A: Supplementary Tables

Table A-15. Correlation between state instructional program revenues per pupil and selected school district fiscal and demographic characteris-
tics (cost-adjusted dollars), by state: 1997-98

Minority 5chool-age Median household Median value
State enrollment children in poverty income owner-occupied housing
United 5tates 0.182 0.09? -0.132 . -0.042
Alabama : 0.742 0.822 -0.66? -0.572
Alaska — — — —
Arizona 0.29? 0.382 -0.452 -0.372
Arkansas Q] G) G) Q]
California 0.272 0.212 - -0.09 ' 0.08
Colorado G) ® Q] Q]
Connecticut . 0.642 0.80? -0.812 -0.522
Delaware 0.01 © -0.30 0.26 0.08
District of Columbia " " " "
Florida 0.362 0.50? ’ -0.522 -0.58?
Georgia e G G e
Hawaii : M O " ("
Idaho 0.12 0.242 -0.19 -0.252
linois : 0.812 0.732 . -0.382 -0.02
Indiana 0.04 0.282 -0.382 -0.352
lowa 0.212 0.312 -0.19? -0.152
Kansas 0.30? 0.20? -0.11 0.03
Kentucky ®) @) G e
Louisiana ‘ 0.652 0.50? -0.312 0.15
Maine — — — B
Maryland 0.752 0.952 -0.732 ’ -0.652
Massachusetts 0.02 0.05 -0.05 -0.06
Michigan 0.672 0.672 -0.45? -0.42?
Minnesota 0.632 : 0.712 -0.512 -0.342
Mississippi @) G G @)
Missouri -0.05 0172 -0.352 -0.322
Montana ) -0.22 -0.19 -0.03 -0.512
Nebraska 0172 0.1 -0.10 0.09
Nevada -0.73? -0.562 -0.17 0.01
New Hampshire -0.07 0.04 -0.02 0.03
New Jersey ®) (3 (3) . @
New Mexico G ® G) Q]
New York —_ — — —
North Carolina 0.09 0.532 ’ i -0.722 -0.632
North Dakota -0.02 -0.06 0.05 0.282
Ohio 0.272 0.462 -0.39? -0.362
Oklahoma e : é) e . @)
Oregon . -0.05 0.05 -0.07 . -0.01
Pennsylvania 0.02 0422 -0.567 -0.54?
Rhode Island - . — — —
South Carolina 0517 ° 0.58? -0.67? -0.722
South Dakota G e Q] Q]
Tennessee -0.17 -0.02 -0.14 -0.15
Texas — — — —
Utah 0.392 0.69? -0.682 -0.562
Vermont -0.24 0.342 : -0.512 -0.582
Virginia 0.28? 0.752 -0.812 -0.742
Washington 0.35? 0.662 -0.63? -0.53?
West Virginia — — — ‘ —
Wisconsin . 0.30? _ 0.32° -0.19? -0.112
Wyoming 0.452 0.11 -0.09 -0.15
—Not available.

'No state-level correlation analysis was possible for the District of Columbia or Hawaii since they only have one district.

2Figure is statistically significant at the 0.05 level or better.

3Nine other states (Arkansas, Colorado, Georgia, Kentucky, Mississippi, New Jersey, New Mexico, Oklahoma, and 5outh Dakota) were excluded from
state-level correlation analysis because more than 50 percent of the school districts in the state were missing Census data.

y SOURCE: U.5. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Common Core of Data, “School District Financial Survey (Form F-
E l C‘33): 5chool Year 1997-98" and U.5. Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census, 1990 Decennial Census, "School District Data Book.”
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Table A-16. Correlation between percent state revenues and selected school district fiscal and demographic characteristics, by state:

1997-98
Minority School-age Median household Median value
State enrollment children in poverty income owner-occupied housing
United States 0.122 0.342 -0.432 -0.242
Alabama 0.14 0.332 -0.532 -0.622
Alaska -0.302 0.04 -0.25 -0.21
Arizona 0.04 0.13 -0.18? -0.252
Arkansas @ Q] Q) G
California ) 0.262 0.39? -0.422 -0.442
Colorado @) G) @) G)
Connecticut 0.552 0.702 -0.782 -0.562
Delaware -0.28 0.522 067 _ -0.742
District of Columbia " " (" Q]
Florida . 0.20 0412 -0.462 -0.692
Georgia é) G @) )
Hawaii " " " "
Idaho ) 0.12 ' 0.232 -0.262 -0.562
linois ) 0172 0.532 -0.702 -0.722
Indiana 0.07 0.362 -0.442 -0.582
lowa 0.15? ' 0.422 -0.382 -042?
Kansas 0.01 0322 -0.49? -0.562
Kentucky G @) @) )
Louisiana -0.16 0.312 -0.592 -0.652
Maine -0.142 0172 -0.272 -0.522
Maryland : 0.482 0.76? -0.832 -0.862
Massachusetts 0.282 0.622 -0.64% -0.662
Michigan 0.152 0.252 -0,292 -0.432
Minnesota -0.132 0.162 -0.412 -0.592
Mississippi G) ® @) G
Missouri 0.202 0.532 -0.642 -0.67?
Montana -0.372 -0.252 0.122 0.00
Nebraska 0.182 0.07 001 -0.02
Nevada -0.60? -0.33 -0.29 -0.532
New Hampshire . -0.252 0.352 -0.442 -0.60?
New Jersey O] 0] G) . G)
New Mexico G) G) e G)
New York . 0.092 0.422 -0.722 -0.642
North Carolina 0.06 0442 -0.692 -0.782
North Dakota -0.182 -0.162 0.06 -0.162
Ohio ’ . 0.122 0.512 -0.622 -0.70%
Oklahoma G) . G) @ Q]
Oregon -0.12 0.192 -0.26? -0.412
Pennsylvania 0212 - 0.672 -0.79? -0.792
Rhode island 0.612 0.712 -0.812 -0.722
South Carolina 0.03 0.12 -0.20 -0.482
South Dakota G) @) é) G)
Tennessee -0.442 -0.03 -0.302 -0.432
Texas -0.10? 0462 -0.512 -0.60?
Utah -0.392 ' -0.402 0.26 -0.17
Vermont -0.08 0.262 -0.272 -0.512
Virginia 0.08 0.532 -0.792 -0.872
Washington -0.20? 0.292 -0.412 -0.662
West Virginia -0.362 0.482 -0.592 -0.502
Wisconsin 0.23? 0.43? " -0.572 B AL
Wyoming 0.08 0.412 -0.692 -0.39?

'No state-level correlation analysis was possible for the District of Columbia or Hawaii since they only have one district.

2Figure is statistically significant at the 0.05 level or better.

*Nine other states (Arkansas, Colorado, Georgia, Kentucky, Mississippi, New Jersey, New Mexico, Oklahoma, and South Dakota) were excluded from
state-level correlation analysis because more than 50 percent of the school districts in the state were missing Census data.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Common Core of Data, “School District Financial Survey (Form F-
33): School Year 1997-98" and U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census, 1990 Decennial Census, “School District Data Book.”
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Table A-17. Correlation between state and local revenues combined per pupil and selected school district fiscal and demographic characteristics
(unadjusted dollars), by state: 1997-98 :

] Minority School-age Median household Median value
State enrollment children in poverty income owner-occupied housing
United States -0.042 -0.222 0.392 0.322
Alabama ) -0.322 -0.45? 0.552 0.59?
Alaska 0.572 0.322 -0.14 -0.432
Arizona ‘ -0.09 -0.10 0.16? 0.202
Arkansas @) ‘ @) Q] @)
California 0.152 0.02 0.04 0.172
Colorado () é) (O] G
Connecticut 0.09 0.09 0.202 0.03
Delaware 0.26 -0.46 : 0.45 0.44
District of Columbia " " " "
Florida 0.06 -0.05 0.282 : 0.682
Georgia ' G G e e
Hawaii " " " Y]
Idaho -0.10 -0.10 0.08 0.232
inois -0.072 -0.302 : . 0.472 : 0.562
Indiana 0.372 0.10 0.162 0.312
lowa 0.08 . -0.07 0.122 0.10
Kansas -0.20? . -0.06 0.10 0.1
Kentucky (O] (O] e e
Louisiana -0.22 -0.492 0.652 0.452
Maine ' 0.06 -0.06 0.08 0.162
Maryland -0.12 -0.38 0.69? 0.822
Massachusetts 0.562 0.342 -0.07 0.272
Michigan 0.06 -0.212 0.542 0.622
Minnesota 0.452 . 0.292 0.00 0.162
Mississippi O] . ® ) 3 3
Missouri .0.60? . 0.272 . 0.092 0.182
Montana -0.07 . -0.01 -0.02 -0.252
Nebraska ) -0.302 -0.01 -0.112 -0.242
Nevada -0.11 0.02 o -0.32 -0.60?
New Hampshire -0.16? -0.172 012 0.282
New Jersey G : Q] é). e
New Mexico (O] G e G
New York -0.442 -0.592 0.682 0.292
North Carolina -0.11 -0.15 0.242 0.422
North Dakota . -0.28? -0.10 0.03 -0.182
Ohio 0.382 0.02 0.252 0.432
Oklahoma @) @) G Q]
Oregon 0.34? 0.02 0.10 0.12
Pennsylvania -0.172 -0.412 0.60? 0.642
Rhode Island 012 -0.16 0.19 0.28
South Carolina 0.05 -0.14 ' 0.23? 0.342.
South Dakota G G e G
Tennessee ’ 0.34? 0.15 0.10 0.262
Texas -0.19? -0.082 0.09? 0.112
Utah 0.31 0.43?2 -0.342 . 0.00
Vermont -0.04 -0.09 012 0.182
Virginia 0.05 -0.282 ’ 0.59? 0.782
Washington 0.122 -0.152 0.272 0.452
West Virginia -0.01 -0.04 0.00 0.02
Wisconsin 0.02 -0.08 0.272 ' 0.382,
Wyoming 0.00 0.08 . -0.03 -0.07

'No state-level correlation analysis was possible for the District of Columbia or Hawaii since they only have one district.

2Figure is statistically significant at the 0.05 level or better.

3Nine other states (Arkansas, Colorado, Georgia, Kentucky, Mississippi, New Jersey, New Mexico, Oklahoma, and South Dakota) were excluded from
state-level correlation analysis because more than 50 percent of the school districts in the state were missing Census data.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Common.Core of Data, “School District Financial Survey (Form F-
33): School Year 1997-98" and U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census, 1990 Decennial Census, “School District Data Book.”
Q
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Table A-18. Correlation between state and local revenues combined per pupil and selected school district fiscal and demographic characteristics
(cost- adJusted dollars), by state: 1997-98

Minority School-age Median household Median value
State enroliment children in poverty income owner-occupied housing
United States -0.162 -0.162 0172 0.032
Alabama -0.332 -0.352 0.38? : 0.442
Alaska 0.552 0.322 -0.19 -0.40?
Arizona -0.03 - 0.00 0.03 0.09
Arkansas ‘ () () () ()
California 0.05 0.16? . -0.16? -0.09?
Colorado G G) G ¢
Connecticut : -0.05 -0.01 0.16? -0.02
Delaware 0.24 -0.22 0.08 0.17
District of Columbia (") " (" ("
Florida -0.08 0.09 -0.02 0.30?
Georgia G G G @]
Hawaii (" " " ()
Idaho -0.07 -0.03 -0.05 0.06
Ilinois -0.20% -0.292 0.342 0.412
Indiana 0.09 0.04 -0.01 . 0.10
lowa -0.23% 0.02 -0.20 - -0.282
Kansas -0.30? 0.05 -0.142 -0.172
Kentucky ¢) ¢) 0 G)
Louisiana -0.372 -0.452 0.472 0.12
Maine ' -0.03 0.06 -0.10 -0.06
Maryland -0.22 -0.422 0.642 0.782
Massachusetts 0.512 0.332 -0.132 0.182
Michigan -0.02 -0.202 0432 0.552
Minnesota 0.252 0.35? -0.322 -0.232
Mississippi Q) ) @) ¢)
Missouri - 0492 0.422 -0.182 -0.122
Montana ’ -0.07 . 0.01 -0.04 -0.332
Nebraska -0.402 0.07 -0.30? -0.48?
Nevada -0.01 0.13 -0.39 -0.622
New Hampshire -0.24? ’ -0.07 -0.03 0.12
New Jersey 0 ) 0 ¢
New Mexico ) ) . G ) e
New York - -0.632 -0.642 0.512, -0.01
North Carolina -0.08 0.08 -0.09 0.10
North Dakota -0.24? 0.00 -0.10 -0.372
Ohio 0.252 0.00 0.222 0.372
Oklahoma ) ) @) e)
Oregon 0.242 0.13 -0.07 -0.03
Pennsylvania -0.312 -0.352 0.39? 0.432
Rhode Island -0.26 -0.30 0.32 0.40?
South Carolina 0.16 0.00 ) 0.06 019
South Dakota 0] G - O] Q]
Tennessee 0.16 0.262 -0.182 -0.05
Texas -0.22? 0.00 -0.06 -0.06
Utah 0.24 0.442 -0.392 -0.11
Vermont -0.09 : -0.06 0.05 on
Virginia -0.02 -0.192 0.412 0.58?
Washington 0.00 * 0122 . -0.10 0.02
West Virginia -0.11 0.08 -0.15 -0.13
Wisconsin -0.232 -0.112 -0.03 0.02
Wyoming -0.02 0.11 -0.08 -0.12

'No state-level correlation analysis was possible for the District of Columbia or Hawaii since they only have one d|str|ct

2Figure is statistically significant at the 0.05 level or better.

3Nine other states (Arkansas, Colorado, Georgia, Kentucky, Mississippi, New Jersey, New Mexico, Oklahoma, and South Dakota) were excluded from
state-level correlation analysis because more than 50 percent of the school districts in the state were missing Census data.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Common Core of Data, “Schoo! District Financial Survey (Form F-
33): School Year 1997-98" and U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census, 1990 Decennial Census,“School District Data Book.”
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Table A-19. Correlation between federal revenues per pupil and selected school district fiscal and demographic characteristics (unadjusted
dollars), by state: 1997-98

Minority - 5chool-age Median household Median value
State enrollment children in poverty income owner-occupied housing
United States 0.562 0.662 -0.46? -0.152
Alabama 0.712 0.842 -0.652 -0.552
Alaska 0.882 0.802 _ -0.682 -0.642
Arizona 0.782 0.68? -0.572 -0.622
Arkansas , G & : G . G
California 0.54 0682 -0.582 -0.242
Colorado ¢ 0 ) )
Connecticut 0.922 0.972 -0.722 -0.362
Delaware 0.18 0.33 -0.34 -0.36
District of Columbia (") " ) " (")
Florida 0.542 0.782 -0.40? -0.15
Georgia -0 G) G) G
Hawaii ) " " ("
Idaho 0.632 0.382 -0.462 -0.412
Winois 0.842 . 0.892 -0.59? -0.352
Indiana 0.662 0.80? -0.582 -0.492
lowa 0.512 0.732 -0.582 -0.522
Kansas 0.372 0.252 -0.232 -0.272
Kentucky G) G ¢) G)
Louisiana 0.612 V 0.772 -0.722 -0.362
Maine -0.02 0.212 -0.272 -0.212
Maryland 0.672 0.97? -0.812 -0.712
Massachusetts 0.792 0.92? -0.712 -0.442
Michigan 0.782 0.872 -0.672 -0.632
Minnesota 0.20? 0.242 -0.192 -0.152
Mississippi ¢ -G G ¢)
Missouri 0.582 0.672 -0.552 -0.412
Montana 0.852 0.662 -0.432 -0.312
Nebraska 0.682 0.342 -0.132 0.082
Nevada 0.09 ’ 0.00 -0.48 -0.522
New Hampshire 0.422 0.532 -0.472 -0.382
New Jersey G) ¢ G G)
New Mexico ¢) G G) G)
New York 0.812 0.92? -0.642 0.04
North Carolina 0.672 0.852 -0.722 -0.592
North Dakota 0.732 0.58? -0.382 -0.10
Ohio 0.752 0.90? -0.712 -0.572
Oklahoma 0 G () )
Oregon ’ 0.512 0.74 -0.642 _ -0.542
Pennsylvania 0.79? 0.932 -0.652 -0.592
Rhode Island : 0.932 0.962 ) -0.872 -0.552
South Carolina 0.872 0.922 -0.832 -0.512
South Dakota A) (3) ¢ - G)
Tennessee 0.472 0.832 -0.722 -0.612
Texas 0.40?2 0.70? -0.662 -0.522
Utah 0.872 0.78? -0.592 -0.462
Vermont 0.282 0.432 -0.342 -0.08
Virginia 0.662 0.862 -0.622 -0.422
Washington 0.622 0.642 -0.552 -0.352
West Virginia ) 0.03 0.752 -0.742 -0.562
Wisconsin 0.772 ' 0.79? -0.462 -0.30?
Wyoming 0.942 0.682 : -0.292 -0.17

'No state-level correlation analysis was possible for the District of Columbia or Hawaii since they only have one district.

?Figure is statistically significant at the 0.05 level or better.

3Nine other states (Arkansas, Colorado, Georgia, Kentucky, Mississippi, New Jersey, New Mexico, OkIahoma and South Dakota) were excluded from
state-level correlation analysis because more than 50 percent of the school districts in the state were missing Census data.

SOURCE: U.5. Department of Education, National Center for Education 5Statistics, Commo'n Core of Data, “5chool District Financial Survey (Form F-
33): 5¢chool Year 1997-98" and U.5. Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census, 1990 Decennial Census, “5chool District Data Book.”
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Table A-20. Correlation between federal revenues per pupil and selected school district fiscal and demographic characteristics (cost-adjusted
dollars), by state: 1997-98

Minority School-age Median household Median value
State enrollment children in poverty income owner-occupied housing
United States 0.49? . 0.65? : -0.50? -0.232
Alabama 0.682 0.832 -0.672 -0.572
Alaska 0.852 0.782 -0.682 -0.622 -
Arizona 0.782 0.672 -0.562 -0.622
Arkansas 0 @) O G
California 0.492. 0.682 -0.602 -0.292
Colorado ¢) G G) ()
Connecticut 0.912 0.972 -0.732 -0.372
Delaware 0.17 0.35 -0.38 -0.38
District of Columbia " ] " " V)
Florida 0.472 0.812 -0.512 -0.322
Georgia ¢) 0] ¢} @)
Hawaii " " "y "
Idaho 0.622 0.382 -0.472 -0432
Illinois 0.792 0.90? -0.632 . -0.402
Indiana 0.59 0.782 -0.60? -0.522
lowa : 0.392 0.732 . -0.64% -0.60?2
Kansas 0.352 0.272 -0.272 -0.302
Kentucky @) 0] G ¢}
Louisiana 0.492 0.752 -0.762 -0.512
Maine -0.03 0.212 : _ -0.272 -0.22?2
Maryland 0.642 0.972 -0.842 -0.742
Massachusetts 0.772 0.922 -0.73?2 -0.462
Michigan 0.732 0.842 -0.67% -0.622
Minnesota 0.172 0.222 -0.202 -0.162
Mississippi G) ¢ Q] ] 0]
Missouri 0.472 0.672 -0.60? ' -0.48?
Montana 0.842 0.652 -0.422 -0.322
Nebraska 0.652 X 0.372 -0.172 0.03
Nevada 0.1 0.03 -0.492 -0.532
New Hampshire 0.332 0.552 -0.502 -0.432
New Jersey ¢) o) G G)
New Mexico G ¢ Q] Q]
New York 0.74% 0.90? -0.682 -0.04
North Carolina 0.652 0.86? -0.752 -0.632
North Dakota 0.70? 0.552 -0.372 -0.12
Ohio 0.70? 0.90? -0.73?2 -0.59?
Oklahoma ¢) ¢ Q] @)
Oregon 0.472 0.742 -0.652 -0.55?
Pennsylvania 0.762 0.93? -0.672 ©-0.612
Rhode Island 0.922 0.96? -0.862 -0.542
South Carolina 0.86? 0.922 -0.842 -0.542
South Dakota ) ' G G 0]
Tennessee 0.362 0.80? -0.762 -0.672
Texas 0.352 0.692 . -0.672 -0.54%
Utah : 0.852 0.782 -0.60? -0.482
Vermont 0.252 . 0.442 -0.362 -0.10
Virginia . 0.60? 0.882 -0.692 -0.512
Washington 0.572 0.652 -0.562 -0.382
West Virginia -0.01 0.79? -0.782 -0.602
Wisconsin 0.712 0.752 -0.472 -0.312
Wyoming 0.932 0.682 -0.29? -0.17

'No state-level correlation analysis was possible for the District of Columbia or Hawaii since they only have one district.

?Figure is statistically significant at the 0.05 leve| or better.

*Nine other states (Arkansas, Colorado, Georgia, Kentucky, Mississippi, New Jersey, New Mexico, Oklahoma, and South Dakota) were excluded from
state-level correlation analysis because more than 50 percent of the school districts in the state were missing Census data.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Common Core of Data, “School District Financial Survey {Form F-
33): School Year 1997-98" and U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census, 1990 Decennial Census,”School District Data Book.”
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Table A-21. Correlation between Title | revenues per pupil and selected school district fiscal and demographic characteristics (unadjusted
dollars), by state: 1997-98

Minority School-age Median household Median value
State enrollment children in poverty income owner-occupied housing
United States 0.632 0.852 -0.572 -0.182
Alabama 0.772 0.922 -0.70? -0.572
Alaska 0.742 0772 -0.70? -0.642
Arizona 0.732 0.812 -0.73? -0.682
Arkansas 0] ¢ G ©)
California 0.64% 0.752 -0.612 -0.252
Colorado 0] 0] G 0
Connecticut 0912 0.992 -0.68? -0.332
Delaware 0.722 0.632 -0.40 -0.47
District of Columbia " : " " ()
Florida 0.572 0.90? -0.512 -0.23
Georgia ©) ©) 9! e
Hawaii - " " " ) "
Idaho . 0.60?2 0.572 -0.672 -0.642
inois 0.832 0972 -0.652 -0.412
Indiana 0.762 0.942 -0.652 -0.582
lowa 0372 0.74% ’ -0.592 -0.572
Kansas . 0.372 0.64% -0.552 -0.452
Kentucky 9] G é) 0
Louisiana 0.732 0.922 -0.782 -0.342
Maine -0.02 0.542 -0.582 -0.50?
Maryland 0.63? 0.992 ) -0.812 -0.722
Massachusetts 0.802 0.952 -0.732 -0.467
Michigan 0.882 0.962 -0.732 -0.682
Minnesota 0.65? 0.902 -0.70? -0.542
Mississippi @) e G 0
Missouri 0.612 0.792 -0.612 -0.512
Montana 0392 0.522 -0.362 -0.232
Nebraska , 0.612 0.622 -0.45? -0.302
Nevada 0.762 0.842 -0.542 -0.39
New Hampshire 0.352 0.532 -0.372 -0.322
New Jersey ) o] G : ¢ é)
New Mexico Q] (o] 0] Q]
New York 0.882 . 0.982 -0.62? 0.132
North Carolina 0.692 0.892 -0.69? -0.552
North Dakota 0.642 0.69? -0.60? -0.432
Ohio 0.772 0.962 -0.752 -0.60?
Oklahoma O] é) e, G
Oregon ’ 0.552 0.70? -0.522 -0.48?
Pennsylvania 0.69? 0.90? -0.65? -0.582
Rhode Island - 0.96% 0.932 -0.792 ) -0.542
South Carolina 0.892 0.962 - -0.812 -0.452
South Dakota o) 0] G @)
Tennessee 0.602 0.852 -0.652 -0.532
Texas ' . 0.422 0.867 -0.702 -0.532
Utah ’ 0.812 0.922 -0.792 -0.582
Vermont 0.30? - 0.372 -0.182 0.05
Virginia 0.582 0.962 -0.732 -0.54?
Washington 0.582 0.742 -0.592 -0.40?
West Virginia 0.14 0.862 -0.782 -0.752
Wisconsin 0.912 0.972 -0.592 -0.422
Wyoming 0.68? 0.812 -0.522 -0.422

'No state-level correlation analysis was possible for the District of Columbia or Hawaii since they only have one district.

2Figure is statistically significant at the 0.05 level or better.

®Nine other states (Arkansas, Colorado, Georgia, Kentucky, Mississippi, New Jersey, New Mexico, Oklahoma, and South Dakota) were excluded from
state-level correlation analysis because more than 50 percent of the school districts in the state were missing Census data.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Common Core of Data, “School District Financial Survey (Form F-

. 33): School Year 1997-98" and U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census, 1990 Decennial Census,“School District Data Book.”
LS
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Table A-22. Correlation between Title | revenues per pupil and selected school district fiscal and demographic characteristics (cost-adjusted
dollars), by state: 1997-98 )

Minority ) School-age Median household Median value
State : enrollment children in poverty income owner-occupied housing
United States 0.58? ' 0.872 -0.63? -0.27?
Alabama 0.742 0.922 -0.712 -0.582
Alaska 0.722 0.762 -0.70? -0.632
Arizona 0.732 0.80? -0.732 -0.682
Arkansas Q] e e @)
California 0.60? ) 0.772 -0.64% -0.29?
Colorado o] (&] G) é)
Connecticut 0.90? 0.982 : -0.692 -0.33?2
Delaware 0.68? 0.682 -0.48 -0.522
District of Columbia " " " "
Florida . 0.522 0.922 -0.58?2 -0.362
Georgia Q! ) ' ¢ é)
Hawaii . " " " "
Idaho 0.58? 0.572 . -0.672 -0.662
MNinois 0.782 0.972 -0.682 -0.462
Indiana 0.70? 0.932 -0.672 -0.612
lowa ’ 0.282 0.732 -0.622 -0.622
Kansas 0.30? 0.64? -0.572 -0.48?2
Kentucky @) @) é) 0]
Louisiana 0.64? 0.912 -0.822 -0.472
Maine -0.04 0.522 -0.58?2 -0.522
Maryland 0.612 0.99? -0.83?2 ' -0.74%
Massachusetts ©0.802 0.952 -0.742 -0.472
Michigan 0.852 0.96? -0.752 -0.702
Minnesota 0.542 0.86? ' -0.742 -0.612
Mississippi ¢) Y] ) Y]
Missouri } 0.492 0.79? -0.662 . -0.572
Montana 0.372 0.512 -0.362 -0.262
Nebraska 0.542 0.622 -0.482 -0.362
Nevada 0.752 0.832 -0.562 : -0.41
New Hampshire 0.282 0.522 -0.362 -0.332
New Jersey e G : 0] e
New Mexico . ¢ é) é) G)
New York 0.852 0.982 -0.662 0.07
North Carolina 0.672 0.90? -0.722 -0.582
North Dakota 0.612 0.682 -0.60?2 -0.462
Ohio 0.722 0.972 -0.772 -0.632
Oklahoma ¢l ) 0 e )
Oregon 0.522 0.702 -0.532 -0.492
Pennsylvania 0.652 0.902 -0.672 -0.602
Rhode. Island 0.96* 2 0.932 -0.79? -0.542
South Carolina 0.88? 0.962 -0.822 -0.472
South Dakota ¢ G) ) G)
Tennessee 0.522 . 0.862 -0.70? -0.59?
Texas 0.382 . 0.852 -0.712 . -0.55?2
Utah 0.79? 0.922 ) -0.802 -0.60?
Vermont 0.29? 0.372 : -0.182 0.04
Virginia 0.522 0.952 -0.752 -0.572
Washington ’ 0.542 0.752 -0.612 -0.42?
West Virginia 0.1 0.872 -0.80?2 -0.762
Wisconsin 0.872 0.972 -0.632 -0.472
Wyoming 0.672 0.822 -0.542 -0.432

" 'No state-level correlation analysis was possible for the District of Columbia or Hawaii since they only have one district.
ZFigure is statistically significant at the 0.05 level or better.
*Nine other states (Arkansas, Colorado, Georgia, Kentucky, Mississippi, New Jersey, New Mexico, Oklahoma, and South Dakota) were excluded from
state-level correlation analysis because more than 50 percent of the school districts in the state were missing Census data.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Common Core of Data, “School District Financial Survey (Form F-
33):School Year 1997-98" and U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census, 1990 Decennial Census, “School District Data Book.”
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Table A-23. Correlation between percent federal revenues and selected school district fiscal and demographic characteristics, by state:

1997-98
Minority S5chool-age Median household Median value
State ) enroliment children in poverty income owner-occupied housing
United States 0.582 0.762 -0.592 -0.242
Alabama 0.722 0.852 -0.672 -0.582
Alaska 0.852 : 0.79? -0.692 -0.582
Arizona 0.812 0.722 -0.642 -0.69?
Arkansas G G A Q]
California 0.522 0.702 -0.62? -0.30?
Colorado Q] Q] Q] Q]
Connecticut 0.912 0.962 -0.742 .-0.372
Delaware 0.20 0.46 -0.45 . -0.46
District of Columbia " " " "
Florida 0.512 0.812 . -0.532 -07442
Georgia e e e e
Hawaii " " " : "
Idaho 0.632 0.432 -0.532 -0.49?
Ilinois 0.802 0.90? -0.642 -0.422
Indiana 0.60? 0.802 -0.622 -0.552
lowa . 0.492 0.752 -0.60? -0.542
Kansas 0.432 0.28? -0.252 . -0.262
Kentucky e Q] . Q] G)
Louisiana 0.562 0.80? -0.812 -0.462
Maine -0.03 0.422 -0.512 -0.452
Maryland 0.652 0.982 -0.872 -0.792
Massachusetts 0.632 0.872 -0.752 -0.552
Michigan 0.78? 0.912 -0.762 -0.712
Minnesota 0.322 0.432 -0.362 -0.292
Mississippi G G G @)
Missouri 0.30? 0.572 -0.602 -0.492
Montana 0.892 0.692 -0.452 -0.282
Nebraska . 0.712 0322 -0.132 0.122
Nevada 0.14 0.01 -0.42 -0.40
New Hampshire 0.412 0.532 <0452 -0.402
New Jersey 3 3 O} . @)
New Mexico 3 3 -0 )
New York 0.852 0.952 -0.662 0.07
North Carolina . 0.68? . 0.84? -0.73? -0.667
North Dakota 0.922 0.722 -0.512 -0.11
Ohio 0.632 0.90? -0.772 -0.652
Oklahoma G G G e
Oregon 0.36? 0.73? : -0.65? -0.55?
Pennsylvania, 0.782 0.922 -0.66? -0.612
Rhode Island ' 0.922 0.962 -0.892 . -0.592
South Carolina 0.79? 0.90? -0.832 . -0.56?
South Dakota Q] G) G) e
Tennessee 0.332 0.792 -0.792 -0.732
Texas 0.492 0.752 -0.712 -0.542
Utah ’ 0.842 0.812 -0.652 . -0.532
Vermont 0.302 0.452 -0.342 -0.07
Virginia . 0.562 0.852 -0.722 -0.58?
Washington 0.612 0.702 -0.622 -0.442
West Virginia 0.00 0.742 -0.732 -0.562
Wisconsin 0.872 0.912 -0.562 -0.392
Wyoming 0.932 0.702 -0.332 -0.21

'No state-level correlation analysis was possible for the District of Columbia or Hawaii since they only have one district.

2Figure is statistically significant at the 0.05 level or better.

3Nine other states (Arkansas, Colorado, Georgia, Kentucky, Mississippi, New Jersey, New Mexico, Oklahoma, and 5outh Dakota) were excluded from
state-level correlation analysis because more than 50 percent of the school districts in the state were missing Census data.

SOURCE: U.5. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Common Core of Data, "5chool District Financial 5urvey (Form F-
33) School Year 1997-98" and U.5. Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census, 1990 Decennial Census, “5chool District Data Book.”
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Table A-24. Correlation between total revenues per pupil and selected school district fiscal and demographic characteristics (unadjusted dollars),
by state: 1997-98

Minority School-age . Median household Median value
State enrollment children in poverty income owner-occupied housing
United States 0.082 -0.08? 0.30? 0.29?
Alabama -0.13 -0.232 0.392 0.482
Alaska 0.80? 0.582 -0.412 -0.582
Arizona 0502 0.412 -0.282 . -0.292
Arkansas Q] 0] 0] @
California 0.292 0.20? -0.122 0.10?
" Colorado @) -0 Q] ®
Connecticut * 0.332 0.342 0.00 -0.06
Delaware 0.31 ' -0.28 - 0.26 0.24
District of Columbia " " ' " "
Florida 0.16 0.10 0.19 0.622
Georgia Q] G G) G
Hawaii ' " " (" "
Idaho 0.07 0.00 -0.04 0.1
Illinois 0.08? -0.152 0.38? 0.522
Indiana 0.49? : : 0.28? ] 0.01 0.16?
lowa 0.16? 0.05 0.02 0.01
Kansas ) -0.08 0.02 0.03 0.03
Kentucky G G G e
Louisiana -0.06 . -0.312 . 0.50? 0.382
Maine 0.05 003 -0.03 0.07
Maryland 1 0.03 -0.18 054 0.70?
Massachusetts 0.642 0.45? : -0.172 0.192
Michigan 0.232 -0.02 ) 0.392 0.492
Minnesota 0.472 0.352 -0.09 0.06
Mississippi (O] Q] ¢ Q]
Missouri 0.68? 0.382 -0.02 0.09?
Montana 0.412 0.352 -0.26? -0.392
Nebraska -0.03 0.132 _ -0.162 -0.202
Nevada -0.09 0.02 -0.37 -0.64?2
New Hampshire ' -0.12 -0.12 0.07 0.252
New Jersey ¢ . G . ¢ ¢
New Mexico ®) Q] Q] 3
New York -0.342 -0.482 0.622 0.322
North Carolina 0.04 0.05 0.07 0.282
North Dakota 0.342 0.362 -0.262, . -0.212
Ohio 0.522 0.20? 0.092 0.292
Oklahoma @) 0] @) G
Oregon 0.442 0.182 -0.05 0.00
Pennsylvania 0.02 -0.212 0.482 ’ 0.53?
Rhode Island 0.24 0.21 -0.15 o 0.06
South Carolina 0.282 0.10 : 0.01 0.21
South Dakota ) Q] Q] )
Tennessee 0.422 0.342 ) -0.08 0.09
Texas -0.10? 0.072 -0.05. -0.01
Utah 0.512 0.582 -0.452 -0.14
Vermont . -0.02 -0.06 0.09 0.182
Virginia 0.5 -0.16 0.512 0.732
Washington 0.352 0.10 : 0.05 0.30?
West Virginia 0.00 0.14 -0.18 . -0.11
Wisconsin 0.342 0.252 0.06 0.222
Wyoming 0.442 0.38? -0.16 -0.14

'No state-level correlation analysis was possible for the District of Columbia or Hawaii since they only have one district.

- 2Figure is statistically significant at the 0.05 level or better.
3Nine ather states (Arkansas, Colorado, Georgia, Kentucky, Mississippi, New Jersey, New Mexico, Oklahoma, and South Dakota) were excluded from
state-level correlation analysis because more than 50-percent of the school districts in the state were missing Census data.

SOURCE: U.5. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Common Core of Data, “School District Financial Survey (Form F-
33):School Year 1997-98" and U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census, 1990 Decennial Census,”School District Data Book.”
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Table A-25. Correlation between total revenues per pupil and selected school district fiscal and demographic characteristics (cost-adjusted
dollars), by state: 1997-98

Minority School-age Median household Median value
State enroliment children in poverty ] income owner-occupied housing
United States -0.042 0.00 - 0.052 -0.032
Alabama -0.12 -0.08 017 0.272
Alaska 0.79? 0.60? -0.462 -0.572
Arizona 0.512 0.462 -0.362 -0.352
Arkansas ) O] ) é)
California 0172 0.322 -0.302 -0.162
Colorado 0] 0] G )
Connecticut 0172 : 0.232 -0.02 -0.11
Delaware 027 . ) -0.03 -0.10 : -0.03
District of Columbia () () . : " ()
Florida 0.03 0.262 -0.12 0.20
Georgia ¢) 0] Y] G
Hawaii (" (") (" "
Idaho 0.09 0.06 -0.17 -0.05
inois -0.05 -0.132 0.242 0.342
Indiana ' 0.242 0.242 -0.172 -0.05
lowa -0.172 ‘ 0.122 -0.282 -0.352
Kansas -0.212 0122 -0.212 -0.252
Kentucky G : @) ¢) 0]
Louisiana -0.24 -0.252 ) 0.272 : -0.02
Maine . -0.04 0.12 -0.192 -0.142
Maryland ) . -0.07 -0.20 0.462 0.642
Massachusetts 0.592 0.442 : -0.23?2 0.10
Michigan 0.182 0.03 0.242 0.382
Minnesota 0.29? 0.392 -0.352 -0.272
Mississippi @) @) : @) G
Missouri 0.562 0.532 -0.302 -0.222
Montana 0.362 0332 -0.252 -0.452
Nebraska -0.212 0.182 . -0.352 -0.482
Nevada 0.01 0.12 -0.43 -0.652
New Hampshire -0.212 -0.02 -0.07 i 0.08
New Jersey G @) @) ¢)
New Mexico ® @) ] )
New York -0.552 -0.542 0.43?2 -0.02
North Carolina 0.08 0.282 -0.262 -0.05
North Dakota 0.312 0.39? -0.342 -0.362
Ohio 0.412 0.212 0.04 0.222
Oklahoma G ) ¢) @)
Oregon 0.322 0.282 -0.202 -0.142
Pennsylvania -0.10? -0.09 0.212 . 0.272
Rhode Island 0.02 -0.01 - 0.06 0.24
5outh Carolina 0.402 0.26? -0.18 : 0.02
South Dakota _ ¢ ® ¢ &
Tennessee : 0.242 0.452 -0.372 -0.232
Texas -0.152 0.122 -0.182 -0.152
Utah 0.442 0.582 -0.492 -0.22
Vermont ’ -0.07 -0.03 0.02 0.11
Virginia 0.09 -0.03 0.292 0.502
Washington 0.20? 0.342 -0.292 -0.122
West Virginia -0.11 0.25 -0.322 -0.26
Wisconsin 0.06 0192 -0.212 -0.112
Wyoming 0.40? 0.40? -0.20 -0.18

'No state-level correlation analysis was possible for the District of Columbia or Hawaii since they only have one district.

?Figure is statistically significant at the 0.05 level or better.

*Nine other states (Arkansas, Colorado, Georgia, Kentucky, Mississippi, New Jersey, New Mexico, Oklahoma, and 5outh Dakota) were excluded from
state-level correlation analysis because more than 50 percent of the school districts in the state were missing Census data.

50URCE: U.5. Department of Education, Nationat Center for Education 5tatistics, Common Core of Data, “School District Financial Survey (Form F-
33): 5chool Year 1997-98" and U.5. Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census, 1990 Decennial Census, “5chool District Data Book.”
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Data Sources

The data in this report are based on three sources:

1. 1998 Survey of Local Government Finances, commonly known as the F-33: This source pro-

vided the financial information for school districts. This data collection effort was jointly con-
ducted by the NCES and the U.S. Bureau of the Census (Governments Division) for all public
school districts in the country. These data permit the assessment of education revenue and ex-
penditures within states, as well as across the nation. It is part of the Common Core of Data
(CCD) collection of surveys and administrative-records data relating to public elementary and
secondary education. These data were collected from state education agencies over the Spring
and Summer of 2000.

1990 Census School District Special Tabulation, commonly known as the Census Mapping
(CM) file: This source provided information on district and community characteristics.

The 1993-94 Cost of Education Indices, downloaded from http://nces.ed.gov/edfin/prodsurv/
data.asp. The file contains only the NCES AGENCY ID and CEI across geographic locations.

Taken together, these three data files were intended to include data on all public school districts. How-
ever, the CM file was missing a number of districts in certain states, and the CCD and F-33 data files
contained missing information for some data fields. To account for this, some missing or deficient data
was imputed, or “filled in,” as described below in Data Modifications and Imputation Procedures. In
states where a large proportion (50 percent or greater) of the districts were missing CM data, all analy-
ses dependent upon these data were excluded from the report. (This occurred in Arkansas, Colorado,
Georgia, Kentucky, Mississippi, New Jersey, New Mexico, Oklahoma, and South Dakota.)

Variables used in this analysis and variable descriptions are listed below by source.

Survey of Local Government Finances (F-33)

TOTALREV Total General Revenues (sum of TFEDREYV, TSTREV, TLOCREY)
TFEDREV Total Revenue from Federal Sources

Cl4 Federal Revenues—Federal Chapter 1 Revenue

C15 Federal Revenues—Children with disabilities

TSTREV Total Revenue from State Sources

Co1 State Revenues—General formula assistance

Co04 State Revenues—Staff improvement programs

C05 State Revenues—Special education programs

C06 State Revenues—Compensatory and basic skills programs
co7 State Revenues—Bilingual education programs

Co8 ‘State Revenues—Gifted and talented programs

C09 State Revenues—Vocational education programs

TLOCREV Total Revenue from Local Sources

TO6 Local Revenues—Property taxes

A07 Local Revenues—Tuition fees from pupils and parents

A08 Local Revenues—Transportation fees from pupils and parents
A09 Local Revenues—School lunch revenues

All Local Revenues—Textbook sales and rentals
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Al3 ' Local Revenues—Student activity receipts
AlS Local Revenues—Student fees, non-specified
A20 Local Revenues—Other sales and service revenues

Census School District Special Tabulation (Census Mapping)

Median Income- All Households Median income—all households in district

Median Value Housing Units-All Median value housing unit—all in district

% Non-White Children Percent of non-white children in the district

% Children Below Poverty Level ~ Percent of children below poverty level in the district

These data was imported into SAS from Excel.

Cost of Education Indices

GCEI Geographic Cost of Education Index. The GCEI uses data from three separate
categories of school inputs: certified school personnel, non-certified school per-
sonnel, and non-personnel school items. The index reflects how much more or
less it costs in different geographic locations to recruit and employ comparable
school personnel as well as the varying costs of non-personnel items such as
purchased services, supplies arid materials, fumlshlngs and equipment, travel,
utilities, and facilities.

Construction of Key Revenue Categories

The revenue categories to which the reader is referred in the text and tables in this report were con-

structed from F-33 variables as shown below:

Total Revenue

Total revenue can be broken down as follows:

Local plus state plus federal revenues = total revenue

Local Revenues

T06, A07, A08, A09, Al1, A13, Al5, and A20 as described above, plus

C24 NCES local, Census state revenue
TO9 General sales

T15 Public utility taxes

T40 Individual and corporate income taxes
T99 All other taxes _

TO2 Parent government contributions

D23 Revenue from cities and counties

DI11 Revenue from other school systems
U22 Interest earnings

U97 Miscellaneous other local revenues
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State Revenues

CO01, C04, CO05, C06, CO7, CO8, and CO9 as described above, plus

C12
Cll1
C10
C13
C38
C39
C35

Transportation programs

Capital outlay and debt service programs
School lunch programs

All other revenues from state sources
State payments for LEA employee benefits
Other state payments (books, buses, etc.)
State revenue, non-specified

Federal Revenues

C14 and C15 as described above, plus

C25
Cl6
C17
C18
C19
C20
C36
B10
B11
B12
B13

Child Nutrition Act

Eisenhower Math and Science
Drug-free Schools

Chapter 2 Block Grants
Vocational Education

All other federal aid through state
Federal revenue, non-specified
Impact Aid (PL 815 and 874)
Bilingual Education

Native American (Indian) Education
All other direct federal aid

Selection of Observations

Primary Analysis Dataset

The F-33, Census Mapping, and Cost of Education files were merged to create the primary analysis
dataset. After merging these files, observations were deleted from the dataset if they had any of the
following characteristics:

o .

Designated as college-grade, vocational or special education, nonoperating, or education ser-
vice agency (source: F-33 school level code)

Had zero or missing total revenue and total expenditure (source: F-33 total revenue and total
expenditure)

Had the strings “VOC,” “TECH,” “SPEC ED,” or “AGRIC” in the name of the district (source:
F-33 LEA name)

Data Modifications and Imputation Procedures

Taken together, the F-33, Census Mapping, and Cost of Education Index files were intended to include
data on all public school districts. However, some data fields in these files contained missing informa-
tion for some districts, or districts were simply missing from the data file altogether. For example,
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GCEI data were missing for several districts, and in nine states over half the districts were missing in
the Census mapping file.

Conducting analyses with missing pieces of information would pose several logistical problems. In
particular, the analysis dataset would change for each variable or data file investigated. That is, only
those district observations with non-missing values for a particular variable could be analyzed, and
each variable would be represented by a different set of districts. This type of analysis would pose
potential problems with the interpretation of data results, as systematic reasons for missing data might
produce or mask revenue patterns. For example, new districts may universally be missing census map-
ping demographic data because of the timing of census data collection. If these districts were excluded
from any given analysis for this reason, the results would obviously be affected by the omission. For
these reasons, project staff decided to impute, or “fill-in,” values for missing demographic and cost of
-education data. Data imputation procedures allow the researcher to run an analysis with a full dataset,
with minimal compromising of the original data.

A “nearest neighbor” approach was used in the imputation process. The data were stratified by state so
that any recipient always received a value from a donor in that same state. Then the data were sorted by
three variables, and “good” (in this case “good” = non-missing) values were supplanted over missing
values. A missing value was always replaced by the last good value before it in the sort order.

Simple analysis revealed that all districts that were missing any one of the four census mapping vari-
ables were also missing the other three. There were 2,097 districts missing all 4 census mapping vari-
ables. Further analysis revealed that all but two districts missing cost of education index data were also
missing the census mapping variables. Thus, there were 175 districts missing all 5 pieces of informa-
tion, 1,922 districts missing only the census mapping variables, and 2 districts missing only the cost of
education index variable. : ‘

The districts were first sorted by state, a measure of size in descending order (in this case, v33: fall
membership in October 1997), a type-of-district code in descending order (schlev: elementary, second-
ary, or unified district), and finally by a county code (first three digits of the FIPS code). The four
census mapping variables were always imputed from the same donor. The cost of education index was
occasionally imputed using a donor different from that used for the census mapping variables.

In nine different states, over half the districts were missing demographic census mapping data. These
states were Arkansas, Colorado, Georgia, Kentucky, Mississippi, New Jersey, New Mexico, Oklahoma,
and South Dakota. Missing data in these states were imputed for use in the national correlation analy-
ses. However, such high imputation rates would have rendered suspicious data in the state-level demo-
graphic analyses. Consequently, these states were excluded from state-level analyses using census
mapping data.

Revenue data from the F-33 file wére not imputed.
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Glossary

District type is defined by the level of instruction provided. The categories and distinctions used in this
report are

@ Elementary—district provides instruction only below 8™ grade
Secondary—district provides instruction between 7* and 12" grades
@ Unified—district provides instruction for any other combination of grades

Elementary is a general level of instruction classified by state and local practice as elementary, com-
posed of any span of grades not above grade 8. Preschool or kindergarten is included only if it is an
integral part of an elementary school or a regularly established school system.

Enrollfnent is defined as the count of students on the current roll on or about October 1, 1989.

General formula revenues and General assistance revenues are state revenues from general non-
categorical state assistance programs such as foundation, minimum or basic formula support, principal
apportionment, equalization, flat or block grants, and state public school fund distributions. It also
includes state revenue dedicated from major state taxes, such as income and sales taxes.

The Geographic Cost of Education Index (GCEI) reflects how much more or less it costs in different
geographic locations to recruit and employ comparable school personnel, as well as the varying costs of
non-personnel items such as purchased services, supplies and materials, furnishings and equipment,
travel, utilities, and facilities. GCEI uses data from three separate categories of school inputs: certified
school personnel, non-certified school persbnnel, and non-personnel school items. The index is estab-
lished by weighting each component of expenditure by its share of current expenditure during the
1993-94 school year.

Geographic region refers to district location within a region of the country. The regional designators
for this analysis are :

B Northeast: Connecticut, Maine, Massachusetts, New Hampshire, New Jersey, New York, Penn-
sylvania, Rhode Island, and Vermont.

@ Midwest: Illinois, Indiana, Jowa, Kansas, Michigan, Minnesota, Missouri, Nebraska, North
Dakota, Ohio, South Dakota, and Wisconsin.

@ South: Alabama, Arkansas, Delaware, District of Columbia, Florida, Georgia, Kentucky, Loui-
siana, Maryland, Mississippi, North Carolina, Oklahoma, South Carolina, Tennessee, Texas,
Virginia, and West Virginia.

0O West: Alaska, Arizona, California, Colorado, Hawaii, Idaho, Montana, Nevada, New Mexico,
Oregon, Utah, Washington, and Wyoming.
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Instructional program revenues include funds received by the local education agencies from the state
for special education, compensatory and basic skills attainment, bilingual education, gifted and tal-
ented education, and vocational education.

A Local Education agency is a government agency administratively responsible for providing public
elementary and/or secondary instruction or education support services.

Median household income is defined as the median income of the householder and all other persons
15 year old and over in the household, whether related to the householder or not, in calendar year 1989.

Median value owner-occupied housing is defined as the median value of specified owner-occupied
housing units in a state in 1990.

Percent minority students is defined as the percent of students in a state’s public schools who are
African American, Hispanic, Asian, American Indian, and Alaskan Native in 1990.

Revenues are defined as increases in the net current assets of a government fund type from other than
expenditure refunds and residual equity transfers. These are reported as revenues from local, state, and
federal sources. «

Revenues from federal sources are direct grants-in-aid from the federal government; federal grants-
in-aid through the state or an intermediate agency; and other revenue such as that received in lieu of
taxes because the tax base was not subject to taxation.

Revenues from local sources are revenues from a local education agency, including local property and
non-property tax revenues, local government, tuition, transportation, food services, student activities,
donations, and property rentals.

Revenues from property tax are revenues raised from property taxes, only in those districts with the
authority to set their own property tax rates.

Revenues from state sources are revenues from a state government source including those that can be
used without restriction, those for categorical purposes, and revenues in lieu of taxation.

Revenues from student fees includes revenues from student transportation fees, school lunch sales,
textbook sales and rental fees, fees for student activities, and other student fees.

A school district is a geographic area within a state where a public school system operates as a govern-
mental entity with responsibility for operating public schools in that geographic area.

Percent children in poverty is defined as children 5 years of age and living in households with income
at or below the poverty level in 1990.

Secondary is defined as the general level of instruction classified by state and local practice as second-
ary and composed of any span of grades beginning with the next grade following the elementary grades
and ending with or below grade 12.

A student is an individual for whom instruction is provided in an elementary or secondary education
program that is not an adult education program and is under the jurisdiction of a school, school system,
or other education institution.
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Title I revenues include Federal revenues awarded through Title I of the Elementary-Secondary Edu-
cation Act (P.L. 89-10), including basic, concentration, and migratory education grants. Federal Title I
funding is the largest single federal education program. These revenues provide money to schools
systems to improve the teaching and learning of children in high-poverty schools. The purpose of this
funding is to supplement existing state and local funds for educational services to provide for the
additional needs of economically and educationally disadvantaged children.

A vocational education district is defined as a public elementary/secondary district that focuses pri-
marily on vocational education, and provides education and training in one or more semiskilled or
technical occupations. :
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