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Chapter 1

California’s Ambitious Education
Reform Agenda: Will It Energize

Schools and Teachers?

David Ruenzel
PACE

An Unprecedented Surge in
Reform Ideas

alifornia’s schools may face scarcities of

many key ingredients, from qualified
teachers to modern classrooms. But there is no
shortage of ideas when it comes to how policy-
makers are eagerly searching for ways to fix the
state’s troubled public schools.

The team that crafted this volume, Crucial
Issues in California Education 2000: Are the
Reform Pieces Fitting Together?, faced a massive
challenge simply keeping up with the reforms
being legislated in Sacramento and the ways in
which local districts have struggled to imple-
ment them. While the new mandates forged by
policymakers have been well-intentioned, they
threaten in number and complexity to over-
whelm educators.

California’s educators have gone through
several generations of school reform. The
1960s brought early categorical programs
aimed at serving previously underserved
groups, from children with weak reading skills
to non-English speaking youngsters. In 1983,
more than 40 separate reforms were approved
by the legislature. The 1990s brought new ini-

tiatives in the school-choice arena, such as

charter schools, a new state testing program, a
mandated attempt to end social promotion of
children, and radical reductions in class sizes.
Bilingual teaching methods were outlawed
unless a critical mass of local parents demanded
that they continue.

But the new Sacramento-led accountability
system, successfully pushed through the legisla-
ture by Gray Davis during his initial months as
governor, is unprecedented in a number of
ways. Aiming “to restore the greatness of
California education” in the governor’s words,
Sacramento for the first time is tracking which
schools effectively raise children’s learning
curves over time, and which schools fail to do
so. Carrots or sticks are allocated by
Sacramento. Curriculum guidelines and a new
statewide exam, only partially aligned with
what teachers are expected to teach, are also
crafted in the state capital. The legislature has
now told all school districts to implement a
peer evaluation process for all teachers.
Districts continue to struggle with reducing
class sizes, finding enough qualified teachers, as
well as ending social promotion and creating
new summer school programs for those who

flunk a grade level.
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Yet only in selected cases do schools and
teachers receive additional resources to push
hard on all these reform fronts. From a policy
perspective, the governance of public education
continues to steadily move to Sacramento and
away from local school boards. The expecta-
tions and mandates placed on these local
boards, district staff, principals, and classroom
teachers are rising dramatically. But
Sacramento’s political will—as well as the vot-
ers’—to provide additional resources to get the
job done remains constrained. In March 2000 a
majority of voters said they did not want to
make it easier for local educators to sell bonds
to renovate dilapidated school facilities.

In this volume, the PACE team offers mixed
observations about this flurry of reform activity.
On one hand, we feel good about the civic
debate that has invigorated California for the
past decade and a half. The expressed concerns
of parents, civic leaders, employers, and editor-
ial boards has moved policymakers—at both
state and local levels—to enact a breathtaking
array of policy initiatives.

On the other hand, the PACE team wonders
if these myriad reforms will add up to a coher-
ent set of institutional changes. That is, are we
weaving together a patchwork quilt that, while
colorful, fails to hang together over time?
Several of the chapters that follow detail pieces
of the reform puzzle, then ask whether the
pieces are fitting together.

A second set of questions must be put on the
table: How do these reforms deliver more high-
ly qualified and skillful teachers, and how do
they motivate the state’s teachers to innovate
and implement more effective teaching prac-

tices? In other words, do these puzzle pieces of

reform fit together into a coherent “ theory of
action,” whereby policies emanating from
Sacramento will energize teachers in the school
down the street?

From the outset we focus on the question of
policy coherence. The chapters that follow
push forward on the issues of whether teachers
will be moved to improve and whether man-
dates without additional resources will really be
able to bring forth more stimulating classrooms
and pedagogy.

Do the Puzzle Pieces Comprise
Coherent Reform?

If the current California school reform move-
ment is in some ways a departure from earlier
ones—particularly in terms of scale—it does
appear eerily similar in one less than desirable
way. While many of the reforms are sensible
enough when considered as isolated compo-
nents, there is the threat that they will never
cohere into the program of systemic reform that
is truly needed to improve student achievement
for all California students. Fragmentation has
long hampered the state’s education system,
and it may do so for a long time to come.

Of course, policymakers have long been
aware of the need for systemic reform and have
made serious efforts to push it forward.
Responding to the limitations of single compo-
nents of reform such as standards and site-
based management to improve student achieve-
ment, policymakers and educators in many
states, including California, began to create
during the 1990s a reform agenda that takes

into account the need to move on several fronts
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at once. In California, many local districts,

sometimes acting on their own initiative,

moved toward systemic, coherent reforms.

They realized that improving curriculum,

establishing new roles for teachers, and devel-

oping school-level structures to support teach-
ing and learning were each pieces of a solution
that had to be addressed concurrently, not iso-
lated topics to be sequentially cycled through
policy mechanisms.

On the state level, proponents for what has
become known as standards-based reform pro-
posed four key interrelated reforms aimed at
fostering student mastery of more rigorous,
challenging academic content:
¢ establishing challenging academic standards

for what all students should know and be

able to do;

* aligning policies to these standards, such as
testing, teacher certification, textbook selec-
tion, and professional development;

e restructuring the school governance system
so that schools and districts are delegated the
responsibility for developing specific instruc-
tional approaches that meet state academic
standards;

¢ developing accountability mechanisms so
that districts, schools, teachers, and students
will all be held responsible for improved aca-
demic achievement.

Although many California business executives

and educators have espoused this model of sys-

temic reform, it has so far been more success-
fully implemented in other states such as

Connecticut and Kentucky. In fact, in some

ways it can be said that California has jumped

ahead on implementing—somewhat impetu-
ously, in PACE’s view—the accountability com-

ponent before the alignment and governance

issues have been adequately dealt with.
Consequently, California is currently saddled
with a high stakes accountability system based
on a single measure, the Stanford 9—a stan-
dardized test that has little correlation with the
state’s academic standards.

Some of the state’s difficulty in fostering sys-
temic reform lies, as the following chapters
make clear, at the margins of, and even outside
of the direct purview of, K-12 policy. The pupil
population, for instance, continues to grow at
over 80,000 a year, making it difficult for edu-
cators to focus on quality systemic reform while
trying to accommodate such large numbers.
Heightening the challenge for educators is the
fact that many of these children live and attend
school under very difficult circumstances.
Statewide, the share of children living within
impoverished families has climbed 24 percent
since the late 1970s, now standing at one mil-
lion youngsters in the state. Over the same
period reading scores have dropped to the same
dismal levels observed in Alabama and
Mississippi, demonstrating that poverty played
a major role in this drop. Clearly, as Chapter
"Two argues, the state must work not only at
improving education policy, but at improving
the living conditions of California’s poorest
families and children.

The surge in enrollment, combined with
class-size reduction, has also resulted in a seri-
ous shortage of high quality teachers; in some
California school districts—especially those
serving the neediest students—over 30 percent
of the faculty are serving on emergency creden-
tials. Such inexperienced, unprepared teachers
often have a difficult time surviving from one
day to the next, much less trying to implement

reform policies they scarcely understand.
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Still, many of the obstacles to systemic K-12
reform are as internal as they are external;
PACE believes that policymakers simply have
not done all they need to do in creating a truly
coherent approach to school reform. Systemic
school reform, for instance, is supposed to be
based upon assessments aligned to rigorous
academic standards, something California is far
from accomplishing. As noted above, the stan-
dardized test that California students are
required to take — the Stanford 9 — is not at all
aligned to the state’s standards, although aug-
mented test items from the standards are being
added each year. Still, some educators wonder
out loud if the assessments will ever be fully
aligned to the standards. Indeed, the new
accountability system puts educators in the
paradoxical and scarcely tenable position of
being judged on Stanford 9 scores that don’t
reflect the curriculum students are supposed to
be learning.

Politically, things began to look promising
in 1999 in terms of improving the state’s frac-
tured state education governance pattern and
aligning the system. Governor Davis took
charge of the executive branch machinery,
while his Democratic party was firmly in con-
trol of both legislative branches. This would
have seemed to be a great opportunity to cir-
cumvent the incoherence and implementation
failures that confronted the Wilson administra-
tion; after all, Wilson faced a hostile
Democratic legislature and had a fractious rela-
tionship with the Democratic State
Superintendent of Schools, Delaine Eastin.

However, PACE does not feel that a true
plan of policy alignment and coherence has yet
emerged from the state despite the many initia-
tives it has launched. California state policy, as

this edition of Crucial Issues makes clear, still
has many obstacles to overcome in developing
an education policy that sets clear objectives for
schools and supports those schools with suffi-

cient resources and autonomy.

A Summary of the Chapters

Chapter Two, “Early Education and Family
Poverty,” argues that California K-12 education
reform, even if it does achieve coherence, will
be of limited effectiveness unless issues pertain-
ing to family poverty and inadequate early edu-
cation are more fully addressed. When poor
children enter school they are two to three
years behind their more affluent peers in
almost every measure, which does not bode
well for a state in which 26 percent of all chil-
dren live in poverty. Preschool programs, the
authors demonstrate, can make a significant
difference in closing the gap, but in California
they are hampered by uneven quality, varying
affordability, and a weak coordination system
that has different state agencies administering
different programs. Even when good
preschools and child care are available, parents
find it difficult to get the necessary information
about them. The authors offer recommenda-
tions for improved early education, including
the establishment of links to K-12 reform.
Chapter Three, “The Schooling of English
Learners,” ponders the question of how we can
better educate the 25 percent of California stu-
dents who are English language learners.
Complicating the challenge, the authors
demonstrate, are the high poverty rates among
the families of English language learners, the
still uncertain effects of Proposition 227 (the
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1998 English-only initiative), the pressures of
high-stakes testing, and—most important of
all—the shortage of high-quality teachers. Only
one-third of English language learners had cer-
tified teachers in 1998, partially on account of
K-3 class-size reduction that siphoned the most
qualified teachers from schools serving poor
students to those serving the most affluent.
Until an adequate number of well-trained
teachers can be secured, the education of
English language learners will be in jeopardy.

Chapter Four, “School Finance,” argues for
the reconsideration of a state education funding
system that does not, at the present time, have
a strong connection to California’s educational
objectives. Categoricals now consume 39 per-
cent of state education funding, which means
that many of the dollars going to schools are
already accounted for before they even reach
the schoolhouse door. While the authors don’t
suggest that categorical funding should be
eliminated— that is neither politically feasible
nor desirable on account of equity considera-
tions—they worry about the constraints an
ever-expanding number of categoricals place on
schools that need flexibility in order to improve
student learning. The authors also discuss the
need for policymakers and legislators to define
what “adequate” education funding means in a
state that increasingly demands it but yet can-
not say how additional resources would be
aligned with educational goals.

Chapter Five, “Governance and
Accountability,” demonstrates how local school
districts and boards have lost a significant
amount of power over the last thirty years, as
much of the decision-making regarding school
accountability, curriculum, and finance now

rests with the state. Yet despite this centraliza-

tion and the increasing power of the governor,
the California education system sometimes
appears headless, as “no single entity or indi-
vidual has the authority to set the course for
education reform.” The California public edu-
cation governance system is deeply splintered
with the governor, legislature, state board,
California Department of Education, and other
entities having influence over different pieces
of education policy. The authors argue that
such governmental fragmentation tends to
undermine efforts to put forth a coherent pro-
gram of reform.

Chapter Six, “Teacher Quality,” analyzes the
paradox California finds itself in. On one hand,
the state has made important strides in impor-
tant areas such as setting professional standards
for teaching and expanding mentoring pro-
grams for beginning teachers; on the other
hand, California continues to be plagued by an
escalating shortage that has placed thousands of
emergency-permit teachers in the schools serv-
ing our poorest, neediest students. Qualified
math and science teachers are particularly diffi-
cult to find, as public education cannot com-
pete with the salaries in a booming high tech
economy. While the authors see no “quick fix,”
they do offer a number of long-range strategies
to improve teacher recruiting, professional
development, and overall quality.

Chapter Seven, “Student Assessment and
Student Achievement in the California Public
School System,” portrays an assessment system
that is still evolving, albeit tentatively, to a stan-
dards-based system. The current high-stakes
assessment, the normative Stanford 9, is not
only not aligned to the state’s academic content
standards, but provides a very limited “snap-

shot” of student achievement in California.
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While the Stanford 9 scores generally show
California students achieving satisfactorily,
scores from other measures, such as the highly
regarded National Assessment of Educational
Progress (NAEP) are still substantially below
average. The authors argue for an assessment
system that weighs more than a single measure,
cautioning against an overvaluation of stan-
dardized test scores that generally do not
reflect what we most want students to know
and be able to do.

Chapter Eight, “Connecting California’s K-
12 and Higher Education Systems,” explores
how deep disjunctures between the two systems
send confusing signals to students preparing for
post-secondary education. As matters currently
stand, California students have to take many
hours of standardized tests that count for little
when they apply to college. And, once accepted
to college, they have to take placement exams
that are not aligned from one institution to the
next, much less to the California high school
curriculum. The author recommends the estab-
lishment of a K-16 policymaking body that can
build bridges between the two systems.

Chapter Nine, “Alignment Among
Secondary and Post-Secondary Assessments in
California,” examines the alignments and mis-
alignments in six different types of commonly
used tests. Some math tests, for instance,
emphasize contextual problem-solving, whereas
others emphasize abstract procedures. Some
reading tests emphasize the ability to draw
inferences, whereas others ask for deeper analy-
sis. Some of the misalignments between tests
are inevitable, the authors argue, as one cannot
expect a basic-skills test to emphasize the same

skills as a college entrance examination.

Nevertheless, the authors draw on research to
suggest that many of the misalignments are
confusing and harmful to students who receive
mixed signals regarding what kinds of skills and
knowledge are of primary importance.

The Need for Coherence and
Capacity Building

While this edition of Crucial Issues demon-
strates that many of the recent reform efforts
are fragmented and incomplete, we at PACE
don’t want to sound unduly pessimistic. After
all, considerable progress has been made over
the last three years. Standards are complete and
there is at least some movement toward the
alignment of other policies. Furthermore, there
is some evidence that the culture of teaching
and learning in California is beginning to
change. Teachers and schools are focusing
more intensely on student achievement, and
increasing numbers of students are beginning
to understand and believe that how they per-
form in school will have consequences for their
lives beyond school.

Still, we believe that more steps must be
taken in the next few years—steps that will fos-
ter improved student achievement without
overburdening school and school districts with
more state policy directives. The shift must be
made from creating new reforms to helping
schools and school districts effectively imple-
ment the ones already in place. Most important
of all, in our view, is the need for more capacity
building: There is a profound mismatch
between the demands that are being placed on

teachers and students and the resources they
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have to meet these demands. California policy-  reforms and building the capacity of schools
makers are well aware of the need for such to implement them rather than on adding new
things as more counselors, better professional ones to an already very full slate. After the
development, increased teacher pay, and high- reform frenzy of the last few years educators
quality teachers for our poorest schools, but need breathing space, not an onslaught of new
will find it difficult to make up quickly for the initiatives. California’s schools must now be
many years of declining educational resources. given the time, opportunity, and resources
We urge, then, that policymakers concen- they need to succeed.

trate on bringing coherence to existing

PACE 4 7
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Chapter 2

Early Education and Family Poverty

Elizabeth Burr and Bruce Fuller
PACE

Why Should Family Poverty
Concern All Californians?

ecent debates around accountability in the

K-12 system too often ignore the fact that
learning begins long before children enter
kindergarten. Research demonstrates that chil-
dren with insufficient early learning opportuni-
ties are likely to start school with serious
deficits in knowledge and basic skills that are
difficult to overcome in later years. Consider
these facts:

* Black six year olds (who are disproportion-
ately poor) read at the level of white five
year-olds.!

¢ Half of the variability in high school seniors’
test scores is due to differences that were
already apparent in first grade.

¢ About one-third of young children do not
attend a formal preschool program, largely
because of a shortage of services.”

While poverty is the strongest predictor of

school achievement, and the central reason

children fall behind at an extremely early age,
quality child care and preschool can mitigate
some of its effects and prepare youngsters for
kindergarten. In Texas, where an early reading

initiative is in place, the persistent gap between

minorities and whites has closed remarkably.
Students’ test scores in Georgia also have risen
since an early literacy program was launched.

As effective as such programs can be, the
ability to find and pay for quality preschool
poses a serious problem for many families. This
is particularly true in California, where one in
four children live in poverty—a higher rate
than in all but seven states.’ This leads to a
couple of critical questions this chapter will
strive to answer: In a time of unparalleled pros-
perity, how can California leave so many chil-
dren behind? What policies could help reduce
poverty and raise school performance?

A Widening Income Gap
Poverty is commonly perceived as a welfare
problem, but increasing numbers of working
families are struggling to pay for housing,
health care and child care. Indeed, with the
high cost of living in many California commu-
nities, even some middle-class families have
trouble making ends meet. Therefore, efforts
to end the welfare system will do nothing
unless they include strategies to end child
poverty.

Instead of benefiting all families, the boom-
ing economy has exacerbated an already trou-

PACE 4
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bling income gap. Between 1969 and 1994,
income inequality rose more sharply in
California than in the nation as a whole—a
trend that continues.* The gap between the top
and bottom fifth of California families has
grown by 77 percent since the 70s. From the
mid-1980s to the mid-1990s, that gap widened
faster than in all but four states, while the gap
between the rich and the middle class increased
faster than in all but three states.” The middle
class has been squeezed, shouldering a heavy
tax burden and benefiting from few of the pub-
lic programs aimed at lower-income families.

Unequal incomes lead to unequal opportu-
nity for families who are struggling harder
than ever to provide for their children.
Increasingly, low-income working families are
forced to choose between buying food or
going to the doctor.

Due partly to rising income inequality, child
poverty in California has been climbing at an
alarming rate, from 20.8 percent in 1987 to 26
percent in 1999.¢ This means that nearly 2.5

million children are poor, living in households

earning $16,450 or less for a family of four.
Many of those 2.5 million live with adults who
lack adult self-sufficiency; live with adults who
are self-sufficient but lack the additional
income to also support their children; or live in
poverty because of the demographic structure
of their household. Together with New York
and Texas, California has a higher rate of child
poverty than the nation as a whole. The grow-
ing income disparity stems in part from
California’s large immigrant population and its
high numbers of children with single mothers
who have little education. Family structure and
race are predictors of poverty. Blacks and
Latinos are more likely than whites to be poor.
Nationwide, children who live with only one
parent are more likely to be poor than those
who live with two parents.

The long-term effects of poverty are grave.
Poor children are also more likely than kids
from affluent or middle class families to experi-
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ence poor health, to die during childhood, to
be retained or drop out of school, to give birth
out-of-wedlock, to experience violent crime, to
grow up to be poor adults, and to suffer other
undesirable outcomes.

Research on early learning and child devel-
opment illustrates the connection between ris-
ing child poverty and low test scores. Children
who have not had access to stimulating envi-
ronments or education opportunities lag behind
children who have.

Again, race and family status predict these
circumstances. For example, participation in
preschools is substantially lower for Latino
families than for other ethnic groups.” And 49
percent of children with one parent live below
the poverty level in California, compared to 19
percent of children in two-parent families.?
Furthermore, poverty exerts a cumulative dis-
advantage as children continue in school. As
more children qualify for free or reduced-price
meals in California (48 percent in 1998), their
ability to succeed in school goes down. So
without programs that assure school readiness,
achievement will remain low for an unaccept-
ably large segment of the student population.

Without continuous, targeted government
intervention to strengthen the financial stability
of all families, including providing equal oppor-
tunities for early learning, neither the academic
achievement of today’s students nor the state’s

productivity will reach its fullest potential.

A Brief History of Child Care and
Early Education Investments

California has long been a leader in recogniz-
ing the value of high-quality child-care and

Early Education and Family Poverty

development programs for infants, toddlers,
pre-kindergarten children, and school-age chil-
dren from low-income families who are work-
ing or receiving public assistance. The state has
prioritized child-care subsidies for low-income
families, behind only programs for abused or
neglected children. In addition to higher fund-
ing levels, California offers an impressive vari-
ety of programs, including publicly funded pro-
grams, nonprofit agencies and private
providers. However, too many state and federal
efforts have been developed in a haphazard,
fragmented, and decentralized way. Partly as a
consequence, the number of available child-
care spaces has been insufficient, resources
inadequate, and the quality at facilities uneven.
The state preschool program was first fund-
ed in 1965 through school districts to prepare
low-income children aged 3 to 5 for school. In
the 1970s, Schools Chief Wilson Riles expanded
federal efforts to strengthen early education for
about two-thirds of the state’s children in
kindergarten through third grade with the Early
Childhood Education plan. The program aimed
to ensure mastery of reading, stronger instruc-
tion in writing and math, teacher training, and
greater parental involvement. Current efforts to
bolster reading mastery by the end of third
grade may have stemmed from Riles’ vision.
More recently, grants to public school dis-
tricts and preschool programs, along with a
national child-care block program in 1990, ush-
ered in a shift toward parental vouchers. In
1992, California ranked sixth in the nation in
per-child expenditures on child care and early
childhood development, and in 1994 it ranked
fifth in the percentage of state tax revenues
spent on these services.” Showing its commit-

ment to early education, the state increased its
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child-care funding from the Department of
Education (CDE) and Department of Social
Services (DSS) from $324.4 million in 1987 to
$2.4 billion in 1997; this figure excludes federal
Head Start Centers, on which about $400 mil-
lion is spent per year in California."” The child-
care and development system in California con-
tinues to be the largest and most comprehen-
sive in the nation with funding well over $1.2
billion dollars for 1998-99.

Need for Greater Coordination

Even so, significant coordination problems
arise when different agencies administer child-
care programs for welfare recipients and work-
ing poor families. DSS has been responsible for
most federally funded TANF-related child-care
programs, which are state-supervised and coun-
ty-administered." CDE is in charge of all state-
funded child care and early childhood develop-
ment programs as well as the federal Child
Care and Development Block Grant
(CCDBG). Yet the two agencies have different
goals: DSS views child care as a support service
to help welfare families become self-sufficient,
while CDE considers child care a critical com-
ponent of education. The programs also vary in
terms of eligibility requirements, maximum
payment amounts, eligible providers, priority
groups for subsidies, and time limits. These dif-
ferences obstruct families’ efforts to maintain a
stable child-care arrangement when moving on
and off welfare or from program to program.
They also create institutional and political
impediments to a streamlined universal

preschool program.

Added Demands of Welfare Reform
The state is now in its third year of implementa-
tion, starting in September 1999, of the

California Work Opportunity and Responsibility
to Kids (CalWORKSs) program, which aims to
move families from welfare dependency to work
and self-sufficiency. Under CalWORKSs, partici-
pants must engage in work and/or work prepara-
tion activities and are provided with an array of
welfare-to-work services, including child care.
Putting 500,000 welfare recipients—single
mothers—to work will continue to strain an
already strapped child-care system. Even though
California augmented the federal block-grant
funding to boost child-care investments, the
state is not meeting increased demand.

As more women, especially single mothers,
enter and stay in the workforce after having
children, increasing numbers of families
depend on non-maternal care for their infants
and children. In 1975, 39 percent of mothers
with children under six worked outside the
home; today, the number is 62 percent."
Additionally, growing numbers of parents—
across social classes and ethnic groups—have
become more determined to advance the early
development and learning of their children.

Welfare recipients face difficulties navigating
the complicated child-care system. Often recip-
ients are not sufficiently informed by their
caseworkers of the options available to them, in
part because of changing requirements. But
low-income working families in California also
face major barriers to finding child care. These
working families—who pay a sliding-scale,
income-based fee for child care—have difficulty
accessing services because in most counties
there is no centralized place to apply. Once
they apply, families often face long and uncoor-
dinated waiting lists.” With an inadequate sup-
ply of child-care providers, parents often wait
years for child care, paying out-of-pocket for
care and putting their jobs in jeopardy by
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sometimes having to stay home to care for their
children. It is estimated that only 20 percent of
eligible families receive subsidies to help pay
for child care in some counties.' In fact, some
families may not even be aware that they are
eligible for subsidies. Early findings from a
PACE longitudinal study show that a number
of factors, such as a mother’s race or ethnicity,
the age of her child, and whether other adults
live in the home, influence whether the mother
will use a child-care subsidy."”

Fortunately, political leaders are aware of the
importance of educational opportunities for the
youngest Californians. Former Governor
Wilson greatly expanded child care and
preschool opportunities for low-income chil-
dren. And Gray Davis has supported the effort
with increased funding for materials and read-
ing instruction. State Superintendent Delaine
Eastin has been the boldest of all, asserting that
only universal preschool will ensure that all
children start school ready to learn. Another
bright spot in terms of investment in young
children was the first round of funding from the
California Children and Families Commission,
which was heavily targeted on early education,
child care and literacy. The State Commission
recognizes that in addition to equalizing access
to quality programs, more providers must be
trained and incentives must be provided to sta-

bilize the child care workforce.

Poverty and the Link to Education
Reform

The effects of poverty on school achievement,
school completion, and adult earnings are well

documented, and are even stronger than the
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effects of single parenthood on these factors.
The gap in achievement between poor and
better-off children is apparent as early as
kindergarten, and nationwide, six out of ten
low-income students in fourth grade cannot
read.” Furthermore, the consequences of
poverty are long lasting. One study found that
the connections between poverty, parental
stress, family conflict and harsh parenting
account for most of the differences in school
grades among tenth graders.

Since 1964, studies have shown that early
experiences in the home shape learning ability."
And recent brain research shows that children’s
use of language originates long before they
speak their first word; by their sixth month,
infants are already cracking the language code.
Since most brain development occurs between
birth and five years, early and sustained educa-
tional activities are critical to school readiness.
When poor children enter school they are
already two to three years behind their more
affluent peers in almost every measure, since
early academic performance is dependent on
non-school experiences. Better-off parents can
afford to move into neighborhoods with higher
quality schools. Having more discretionary
time, they also are better able to read to their
children, to assist their children with home-
work, and to engage them in a variety of intel-
lectually stimulating activities from the
preschool years forward.

Since learning begins five years before chil-
dren enter kindergarten, early literacy experi-
ences provide a major boost. But poor and
minority families are less likely to engage in lit-
eracy activities than their wealthier and white
counterparts. Nationally, white parents were
more likely (90 percent) to have read to their
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children three or more times per week than
Hispanic parents (65 percent). The education
level of parents also influences the frequency of
literacy experiences at home. And more parents
with children enrolled in preschool visited a
library in the past month (43 percent), as com-
pared to parents whose children were not
enrolled (32 percent).

While it is tempting for politicians these
days to blame schools for low test scores,
socioeconomic background is the biggest pre-
dictor of school performance. Since the lowest
performing schools are the ones with the great-
est share of poor students, offering these chil-
dren the same early enrichment as their affluent
peers would help to even out the achievement
disparity. And since better educational opportu-
nities are one way to reduce the growing
income gap, there is a clear imperative to ensure

equal access to quality preschool programs.

The Effects of Poverty on Learning

¢ Fewer resources. Children who attend
schools with high numbers of poor students
are more likely to have under-qualified
teachers and less access to preschool, early
reading programs, counseling, and small
class sizes. Often a culture of low standards
and expectations prevails.

¢ Lower test scores. Recent achievement
results (STAR) show that the state’s low-
income children—those who qualify for free
or reduced-price lunches—score on average
half as high as the test-takers who are not
classified as “economically disadvantaged.”
In reading, 22 percent of low-income fourth-
graders scored at or above the national aver-
age, compared with 56 percent of fourth-

graders who are not economically disadvan-

taged. In math, 33 percent of low-income
sixth-graders met or topped the national
average, compared to 56 percent of better-
off sixth-graders.”
Poverty is also related to SAT achievement.
Studies have shown that for every $10,000
increase in income (through $100,000), there is
a corresponding rise in students’ verbal and
math SAT scores. Low-income students were
five times less likely to go to college than their
better-off counterparts. As noted earlier, educa-
tional attainment is more important than ever in
earning a livable income. So, if increasing num-
bers of low-income students are not college-
bound, they are not likely to escape poverty.
Less school engagement. Children in lower-
income families are also more likely than those
who live in wealthier households to have
behavioral and emotional problems, and they
are less likely to be “highly engaged” in school.
For example, 41 percent of children represent-
ing all income levels cared about doing well
and willingly completed homework assign-
ments. But only 34 percent of lower-income
students were engaged in school. But it is
important to note that lower-income parents
still read to their children and help them par-
ticipate in activities outside the classroom, such
as clubs and sports. These rates of parent
involvement in school-related activities vary by
race/ethnicity, parent education level, and fami-

ly structure.”’

High-Quality, Affordable Child
Care in Short Supply

While finding a child-care space is difficult in

California, its cost may be even more prohibi-
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tive. Middle-class families must spend dispro-
portionate percentages of their discretionary
income on child care, as compared to high-
income families. And working-class families
who earn 75 percent of the state median
income (approximately $28,000 per year) do
not qualify for subsidies. Therefore, while
high-income families pay for private care, and
low-income families are eligible for public
assistance, the working and middle classes are
hit hardest in the search for quality and afford-
able child care. The average annual cost of
child care for a 4 year-old in an urban area is
much higher than the average annual cost of
public college tuition. For example, the average
annual cost of center-based child care for a 4
year-old in Alameda County is $6,032, whereas
the average public college tuition is $2,731.xxi
Parents of infants pay even more. In California,
the average annual cost for infant care in a cen-
ter is $7,812.2 In any case, the cost is high
whether parents choose center or family child
care, whether they live in an urban or rural
area, or whether they have infants, preschool-
ers, or school-age children. As mentioned earli-
er, state funds are not able to cover the child-
care costs of all the families who are eligible to
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receive it: Only about a fifth of qualifying

Californians receive child-care subsidies.

Unequal Access to Child Care

In France, 99 percent of all 3 and 4 year-olds
attend preschool. But in California, only about
half attend some form of partial or full-day child
care, and as many as 75 percent of these pro-
grams are not developmentally or educationally
appropriate.” This is partly parental choice;
some families prefer informal child-care settings.
And some parents stay home with their children.
But the state’s lower child-care enrollment is also
a result of insufficient child-care spaces.

Several factors drive the local preschool and
child-care supply: the size of the child popula-
tion; the maternal employment rate and family
income; the average family social characteris-
tics (including incidence of female-headed
households, maternal education level, share of
non-English speaking parents, and family
propensity to enroll in public assistance); and
the number and strength of community/reli-
gious organizations.*

Not surprisingly, child-care supply is uneven
across neighborhoods and counties in

California, depending on income. When wel-

. For a Family at Minimum Wage
($11,960/year)

e O

. For a Low-Income Family
($30,000 or less)

. For a Family at Median Income
($38,979)

Figure 3. Portion of Income Needed to Pay for an Infant in a Licensed Child Care Center
Source: The California Child Care Portfolio 1999, California Child Care Resource & Referral Network
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fare caseloads in California dropped from about
902,000 in January 1994 to about 639,000
January 1999, more mothers with young chil-
dren entered the workforce, and more child-
care spaces were needed in neighborhoods with
the scarcest supply. Families on public assis-
tance and low-income working families have
less access to child care than wealthier families.
While access is limited in the poorest neigh-
borhoods, blue-collar families are actually hit
the hardest.” They can’t afford not to work, yet
even average-priced child care is unaffordable.
These parents must choose lower-cost, lower-
quality care. This means that the children most
in need of child care to provide a strong start
for school are the least likely to find it.

Uneven Quality in Child Care

There is a clear need to augment child-care
supply, especially in low-income neighbor-
hoods. But special attention must also be paid
to program quality. High-quality programs
have been shown to increase a child’s chance
for school success. They are characterized by
well-prepared and well-compensated providers;
a low provider/child ratio; developmentally and
age-appropriate practices; parent involvement;
links to community services, such as health care
or parent education; strong management and
administration; and a safe, healthy, comfortable
environment. Research has shown that quality
programs enable preschoolers to enter kinder-
garten with the skills needed for coping with
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The number of available spaces in center and preschools per 100 children under 5 varies widely from county to county. Data

are county averages for 1998.

Figure 4. Total Supply of Licensed Child Care Per 100 Children

Source: California Child Care Resource and Referral Network, 1998 and State of California, Department of Finance, December 1998.
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school tasks. These children show greater
knowledge of verbal and numerical concepts,
receive higher ratings on social competency,
show greater task orientation, are more likely
to make normal progress throughout the pri-
mary grades, and are less likely to be held back
or placed in special education classes.”
Similarly, low-quality programs can actually do
harm; programs with insufficient funding, high
staff turnover, and poor management can
impede children’s potential to learn.”

It is also important to situate welfare-poor
and working-poor families within their quite
variable neighborhoods. Neighborhood and
metropolitan contexts vary in terms of employ-
ment opportunities, ethnic composition and
child-rearing norms, and organizational infra-
structure.

While there has been much long-term
research on early-childhood education pro-
grams serving poor and at-risk children, a new
study from the National Institute of Child
Health and Human Development (NICHD) is
described as the first to show a link between
the quality of child care and children’s school
performance. The four-year study, called The
Children of the Cost, Quality, and Outcomes Study
Go 1o School, followed children through second
grade and demonstrates that higher quality
child care is related to fewer reports of problem
behaviors, higher cognitive performance, high-
er language ability, and higher levels of school
readiness™.

The study also found that children who
attended centers with higher-quality classroom
practices had better language and math skills in
their preschool years through second grade
than children in the study who attended centers
that provided lower-quality care. This supports
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the belief that high-quality child care not only
increases school readiness but also helps chil-
dren continue to succeed. Furthermore, chil-
dren in the study who had closer relationships
with their child-care teachers had fewer prob-
lem behaviors and better thinking skills.
According to the researchers, warm teacher-
child relationships also had some influence on
children’s language and math skills through
grade two, but those effects were not as strong.
The study found an even stronger relationship
between high-quality care and the cognitive
and emotional development of children whose
mothers had a high school education or less, an
important finding for California. As mentioned
earlier, mothers who did not complete high
school are much more likely to be poor than
those who have a college degree. High-quality
child care can mitigate the effects of poor home
environments lacking in educational materials
or other pro-development activities.

Factors such as family income, mothers’ psy-
chological well-being, and maternal behavior
have more of an influence on children’s social
competence at two and three years of age than
does the children’s child-care arrangement.
However, quality child care was related to
greater social competence and cooperation in
children and less problem behavior at two and
three years of age. Also, more group experi-
ences predicted more cooperation with other
children and fewer problem behaviors at both
two and three years of age. Finally, the consis-
tency of the child-care setting also played a role
in the development of social competence. At
age 2, children who had been in several differ-
ent child-care arrangements showed more
problem behaviors than did children who had

been in fewer day-care arrangements.” If
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California wants all its children to be ready for
school, it must improve both the quantity and

quality of child-care experiences.

A Fragmented Child Care
Governance System

California’s child-care system is highly decen-
tralized, with programs that are state-super-
vised and county-administered. At the state
level, agencies set overall policies, determine
eligibility criteria and benefit levels, monitor
local practices, and provide technical assistance
to counties to ensure that state policies are fol-
lowed. Because counties have varying amounts
of administrative flexibility within these para-
meters, problems arise around decision-mak-
ing, authority, and fiscal responsibility. As a
result, thin data exists on child-care capacity,
the number of organizations operating, the
number of children served, and the quality of
teachers and staff. No single agency knows how
many providers benefit from child-care vouch-
ers. California taxpayers have been supporting a
$1.2 billion preschool and child-care industry
with almost no information about the supply of
organizations, the individuals serviced, or the
quality of services.

The child-care program is also highly frag-
mented, as it is delivered in three stages. Stage
1 is administered by the Department of Social
Services, while Stage 2 and Stage 3 (Set-Aside)
are administered by CDE through its certifi-
cate-based Alternative Payment Programs.
Eligibility for federal and state subsidized ser-
vices will continue to be based primarily on
income and need, with additional criteria

depending on program type and fund source.

In order for CDE and DSS to help transition
families off welfare, and to help low-income
families remain self-sufficient, they must work
collaboratively to develop a streamlined and
consolidated state plan for child care and devel-
opment services that meets the needs of
California’s families and children.

Hopeful Policy Directions

California families under 200 percent of the
poverty line fall below the national average on
indicators such as employment rates among
parents, health insurance, the frequency of
reading and storytelling to young children, and
the ability to afford food.* With such variation
in opportunities for young children, an undeni-
able need exists for integrated policies that
reduce the harmful and far-reaching effects of
economic instability. Essential to mediating the
state’s bifurcated labor structure would be an
equal opportunity agenda that includes plans
for family support in addition to accountability
and tough standards for education. Following
are some recommendations to this end.
¢ Equalize access to child care and
preschool for all children in California.
The state has 1.13 million children aged 3
and 4, only a portion of whom attend pro-
grams that boost their academic and social
skills. This is partly because child-care supply
is highly uneven across and within California
counties. Parents in Los Angeles are half as
likely to find a preschool or child-care center
slot for their youngsters as those living in San
Francisco.” Even in counties where the sup-

ply is higher, preschools are inequitably dis-
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tributed between affluent and blue-collar
communities. Furthermore, the number of
young children statewide is rising more
rapidly than the preschool system’s capacity
to keep up. Preschool spaces grew just 2.2
percent in the average community between
1996 and 1998, while the child population
grew over 10.8 percent. Efforts should be
made to expand child care capacity in the
neighborhoods and language communities
where supply is most scarce.

Offer aid for working class and lower-
middle-class families. Affluent parents
enjoy access to three times as many child-
care spaces as blue-collar and middle-class
families. Less well-off parents lack purchas-
ing power for private centers but are not eli-
gible for aid to pay for preschooling. The
fact that so many Californian children live in
or near poverty despite the presence of
working parents demonstrates that poverty is
a mainstream problem, affecting children
from all racial and ethnic backgrounds, from
all regions of the state. Providing low-cost
health insurance, wage supplements to low-
income working families, job opportunities,
work-related services, and child-care assis-
tance to working poor families would enable
them to secure steady employment and
achieve financial stability. Only with addi-
tional supports can these parents keep a job
and ensure that their children are healthy
and cared for.

Develop a Master Plan that includes
exploring the feasibility of universal
preschool. State Superintendent Delaine
Eastin’s plan for universal preschool, which

would slowly phase in free early education
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programs starting with low-income commu-
nities, is consistent with the state’s commit-
ment to higher expectations and standards for
all students. Necessary to its success would be
stabilizing and diversifying the preschoool
workforce. In addition, efforts to improve the
ratio of child-care providers to children,
lower group sizes, increase caregivers’ levels
of education, and increase the safety and
intellectual stimulation of child-care settings
are needed. A recent RAND study found that
for every dollar spent on early childhood pro-
grams, society later saved several dollars on
welfare, special education, and criminal jus-
tice.”” In a time of economic plenty, it makes
sense to expand early education programs
that have lasting effects. We cannot raise the
reading proficiency of California’s 9 year-olds
until the opportunity to learn the basic build-
ing blocks of language becomes equally avail-
able. While child-care expansion highlights
the need to simplify the governance struc-
ture, the State and County Proposition 10
Commissions are creating another layer of
governance. Nevertheless, they are moving

ahead in innovative directions.

¢ Allocate dollars to improve child-care

quality and increase capacity for
CalWORKSs and low-income working
families. Offering safe and stimulating child-
care opportunities to mothers moving off
public assistance is critical to the success of
welfare reform. Early findings from the
PACE Growing Up in Poverty study show that,
despite increased state funding, many moth-
ers are not taking advantage of their subsi-
dies.”* More resources should be targeted to

improving access to information and case
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management, so that mothers are locating
and securing the child care they need while
they move into the workforce.

Support the economic stability of fami-
lies. Increasing tax relief for working poor
families, such as the earned income tax credit
(EI'TC) for married couples, would give a
hand to families still struggling to make ends
meet. The EITC appears to be the most
effective federal policy for providing low-
income families with crucial annual savings.
If every eligible family in Silicon Valley filed
for the federal earned income tax credit, over
$70 million more dollars would flow into
their households, at no cost to Sacramento.
Similarly, under a fourth of all eligible par-
ents in the county receive adequate informa-
tion about child-care subsidies, vouchers that
now equal a third of a working poor parent’s
take-home pay. Expanding health coverage
for uninsured children would also boost the
well-being of many low-income families,
especially those who lose their Medicaid cov-
erage when they leave welfare. Other forms
of continued and targeted aid, such as cash
assistance, child-care subsidies, and food
stamps would ensure that children grow up
to be healthy, cared for, and ready to learn.
Link early education to school reform.
The evidence is clear that school reforms
beginning at kindergarten are too late.
The early years are the critical period in
child development where youngsters can

reach or fail to attain a healthy start.
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Committing to funding early childhood pro-
grams and full-day kindergarten as part of
education reforms would help close the
achievement gap between poor children and
their better-off counterparts. No matter how
many education reforms descend from
Sacramento, if children’s basic needs are not
being met, improved learning cannot take
place. Reading scores will not climb in the
early grades as long as access to preschooling
remains so unequal across and within coun-
ties in California. Furthermore, new incen-
tives to retain K-12 teachers will continue to
drain the pool of preschool teachers unless
we build parallel efforts in early education.
By all accounts, the country’s economy
is booming, with nine years of unimpeded
growth, plentiful jobs, lowered interest rates
and a surplus federal budget. But not all
Americans have watched their income rise
along with the stock market. Despite the
prosperous economy, the Governor’s empha-
sis on education reform, and recent increases
in child-care funding, most low-income chil-
dren come to kindergarten less prepared
than their more affluent peers. Until parents
have the economic security and resources to
aid their children’s path through school, test
scores will not budge. Isolated and small-
scale programs will do little to equalize
opportunity and raise student performance
levels unless the state is willing to focus on
improving home environments and econom-

ic stability for all our families.
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Chapter 3

The Schooling of English
Learners:

Russell W. Rumberger and Patricia Gandara
University of California Linguistic Minority
Research Institute

n increasing number of students entering

California’s schools come from non-
English speaking backgrounds. Although some
of these language minority students enter
school already proficient in English, the major-
ity do not. These students are now referred to
as English learners.’

There are several reasons why Californians
need to pay careful attention to the schooling
of language minority students in their public
schools. First, language minority students now
constitute more than one-third of all students
in California’s schools—a proportion that will
grow even higher in the future. Clearly, the
success of California’s students and schools will
increasingly depend on the state’s ability to suc-
cessfully educate language minority students.

Second, English learners require a special-
ized curriculum and properly trained teachers
to support their development of English litera-
cy. Complicating matters is the fact that these
students, even as they learn English, must also
have access to the rest of the required academic
curriculum if they are to keep pace with their
English-speaking cohorts.

Third, the education of English learners has
been highly politicized. Controversy centers

around the use of native language instruction—

whether it is better to first develop the native
language literacy of English learners and pro-
vide initial academic content through bilingual
education or, on the other hand, to simply
immerse them in English and provide initial
academic content through simplified English
instruction. While existing evidence generally
supports the bilingual approach, the research is
hotly debated and far from conclusive regard-
ing which general approach makes more sense
for which students and under what conditions.’
At the same time, there is a growing political
movement in many states to mandate, through
voter initiatives, English-only instruction. In
June 1998, California voters approved
Proposition 227, an initiative that greatly
restricted the use of bilingual education.

This chapter provides an overview of the
schooling of English learners in California.
First, we review the nature and growth of the
language minority population. Second, we
review the political context surrounding the
instruction of English learners, focusing on the
adoption and impact of Proposition 227. Third,
we examine the nature of the teaching force for
English learners. Fourth, we analyze the
achievement of English learners. Finally, we

conclude with several pending or emerging

PACE 4

23



24

issues that will continue to affect the education
of English learners into the foreseeable future.

The Growing Language Minority
Population

Many California students come from non-
English speaking backgrounds. This is due, in
large part, to the large number of immigrants
in California. In 1997, 25 percent of
California’s residents were born outside the
United States, more than any other state.* It is
also due to differences in the rates that immi-
grant families become proficient in English,
which depends upon the opportunities for

learning and using English in their daily lives.’

Both federal and state laws require that pub-
lic schools identify students who are not yet
proficient in English in order to provide them
with supplemental services. This is done as a
two-step process. First, schools identify stu-
dents who come from non-English speaking
backgrounds through a home language survey
that asks parents a number of questions about
the language background of their child.® If the
answers to any of these questions indicate that
the child comes from a non-English speaking
background, the child is identified as a lan-
guage minority student.

The second step of the process is to assess
the English language proficiency of the stu-
dent. This is typically done with one of several

language proficiency tests available from com-

English Learner Fluent English Language Minority Total
Proficient Total Enroliment
Number Percentof @ Number Percent of Number  Percent of Number
Total Total Total
Enroliment Enroliment Enrollment
All Students
Grade K-5 907,379 32% 257,409 9% 1,164,788 41% 2,836,042
Grade 6-12 515,529 18% 498,363 17% 1,013,892 35% 2,916,775
Ungraded 19,784 22% 2,591 3% 22,375 25% 91,294
Total 1,442,692 25% 758,363 13% 2,201,055 38% 5,844,111
Spanish-Speaking and Latino Students
Grade K-5 759,845 60% 160,115 13% 919,960 73% 1,262,243
Grade 6-12 403,531 36% 316,883 29% 720,414 65% 1,107,629
Ungraded 18,177 43% 2,104 5% 20,281 48% 42,187
Total 1,181,553 49% 479,102 20% 1,660,655 69% 2,412,059
(% of all students) (82%) (63%) (75%) (41%)

Table 1. California Public School Enroliment by Language Minority Status and Grade Level, 1999
Source: California State Department of Education, Language Census Summary Statistic, 1998-99 (Sacramento, California:
author). Retrieved November 8, 1999 from the World Wide Web: http://www.cde.ca.gov/demographics/reports/statewide/
lcsum99.htm; California State Department of Education, Enrollment by Ethnic Group, 1981-82 through 1998-99 (Sacramento,
California: author). Retrieved November 8, 1999 from the World Wide Web: http://www.cde.ca.gov/demographics/reports/
statewide/ethstud.htm.
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mercial test publishers.” In kindergarten, when
most students enter school, the tests only assess
a student’s oral English proficiency. Beginning
in second grade, the language proficiency tests
evaluate both oral and written English profi-
ciency. The tests usually rate students’ English
proficiency at five or six levels, ranging from
non-English speaking to fluent English speak-
ing.’ If students can understand English as it is
used in school for instruction, they are classi-
fied as Fluent English Proficient (FEP) and not
provided any special services. If students are
not sufficiently proficient in English to under-
stand classroom instruction, they are identified
as English learners (ELs).

The California Department of Education
conducts an annual language census each spring
to count the number of language minority stu-

The Schooling of English Learners

and the teaching force that serves them. The
1999 Language Census identified 2.2 million
language minority students in California, which
represented 38 percent of the total student
population in 1998-99 (see Table 1). About
two-thirds of language minority students were
identified as English learners and one-third as
Fluent English Proficient (FEP), but these pro-
portions vary widely by grade level. Among
younger students, the vast majority of language
minority students are English learners, while in
the upper grades the proportions of ELs to
FEPs are more nearly equal. This pattern
reflects the fact that, over time, an increasing
number of English learners become proficient
in English and are reclassified as Fluent English
Proficient. But as we point out below, the

process of reclassification is far from straight-

dents and to identify the instructional programs  forward.
3,500,000
Actual Projected Latino
3,000,000 e
2,500,000 /
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Figure 1. California Public K-12 Enroliment by Major Ethnic and Language Minority Groups,

1988-89 to 2008-09

Source: California Department of Finance, California Public K-12 Enrollment Proejections by Ethnicity: 1999 Series, Retrieved from the
World Wide Web November 21, 1999: http://www.dof.ca.gov/html/Demograp/K12ethtb.htm; California Department of Education,

Language Census Report for California Public Schools, various years.
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In California, three-quarters of language
minority students—more than 1.6 million—are
Latino and come from Spanish-speaking back-
grounds (see bottom panel in Table 1). The
remaining language minority population comes
from a wide variety of language backgrounds,
with Asian languages (Cantonese, Vietnamese,
and Hmong) being the next most common
groups.’

The population of English learners in
California’s schools has grown dramatically
over the last fifteen years. Between 1983-84
and 1998-99, the number of English learners
increased almost five times faster than the over-
all student population (196 percent versus 43
percent)."” In 1983-84, one out of eight
California students was an English learner—
today it is one out of four. This proportion will
likely increase in the future. According to pro-
jections from the California Department of
Finance, Latino enrollment in California’s pub-
lic schools will increase more than three times
as fast as overall enrollment (see Figure 1). And
since the majority of Latino students come
from non-English speaking backgrounds, this
increase will likely result in a growing number
of English learners in California’s schools.

While the procedures for identifying lan-
guage minority students and assessing their ini-
tial level of English (usually oral) proficiency
are relatively straightforward, the procedures
for re-classifying students as fluent English
proficient and instructing students to achieve
English fluency are not. Until recently, district
procedures for reclassifying English learners
had to follow quite prescriptive state guidelines.
But the California State Board of Education
recently abolished many of those guidelines. "

In the past, reclassification was based on
multiple measures of both English proficiency
and student achievement. These assessments
were based on either commercial English profi-
ciency tests or district-developed assessments.
In addition, students had to perform above a
certain percentile level (usually 35 to 36) on a
norm-referenced test in reading in order to be
reclassified as Fluent English Proficient. The
achievement-level requirement was not only to
ensure that English learners were proficient in
English, but to ensure that they were minimally
successful in school before losing all supple-
mental language support. Critics have argued,
however, that using even a relatively low cut-off
on a norm-referenced achievement test sets too
high a standard since the use of percentile mea-
surement virtually ensures that a significant
percentage of English learners can never meet
the criterion. In effect, they would have to out-
perform about one-third of native-English
speakers in order to do so.” Even with the pre-
vious standard of using the 36 percentile as a
cut-off, however, six to eight percent of all
English learners are reclassified as Fluent
English Proficient each year. And over the last
ten years, the number of English learners
reclassified as English proficient has increased
at almost the same rate as the overall popula-
tion of English learners—100 percent (also see
Figure 1).

One subject of considerable debate concerns
how long it takes for students to become profi-
cient in English. The answer to this question
depends on how English proficiency is defined
and measured. Even based on the more com-
mon approaches described above, the length of

time is considerable. A good illustration comes
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from a recent study of a school district in the
San Francisco Bay area with a mix of Spanish
and Vietnamese background students.” The
study examined the English proficiency and
reclassification of a sample of 1,872 students in
grades 1-6 who had entered the district as
English learners in kindergarten. As Figure 2
shows, it takes longer for students to become
proficient in written English than in oral
English. By the end of fourth grade, after being
in the district for five years, 90 percent of the
students were classified as proficient in oral
English. But it took seven years in the district
for 90 percent of the students to be classified as
proficient in English reading and writing.
These findings probably understate the amount
of time it takes to become proficient in English
because the sample only included students who
had been in the same district since kinder-
garten. Research has shown that student mobil-
ity increases the amount of time it takes to
become proficient in English." Other studies
have found that the amount of time it takes to
become proficient in English reading and writ-
ing varies from six to ten years."”

Some scholars believe that existing indica-
tors of English proficiency are insufficient to
ensure the continued school success of English
learners. They argue that to succeed in school,
especially in secondary and postsecondary
school, English learners need to acquire acade-
mic English, “the specific type of English
entailed in reading and writing academic papers
and in discussing academic issues.”'* Academic
English involves using specific linguistic func-
tions of the language—such as persuading,
arguing, and hypothesizing—that are not well
represented in general measures of English

proficiency. Therefore, English learners who

The Schooling of English Learners

may be classified as English proficient based on
standardized English proficiency tests may not
have acquired proficiency in academic English.
Some of these students may even do well
enough in secondary school to get into college,
but they often encounter difficulty doing col-
lege work.

For example, at the University of California,
Irvine, which enrolls the largest population of
language minority students in the UC system,
60 percent of incoming freshmen failed the
freshman writing exam in 1998."” Over 90 per-
cent of these students were language minority
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Figure 2. English Oral Proficiency, Reading and
Writing Development and Redesignation
Probability as a Function of Grade Level: One

California School District

Source: Kenji Hakuta, Yuko Goto Butler, and Daria Witt, How
Long Does It Take English Language Learners to Attain
Proficiency? (Santa Barbara: UC Linguistic Minority Research
Institute, forthcoming), Figure 8.
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students who had attended American schools
for over eight years; furthermore, 65 percent of
them had taken Honors and Advanced
Placement English courses in high school. A
similar pattern exists at the twenty-two cam-
puses of the California State University System,
where 65 percent of all entering Mexican
American and Asian American students
required remedial English in 1998."

These data suggest that even the most suc-
cessful English learners—those who enroll in
four-year colleges—may not master the levels
of English required in advanced academic set-
tings. However, most English learners never
advance that far. The reason is simply that
learning English is difficult and learning acade-
mic English is even more so. While ordinary or
everyday English is learned both inside and
outside of school, academic English is generally
learned in school from teachers and textbooks,
and only with proper instructional support."”
Unfortunately, as we point out below, many
English learners are not given the instructional
support they need because of a lack of properly
trained teachers who can provide support over

a sufficient period of time.

Proposition 227 and the
Instruction of English Learners

The rate at which English learners are reclassi-
fied as English proficient and no longer in need
of special services has become an important
political issue in the larger debate about the
schooling of English learners. Ever since the
Lau v. Nichols (1974) decision, states and local
school districts have been required to provide

appropriate services to English learners. But

the nature of those services has generated con-
siderable controversy in many states, including
California. The debate has focused on whether
English learners should be instructed in their
native language while learning English, or sim-
ply instructed in English.

California was one of the first states in the
nation to enact a comprehensive bilingual edu-
cation bill—the Chacon-Moscone Bilingual-
Bicultural Education Act of 1976, which pro-
vided detailed instructions to schools about the
type of language support that should be provid-
ed for English learners. By 1986, however, the
existing California bilingual education legisla-
tion had “sunsetted” by not being reauthorized,
so bilingual education programs continued
under the authority of department of education
regulations, which were shaped largely by fed-
eral requirements. Numerous attempts were
made between 1985 and 1998 to hammer out
compromise legislation to restore the statutory
basis for the provision of language support ser-
vices for English learners, but none of these
attempts was ultimately successful.

In 1998, California became a battleground
for a national movement to abolish all native
language instruction by mandating English-
only instruction. In California, this movement
took the form of a voter initiative—Proposition
227—that severely restricted the use of primary
language for instructional purposes, and instead
provided for a transitional program of “struc-
tured English immersion” that was not normal-
ly to last more than one year.”” The initiative
was approved by the voters in June 1998 and
schools were required to implement it in the
opening days of the 1998-99 school year. For
many districts, this meant that only about sixty

days were available to prepare for this policy
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implementation. The state board of education
rushed to provide guidelines for schools,”
although most decisions about how to imple-
ment the mandate were left to the local educa-
tion agencies. At the same time, districts were
dealing with a plethora of other state initiatives
that were having an impact on the schooling of
English learners, which we discuss below.

What has been the impact of Proposition
227? Proponents of 227 have argued that the
shift toward more English instruction is already
improving the test scores of English learners.”
Yet at this early stage there is little research evi-
dence to scientifically assess the impact of 227
on student achievement.”However, preliminary
research does indicate that Proposition 227 has
had a considerable impact on the instruction of
English learners in California.

A team of University of California
researchers™ looked at the effects of
Proposition 227 in sixteen districts and twenty-
five schools during the initial months of imple-
mentation.” Urban, rural, and suburban K-8
and unified districts were included in the study,
as were very large and very small districts. Most
of the ten largest districts in the state were also
included. Some of the districts had a history of
strong support for primary language instruction
and had extensive primary language programs
before 227; others had relied heavily on
English-only programs. Beginning in the fall of
1998, the teams interviewed administrators
charged with the policy implementation at each
district, and then followed up with interviews
of principals, teachers, and bilingual coordina-
tors in key schools within these districts.
Researchers selected schools that had relatively
large populations of English learners and would
therefore be most affected by the policy.

The Schooling of English Learners

Classroom observations were also conducted in
most of these schools. This study has yielded
several important insights into the implementa-

tion and impact of Proposition 227.

Diversity of District Responses

Across the sixteen districts and twenty-five
schools, there was wide diversity of responses
to the mandate, although this diversity was not
without a pattern. Districts with a history of
extensive primary language programs and sig-
nificant numbers of certified bilingual staff
were more likely to consult with their commu-
nities and to attempt the continuation these
programs than were districts and schools with
weaker primary language programs and inade-
quate numbers of certified bilingual staff.
Researchers also found that where strong lead-
ership was exercised at the top of the district,
either in providing parents with information
about alternative options to structured English
immersion classes, or in urging principals to
discontinue primary language instruction,
schools followed suit. However, where district
leadership was less prescriptive, the decisions
fell to principals, creating a diversity of
responses within the district.” In both situa-
tions, some teachers exercised considerable
autonomy in interpreting district and school
directives, resulting in a diversity of instruc-

tional strategies within the same school.

Variation in Procedures Regarding Provision
of Waiver Options

In the initial months of implementation, there
was considerable confusion across the state
about the role of the district and the schools in
informing parents of their rights to seek

waivers from the structured English immersion
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program provided under the provisions of
Proposition 227. Although the state board of
education had issued an advisory stating that
parents were to be notified of the right to seek
a waiver from SEI instruction, a fall 1998 sur-
vey conducted by the California Department of
Education showed that only 67 percent of dis-
tricts had formally notified parents of this
option.” Some districts interpreted the initia-
tive as barring any proactive dissemination of
waiver information while others considered it
their duty under the law to provide parents
with information about their program options.
Thus, some of the districts moved quickly to
provide waiver information to the schools and
parents, while others provided such informa-
tion only as requested from parents, or only
after a lengthy period of debate and reflection.
Schools and districts that facilitated access to
information about the waiver option were more
likely to continue to provide primary language
instruction for significant numbers of students.

Impact on Classroom Instruction

What teachers chose to do in their own class-
rooms in the post-227 period depended to a
great extent on what they had done prior to
227, and on their own skills, experience, and
beliefs about students’ learning. However, it
was rare to encounter a teacher who contended
that his or her instruction and class organiza-
tion had not been affected. Not surprisingly,
teachers who were certified and experienced in
bilingual instruction, although no longer
assigned to bilingual classrooms, were more
likely to continue to provide some level of pri-
mary language support for their students.
However, this varied greatly depending on the

climate in their schools. These teachers were

careful to keep primary language support with-
in the strict confines of providing instruction
“overwhelmingly in English,” as defined by
their district. Although many teachers who
taught in waivered classrooms, using bilingual
methods, contended that their teaching had not
changed significantly, they were quick to note
that they worried about the future and the pos-
sibility that they would be required to change
their practice over time. There was a real sense
among many teachers that official policy was
continuing to evolve. Many experienced bilin-
gual teachers who were no longer in bilingual
classrooms reported feeling frustrated by not
being able to use the full range of skills they
possessed to instruct their English learners.

In the schools that were studied intensively,
a much more reductionist notion of literacy was
observed, compared to what went want on in
these same classrooms prior to the implementa-
tion of Proposition 227.* Language and litera-
cy were rarely used as tools for learning other
subjects; instead English itself—in terms of
developing oral fluency and reading decoding
skills—was becoming the focal point of instruc-
tion. Teachers attributed this focus to their
concerns about the English language testing to
which students would be subjected and by
which students’ educational progress would be

gauged by policymakers and the public.

Issues in Implementation

The implementation of 227 created a number

of problems for schools and teachers:

* Lost instructional time. The thirty day
English-only period at the beginning of the
year mandated by Proposition 227 resulted
in a loss of instructional time for almost all

English learners because of the temporary
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and transient nature of the classes and
unavailability of materials to meet all chil-
dren’s needs.

Inadequate materials and training for
implementing the structured English
immersion program. Several schools
reported that while Spanish language texts
were discarded or stored away, no compara-
ble texts were available for students in the
new English-only program and that teachers
were uncertain about how to approach the
instruction of their students.

Inadequate professional development in
the teaching of English reading to
English learners. Professional development
time available within the regular school cal-
endar has been reduced as a result of new
legislation, and none of the districts or
schools studied during the first half of the
1998-99 school year had provided training
for teachers that focused specifically on the

The Schooling of English Learners

teaching of reading to English learners
under the new Proposition 227 conditions.

* Teachers’ fear of legal reprisals. A hyper-
interpretation of the new law was noted in
some schools where teachers created instruc-
tional practices and restrictions that were not
mandated by the law in an attempt to protect
themselves from the possibility of reprimand
or prosecution. For example, a teacher might
focus on specific features of English, such as
word recognition, while ignoring other
aspects of general literacy development, such

as story-telling.

Overall Effects of Proposition 227

All but four of the sixteen districts studied
reduced the percentages of students receiving
primary language instruction (reductions
ranged from 12 to 100 percentage points);
three districts maintained a similar percentage;

and one contended that it increased the percent

[l ELD/SDAIE 33%
. ELD/SDAIE + primary language support 22%
[ Bilingual 29%

Other/No Services 16%

[l ELD/SDAIE 39%
. ELD/SDAIE + primary language support 33%
[ Bilingual 12%

Other/No Services 16%

Figure 3. Types of Instructional Services for English Learners Before and After Proposition 227

Note: ELD/SDAIE is English Language Development (ELD) or Specially Designed Academic Instruction in English (SDAIE).

Source: California State Department of Education, Language Census Summary Statistic, 1997-98 and (Sacramento, California:
author). Retrieved November 8, 1999 from the World Wide Web: http://www.cde.ca.gov/demographics/reports/statewide/
lcsum98.htm;California State Department of Education, Language Census Summary Statistic, 1998-99 and (Sacramento, California:
author). Retrieved November 8, 1999 from the World Wide Web: http://www.cde.ca.gov/demographics/reports/
statewide/lcsum99.htm.
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of students who were assigned to primary lan-
guage programs. Across the state, 29 percent of
English learners were in a primary language
program prior to 227, and only 12 percent
were assigned to one after the implementation
of 227 (See Figure 3).

While there was a tendency for schools and
districts with extensive primary language pro-
grams to continue to provide these programs at
some level, some schools with well-developed
primary language programs completely aban-
doned them in the wake of Proposition 227.
Moreover, considerable change was found in
the actual classroom practices of teachers, with
much more emphasis on the use of English,
even in schools that purported not to have
changed or reduced their primary language
instructional programs. Concerns about the
requirement that students be tested in English
drove these new practices as much as teachers’
concerns about avoiding reprimand or worse.

The extent to which schools and districts
were changing their perceptions about the need
to recruit bilingual teachers was investigated in
seven of the sixteen districts. Five of the seven
districts continued to seek bilingual teachers;
two decided to curtail these hires. This was in
spite of the fact that both the department of
education and the California Commission on
"Teacher Credentialing have continued to
underscore the importance of BCLAD teachers
for a number of instructional purposes.”

Thus, while it was tempting to conclude on
the basis of principal interviews that not a great
deal had changed in some of the schools, a look
inside the classrooms yielded a different per-
spective. Even in bilingual classrooms, teachers

were changing their practice to accommodate

both practical concerns—such as the impact
required English testing would have on their
students— as well as concerns for their own
professional well-being. Moreover, there was a
pervasive sense that policies were still unfolding
in many districts; consequently, teachers were
unsure of what the future held.

Teacher Recruitment and the
Adequacy of the Teacher Pool for
English Learners

Perhaps the greatest challenge for the educa-
tion of English learners is the recruitment and
preparation of sufficient numbers of teachers
who are qualified and skilled in meeting their
specific learning needs. Two primary creden-
tials are offered in California today that are
supposed to address the needs of English learn-
ers. One is the Cross-cultural, Language and
Academic Development (CLAD) credential,
which can be earned by examination or through
coursework on cultural and linguistic diversity,
which includes techniques for Specially
Designed Academic Instruction in English
(SDAIE) and English Language Development
instruction. The other is the Bilingual Cross-
cultural, Language and Academic Development
(BCLAD) credential, which requires, in addi-
tion to the basic CLAD requirements, profi-
ciency in a second language.” If obtained
through coursework requirements, the BCLAD
usually includes more extensive preparation
related to second language acquisition.

As pointed out in Chapter 6, currently
28,500—or a little more than one in ten—of
the state’s approximately 280,000 teachers are
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uncredentialed. This situation is not likely to
improve any time soon. Furthermore, uncre-
dentialed teachers are not evenly distributed
across the state, nor are they evenly distributed
among schools and classrooms containing dif-
ferent types of students. English language
learners, for instance, are extremely likely to
have a less than fully qualified teacher. In 1998,
prior to the passage of Proposition 227,
California had a shortfall of 11,000 certified
bilingual teachers and 34,000 teachers certified
to provide appropriate English language train-
ing (see Figure 4, left panel). This meant that
only about one-third of all English learners had
a fully certified teacher.”

Today, because of the growth of English
immersion programs and the reduction of

bilingual education programs brought about by

The Schooling of English Learners

Proposition 227, the number of teachers who
hold credentials to work with English learners
has grown dramatically. For example, the num-
ber of teachers with English Language
Development (ELD) and SDAIE training has
increased to 50,122 (see Figure 4, right panel).
Another 11,995 teachers have been “grandfa-
thered” into the category of CLAD teachers
through provisions of SB1969, which allows
experienced teachers to receive certification
through staff development training or college
course work. Added to this number are 10,690
teachers with BCLAD and other bilingual cre-
dentials. On paper, it appears that among those
teachers in California who instruct English
learners, a significant number (52 percent) have
received some kind of preparation in instruct-

ing English learners. Unfortunately, this prepa-

. In-training ELD/SDAIE 34,439

[l cTc Bilingual 15,783

. In-training Bilingual 10,894
CTC ELD/SDAIE 35,166
Other ELD/SDAIE 7,488

. In-training ELD/SDAIE 38,527

[l cTc Bilingual 10,690

[ in-training Bilingual 5,670
CTC ELD/SDAIE 50,122
Other ELD/SDAIE 1,995

Figure 4. Number of Teachers Providing Instructional Services for English Learners by Certification,
Before and After Proposition 227

Note: CTC teachers are teachers who hold valid certificates for the designated type of instructional service from California
Commission for Teacher Credentialing (CTC). ELD/SDAIE teachers hold certificates to teacher English Language Development (ELD)
or Specially Designed Academic Instruction in English (SDAIE). Other teachers hold an SB1969 certificate or CDE approved district
certificate.

Source: California State Department of Education, Language Census Summary Statistic, 1997-98 and (Sacramento, California:
author). Retrieved November 8, 1999 from the World Wide Web: http://www.cde.ca.gov/demographics/reports/statewide/
lcsum98.htm;California State Department of Education, Language Census Summary Statistic, 1998-99 and (Sacramento, California:
author). Retrieved November 8, 1999 from the World Wide Web: http://www.cde.ca.gov/demographics/reports/statewide/
lcsum99.htm.
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ration is often cursory and only sufficient to
make a teacher aware of what he or she does
not know. Under SB1969, CLAD certification
can often be acquired with only forty-five hours
of relevant training.” Moreover, students often
are not assigned in their student teaching to the
teachers who have been prepared to teach
them. This is due, in large part, to the unequal
distribution of qualified teachers across schools
and districts. Given the teacher shortage in the
state, the best prepared teachers can choose to
take positions in the suburbs and in districts
with less challenging populations, forcing the
less well-prepared teachers into the inner cities
and the schools with high proportions of poor
students and English learners.

A recent review of middle school and sec-
ondary programs for English learners points
out the acute problem of under-preparation of
CLAD-credentialed teachers to meet the needs
of English learners, especially in math and sci-
ence.”” Because these classes are “gatekeepers”
for college preparatory coursework, students
who do not do well in them are typically
assigned to a general course of study that does
not provide them with the option of entering a
four-year college. This can have life-altering
consequences for these students. A similar
problem exists in that CLAD-credentialed
English teachers often do not utilize their class-
es to prepare English learners for the academic
requirements of subject areas.

The present crisis in providing English
learners with fully qualified teachers has been
exacerbated by recent reforms, particularly
class-size reduction. A recent early evaluation
of class-size reduction in California found that
it increased the disparities in the numbers of

qualified teachers between schools with large

concentrations of English learners and schools
with small concentrations of English learners.**
For example, the percentage of teachers not
fully credentialed in schools with the least
number of English learners (less than 8 per-
cent) only increased from .2 percent in 1995-96
to 4.2 percent in 1997-98 (see Figure 5).
However, the percentage in schools with the
greatest proportion of English learners (40 per-
cent or more) increased from 1.8 percent to
22.3 percent over the same two-year period. As
a result, schools with the most English learners

benefited the least from class-size reduction, at
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Percentage of Teachers Not Fully Credentialed
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Quartile 1: Schools with 7.49% or fewer EL students
. Quartile 2: Schools with 7.5% to 19.99% EL students
. Quartile 3: Schools with 20% to 39.9% EL students

. Quartile 4: Schools with 40% or more EL students

Figure 5. Percentage of Publick K-3 Teachers
Not Fully Credentialed by School Quartiles of
English Learners: 1995-96 and 1997-98

Source: George W. Bohrnstedt and Brian M. Stecher (Eds.),
Class Size Reduction in California: Early Evaluation Findings,
1996-1998 (Palo Alto: American Institutes for Research,
1999), Table D.31.
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least in terms of access to fully credentialed
teachers.”

Although Proposition 227 had no statutory
effect on the credentialing of bilingual teachers
(BCLAD), the issue has been raised whether
certified bilingual teachers are still needed or
desirable in a state that has placed rigid restric-
tions on the provision of bilingual education. In
a somewhat ironic twist, it may be that bilin-
gual teachers are more necessary now than
under the conditions that existed prior to the
passage of the initiative. Structured English
immersion, the instructional approach recom-
mended by 227 language, is an approach that
actually relies on a teacher’s knowledge of the
students’ primary language. While the children
are usually not instructed in their primary lan-
guage, past studies have nevertheless demon-
strated that this approach is most effective
when it incorporates a significant amount of
primary language support to ease the students
into the English-only curriculum. Moreover,
bilingual teachers credentialed in California
possess a body of knowledge about second lan-
guage acquisition and the pedagogical tools
that can enhance it that most non-bilingual
teachers do not have.” At a time when there is
so little direction being provided to teachers to
help them with English learners and their pri-
mary language resources, this skill base of bilin-
gual teachers may be especially important.
There is also a growing awareness of the con-
nection between parent involvement in school-
ing and children’s academic achievement,
pointing up the critical importance of home-
school communication.” Without a teacher
who speaks the language of the home, direct
communication is not likely to occur. Thus,

while the instructional methods of teachers
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may change under the new law, the importance
of understanding children’s educational needs
in conjunction with their linguistic develop-
ment and communicating with their families
does not. However, the perception that bilin-
gual teachers may no longer be needed in
California is likely to negatively affect both the
supply and demand of such teachers for the
state’s English learners.

The Educational Achievement of
English Learners

Learning English is only one of the challenges
facing English learners. The other is for them
to succeed in all the other academic arenas of
school. How are English learners in California
doing in school? For many people inside and
outside of the educational system, both in
California and in the nation, achievement in
school is best represented by one thing—scores
on standardized tests. But as pointed out in the
chapter on student performance, scores on
standardized tests are not necessarily the best
way nor should they be the only way to gauge
the educational achievement of students.

This is especially true in the case of English
learners because most existing national and state
assessments are conducted in English. Because
English learners are not yet proficient in
English, such assessments may not accurately
reveal the subject matter knowledge of English
learners. A recent report by the National
Research Council on the use of testing for track-
ing, promotion, and graduation posed the issue
this way: “The central dilemma regarding partic-
ipation of English-language learners in large-

scale assessment programs is that, when students
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are not proficient in the language of assessment
(English), their scores on a test given in English
will not accurately reflect their knowledge of the
subject being assessed (except for a test that
measures only English proficiency).”*

California has responded to this dilemma by
exempting English learners from taking the two
English-based state proficiency tests that are
part of California’s Standardized Testing and
Reporting (STAR) program—the Stanford 9
achievement test and the STAR augmentation
tests—if they have been enrolled in a California
school for less than twelve months.* Instead,
Spanish-speaking students enrolled less than
twelve months are required to take the Spanish
Assessment of Basic Education (SABE). * Based
on existing research evidence, this policy means
that English-based test scores for English learn-
ers in California will tend to understate their
knowledge of subjects other than English.*

Another problem is that scores on standard-
ized tests are typically reported as national per-
centile ranks, which only rates the performance
of students to a relative standard—the perfor-
mance of other students—rather than to a fixed
standard that actually reveals what students
know. This method of ranking ensures that
some portion of students, regardless of what
they know, will be ranked low. Nonetheless,
this is the most common way of reporting test
score results, which almost inevitably places
English learners toward the bottom.

For example, in the 1999 statewide test pro-
gram, English learners scored considerably
lower than English-only students in the
Stanford 9 reading and math tests. Among
fourth grade students, for example, only 11
percent of English learners scored at the

national average (50th percentile) in reading

and 21 percent at the national average in math,
compared to 53 in reading and 51 percent,
respectively, for English-only students (Figure
6, top panel). Similar disparities existed for stu-
dents in grades seven and eleven.

In 1999, California students were also test-
ed, albeit in a very limited way, on their knowl-
edge of the newly adopted California academic
content standards. Unlike national exams like
the Stanford 9, these tests were specifically
designed to test students’ knowledge in the
subject areas that the state feels are most
important for students to know. In addition, the
only comparisons possible are between differ-
ent groups of California test takers, not a
national population. Results on the math por-
tion of the 1999 tests are shown in the bottom
panel of Figure 6. This time, the comparisons
suggest that English language learners are
much closer in terms of performance to
English proficient students, although they still
score below them at all grade levels.*”

But even these comparisons do not provide a
complete picture of the achievement of lan-
guage minority students. These comparisons
only focus on the achievement of language
minority students who are not yet proficient in
English (English learners) while ignoring the
achievement of language minority students who
are proficient in English. In other words, the
comparisons do not account for those who
enter the schools as fluent English speakers or
for those who become fluent while in schools
and hence are redesignated as fluent English
proficient (FEP). To fully judge the perfor-
mance of language minority students and the
programs that are designed to teach them, it is
important to examine both the performance of

students who are still learning English and the
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Figure 6. 1999 State SAT-9 Reading and Math and STAR Augmentation (Math) Test Scores by
Language Background
Source: California State Department of Education, California Standardized Testing and Reporting (STAR),1999: State Reports

(Sacramento, California: author). Retrieved November 30, 1999 from the World Wide Web: http://star.cde.ca.gov/star99/reports/
English.html and http://207.87.22.181/STAR/.
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performance of students who have become fully
proficient in the language.

California has just released Stanford 9 test
scores of fluent English proficient students sep-
arately from English-only (native English
speakers) students. These results show that, in
general, both fluent English proficient and
redesignated English proficient students score
as high or higher on standardized achievement
tests in math as native English speakers (Figure
6, top panel). In reading, fluent English speak-
ers score similarly to native English speakers in
the lower grades, but score lower in the upper
grades, which again supports the earlier claim
that English learners have a considerably hard-
er time acquiring more advanced, academic

English in the upper grades.”

These results suggest that if all English
learners could become proficient in English,
then their achievement would be at least com-
parable to that of other students. This conclu-
sion may be simplistic, however, because it is
based on two related beliefs. One is that the
reason English learners have lower levels of
educational achievement is primarily because of
their lack of English skills. The other is that
non-English speakers will demonstrate much
higher achievement once they learn English.
But existing research questions both beliefs.

A recent study provides a good illustration.
The study examined the influence of language
background and other factors on the 1998
Stanford 9 test performance for 26,126 second,
third, and fourth grade students in eight
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Figure 7. 1998 SAT-9 Reading Scores by Language Background and Poverty, Hispanics and Whites:
Eight Southern California School Districts

Source: Douglas E. Mitchell and Ross Mitchell, The Impact of California's Class Size Reduction Initiative on Student
Achievement: Detailed Findings from Eight School Districts (Riverside: California Educational Research Cooperative, 1999). Available
on the World Wide Web: http://cerc.ucr.edu/publications.
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Southern California school districts.* First, the
study examined the independent effects of two
factors—language background and poverty—on
student achievement (see Figure 7, left panel).
These results show that poverty affects the
achievement of all students regardless of their
language background. Because the majority of
English learners are poor, it means that they
are at a particular disadvantage in school. Next,
the study examined the impact of language
background and ethnicity on student achieve-
ment (see Figure 7, right panel). These results
show that even Hispanic students from
English-speaking backgrounds had significantly
lower test scores than Whites from English-
speaking backgrounds. This suggests that
something other than English proficiency must
be accounting for those differences.xlv It fur-
ther suggests that while improving the English
proficiency of English learners will improve
their academic achievement, English proficien-
cy alone is unlikely to raise their achievement

to the levels of White, native-English speakers.

Prospects for the Future

California has passed a number of major
reforms in recent years that are only now
beginning to be implemented. Many of these
reforms are likely to have an impact on the
future schooling of English learners.
Furthermore, these reforms raise many issues
that will need to be resolved.

For example, the full impact of Proposition
227 on California’s English learners is still not
known. However, early indications are that
most children will not transition successfully

from structured English immersion to main-
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stream English classes within one year. With
the repeal of the reclassification guidelines,
what constitutes readiness for transition to
English-only is an uncertain and highly contro-
versial issue. The state department of education
is currently drafting guidelines under the
authority of Title 5 of the California Education
Code to help districts and schools make these
decisions.

New legislation on pupil promotion and
retention (AB1626, Chapter 742, 1998) requires
that students who are at risk of being retained
because of failure to meet grade-level standards
be provided additional educational services,
including supplemental instruction and manda-
tory summer school. It is also noted in the legis-
lation that students who are not proficient in
English should not be retained solely on the
basis of language handicap. It appears, however,
that since English learners are likely to be at
high risk of failing to meet educational stan-
dards, additional services will need to be provid-
ed for them. The costs and logistics involved in
providing these services for large numbers of
English learners have not been fully considered
either by the state or by school districts. Yet
research has found that retention alone is an
ineffective and costly means by which to
improve student performance,* so provision of
supplementary services will ultimately be a less
expensive response to the dilemma.

High school exit examinations represent
another area of educational reform with poten-
tially large consequences for English learners.
The numbers and proportions of EL students
are greatest in the early grades, and for these
younger students there may be sufficient time
to intervene so that the possibility of failing to
attain a high school diploma in spite of having

PACE 4

39



40

completed all other high school requirements
can be averted. However, approximately one-
third of EL students are found in the secondary
schools (see Table 1), where there is little time
to gain the full English fluency and sufficient
command of the secondary curriculum that are
needed to pass the high school exit exam in
English. This examination is only now being
developed for students who plan to graduate in
2004, but the repercussions could be severe for
English learners if an appropriate solution is
not found to accommodating the testing needs
of these students.”

Legislative efforts to extend the school year
by reducing teachers’ out-of-class time for pro-
fessional development has “face validity,” but
may in fact be shortsighted during this time
when teachers, many of them under-qualified,
are grappling with so many increased perfor-
mance demands. In a recent survey conducted
by the department of education on the impact
of Proposition 227, schools cited professional
development to help teachers teach English
learners as one of the most highly unmet
needs.” The University of California study
cited earlier found no instance in which teach-
ers had been provided with professional devel-
opment geared specifically to the instruction of
reading for English learners.

Assessment of English learners will also
remain a difficult and controversial issue for
some time to come. Currently, all English
learners who have been in school for at least
twelve months must be tested in English on the
STAR test annually. Many districts and parents
have expressed strong concerns about the ways
in which this testing may affect the students
and their records. However, we have seen that

the most immediate impact of this testing

appears to be on instruction. Teachers, whether
in bilingual or SEI classrooms, expressed con-
cern about their students being tested prema-
turely in English and therefore were anxious to
focus on oral fluency in English rather than
broader literacy skills. As one researcher put it,
“language and literacy are rarely tools for
learning but rather English language learning
(oral fluency) is becoming the target of instruc-
tion.” The impact of this shift in instructional
emphasis and student outcomes should be
monitored to assess its short-term and long-
term effects on the development of literacy
skills for English learners.

A related issue is the assessment of English
Language Development (ELD) for English
learners. While ELD standards have recently
been adopted by the state board of education,
and legislation passed in 1997 (AB748)
required that a test be developed that allowed
for the assessment of ELD standards, the
development of an appropriate and relevant
test has just begun. Many scholars believe that
it is critical to monitor this early acquisition of
English skills in order to prevent failure later
when children are expected to meet main-
stream English curricular demands; however,
there is by no means widespread agreement on
this issue.”

Finally, we find no issue more compelling
or more urgent than the need to recruit,
retain, and strengthen the skills of teachers
who serve English learners. Particular atten-
tion also needs to be paid to the competencies
of middle and high school teachers who are
often overlooked in the discussions on teacher
preparation. However, given the current
teacher shortages, the increasing numbers of

English learners, and the numerous reform ini-
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tiatives with which schools and districts are
dealing, it is not clear where the will or the
resources will come from to seriously address
this problem. Certainly, it appears that both
the state, through various incentive funding
schemes like sign-up bonuses and scholarships,
and its postsecondary institutions, through
expanded teacher education and professional

development programs, will need to rise to the
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challenge. K-12 schools alone cannot meet
these enormous challenges.’!

In summary, California faces a number of
challenges in trying to improve the schooling
conditions and learning outcomes of English
learners. As their numbers increase, the future
success of all California’s current reform efforts
will be impacted by the state’s ability to suc-
cessfully meet these challenges.
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Chapter 4

School Finance in California:
Does History Provide a
Sufficient Policy Standard?

Neal Finkelstein, William Furry and Luis Huerta

Introduction

hapter One describes education policies in

California that are in some ways beginning
to converge. Standards anchor the system,
which is buttressed in a number of ways by
explicit accountability mechanisms for districts,
schools, teachers, and the students themselves.

As shown in Chapter 7, measurement and

assessment systems, still among the most diffi-

cult educational policy levers to manipulate,
have gained some stability in recent years as yet
rough but increasingly consistent tools that
provide information about student performance
and the system’s progress.

Yet several glaring discontinuities in
California education policy remain, especially
in the area of financing. Policies concerning the
financing of education must be far better
arranged to support the educational plans that
have evolved over the past fifteen years. We
argue two central points in this chapter:

* The idiosyncratic history of school finance in
California has over time left the discussion of
“what does the money buy” disconnected
from discussions of educational goals and
practice. As obvious as it may seem, the issues

of how money is raised, how money is spent,

and who decides how to spend it are essen-
tially connected to the quality of education.

* It is unlikely that even substantial adjust-
ments to the existing school finance system
can result in financing structures whereby
the educational goals of the state are consis-
tent with how resources are raised, allocated,
and spent. Incremental reforms in the ways
in which schools are financed will not yield a
coherent set of policies.

In the chapter that follows, the context of K-12

education finance is discussed with a sharp focus

on the current lack of alignment between state
standards and other educational initiatives, and
the resources needed for their effective imple-
mentation. For example, class size reduction, as
has been evident over the past two years, has
profound financing implications. The goal of
hiring and retaining qualified teachers, as dis-
cussed in Chapter 6, has substantial financing
implications. Specific types of remedial educa-
tional programming in reading and mathematics,
too, have substantial cost implications. How can
the education finance system in California better
accommodate these needs, and at the same time
be governed deliberately and rationally?

For some time, PACE has provided readers

of Conditions with some basic descriptive charac-
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teristics about the financing of schools. Here
again, a brief introductory section provides rele-
vant background and an update on the financing
of schools. Next, a policy discussion is provided
that links school finance to the current momen-
tum of educational change in California. This
section asks whether we are financing a stan-
dards-based reform effort, or some other histor-
ical conglomeration of educational principles.
To think through the disconnection between
finance and standards-based reform, we then
explore the real constraints that are part of the
current financing system: equity considerations,
statutory considerations, governance, and the
precedents that have been imposed by the
courts. The middle of this chapter takes a look
at the development of categorical funding over a
thirty year history; this section tells an impor-
tant story about how the education finance sys-
tem has responded to educational needs over
time, for better or worse. Finally, the chapter
ends with a set of cautions related to new direc-

tions in school finance policy.

The Context of School Finance in
California

As many policy analysts have commented over
the past 20 years, California is a state where the
convergence of court rulings, voter-initiated
propositions, legislative activities, and econom-
ic cycles has created a complex system unlike
any other in the United States. Many good
descriptions of the history of school finance
exist, and so in this chapter we will not pay
extensive attention to describing the events that
transpired over the past 30 years. PACE, in its

1994-95 edition of Conditions, provides a com-
prehensive history; EdSource, also, has made
available an excellent synopsis of the policy his-
tory of school finance in California. Finally,
Manwaring and Sheffrin, and Downes and
Shah, among others, have provided extensive
academic analyses and interpretations of the
events that have led to the current day’s discus-
sion.! For our purposes in this chapter, we reit-
erate a few central policy constraints and data

about the current finance system.

A Limited Selection of California’s School
Finance Policy Constraints

The Serrano Case. The policy constraints
around school finance began with the 1971
California Supreme Court opinion in Serrano v.
Priest (Serrano 1). By 1998, legal cases had been
brought in forty-three other states; in nineteen
of them, state supreme courts found the school
financing system to be unconstitutional.” In the
Serrano case, the plaintiffs argued that educa-
tion spending linked to property wealth gener-
ated unacceptable expenditure differentials
between school districts. The California
Supreme Court found that the state’s school
finance system, if the facts were as alleged,
failed to meet the equal protection clauses of
the California and United States Constitutions.
The court opinion was based in part on the
concept of fiscal neutrality, arguing that a
school finance system based on property wealth
was unconstitutional if an equal tax rate did not
produce the same revenues per-pupil across all
districts.’ The case was remanded back to the
state superior court level for trial, where it had
been initially dismissed. This second segment
of the litigation occurred between 1972 and
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1974 and has been generally referred to as
Serrano 11.

"The superior court judge in Serrano II spec-
ified that wealth-related differences in school
funding must fall within a “band” of equality
above and below the state average per-pupil
funding, and that the amount should be con-
siderably less than $100 per-pupil. Since 1974,
the date of the Serrano 11 decision, the band
with inflation adjustments has grown to
approximately $335 on either side of the
school district average per ADA of $3,785
(1997-98 figures reported by LAO, 1999).¢
This figure includes only state and local gener-
al purpose revenues; it does not include cate-
gorical funding or support from other miscel-
laneous sources. The Legislative Analyst
reported that in 1997-98, approximately 98
percent of the state’s school districts met the
constraint set by the Serrano band.’

Proposition 13. Proposition 13, passed by
the voters in June 1978, called for a new tax
rate for residential, commercial and personal
property based on acquisition value rather than
market value. Initially, tax assessments were
rolled back to 1975 property values, which
marked the “base year” for all existing proper-
ties in the state. Recalculated property taxes
were limited to one percent of the 1975
assessed market value, with increases limited to
the lesser of two percent of assessed value per
year or the current rate of inflation. Property
can be assessed at market value only when sold,
or when new construction has been completed.

The effect of Proposition 13 on education
finance has been two-fold. First, by setting a
maximum property tax rate of 1 percent, it
eliminated the apparent inequities in local tax
rates that had been the focus of the Serrano

decision. At the same time, however, it broke
the connection between local property taxation
and support for schools by reducing the capaci-
ty of the property tax base to support schools in
most districts. Since Proposition 13, the state
has been required to substantially fund schools
through the General Fund—just one-third of
revenues for schools are raised locally. In effect,
then, California’s school finance system is cen-
trally controlled. Requests for marginal increas-
es in spending are made through the state leg-
islative process and are not the decisions of
local property taxpayers.® This change in the
locus of decision-making has had substantial
implications for increased state attention to
education issues.

Revenue Limits. Following the Serrano
decision, the legislature enacted a long-term
equalization financing plan for schools in 1972
by inventing the “revenue limit.” This was
designed to provide foundation funding for
schools. The first year of its implementation
was in 1973-74. Each California district has a
base revenue limit per-pupil, measured by
ADA, from general state funds and local prop-
erty taxes. Over time, inflation adjustments for
revenue limits have been a significant policy
issue as they have guided the rate at which the
state has equalized spending per-pupil between
districts. As a result, the history of revenue
limit adjustments is complex and important as
districts have sought the resolution of perceived
inequities stemming from the administration of
the policy.” Revenue limit worksheets, encom-
passing adjustments for cost of living, unem-
ployment insurance, meals for needy pupils,
summer school, longer school day and year,
and other details, are difficult to follow and

understand.
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Equalization between districts has been rela-
tively successful over the past twenty-five years
and has relied in part on the adjustment to the
revenue limit. Goldfinger describes several of
the discontinuities in the equalization process
that have been the result of legislated adjust-
ments to the revenue limits. In each case, the
Serrano band has acted as a default standard,
placing enormous importance on the average
per-pupil spending level in the state. As a conse-
quence, substantial import is given to the rela-
tive funding level of districts between one anoth-
er, and less to the absolute level of funding.

It is also important to remember that the
calculation of the revenue limit is independent
of federal and state categorical support which
can account for more than 40 percent of fund-
ing for some districts. This point is further dis-
cussed below.

Proposition 98. In November 1988, the
voters approved Proposition 98, which provides
a funding guarantee for primary, secondary and
community college education. Amendments to
the proposition, including Proposition 111 (in
1990), have resulted in a funding floor for edu-
cation with specific rules about how the funding
guarantee should be upheld in high and low
state revenue growth circumstances. Proposition
98 has resulted in some stability for education
funding in California, although the funding
floor was consistently interpreted as a funding
ceiling in the economic downturn of the late
1980s and early 1990s. What seems clear about
Proposition 98 is that it sets aside a fixed per-
centage (about 40 percent) of the state general
fund for K-14 education, therefore pitting the
interests of the state’s schools and community
colleges against those of higher education,

health care, welfare, corrections, transportation,
and other obligations of the general fund.

School Facilities Funding. California’s stu-
dent population continually exceeded the
national average in annual growth throughout
the last decade, and is expected to increase by an
additional 15 percent (nearly 1 million additional
students) over the next 10 years.® Combined
with statewide efforts to reduce class sizes in ele-
mentary grades, local school districts have
become burdened with demands for new facili-
ties construction, maintenance and renovation.
In California funding public school facilities is
the responsibility of local school districts and
county offices of education. The state does pro-
vide a portion of revenues through several state
facilities programs, however school districts are
expected to provide local funds in order to
receive a proportion of state matching funds.’

In 1999, the California Department of
Education estimated new construction needs
for a five year period from 1998-2003 to cost
nearly $17 billion." Hard-pressed to fund nec-
essary facilities projects, school districts have
turned to issuing local general obligation bonds
as a source of revenue to fund capital improve-
ments. Passing local school bond measures for
facilities expenditures has been a growing trend
over the last decade. Since 1986, school dis-
tricts have passed 420 school bond measures
amounting to nearly $17 billion in revenues."
In 1998, the state sponsored Proposition 1A, a
bond measure which amounted to $9.2 billion,
with $6.7 billion reserved for K-12 and $2.5
billion for higher education.

The growth in the use of school bonds to
fund facilities came in the wake of limitations
set by Proposition 13 which imposed a proper-
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ty tax rate cap of one percent, required a two-
thirds voter approval rate for any local or state
tax rate increase, and suspended the ability of
municipalities to issue general obligation
bonds. As school funding responsibilities shift-
ed from the local to the state level, and as local
budgets were constrained by an inability to
raise revenue for local needs, school districts
were unable to respond to the facilities needs of
a growing student population—leaving aging
buildings to deteriorate in disrepair.

In 1986 California voters approved
Proposition 46, which amended the state
Constitution to permit municipalities to
increase property taxes beyond the one percent
limit set by Proposition 13, and issue general
obligation bonds to finance capital improve-
ments for public services. Faced with a backlog
of deferred maintenance costs and fewer discre-
tionary funds to use for facilities and other gen-
eral local needs, school districts began to rely
on school bonds as a source to fund capital
improvements.”” However, a two-thirds majori-
ty of voters is still required to approve a prop-
erty tax rate increase necessary for repayment
of bonds."

The effect of devolving the responsibility for
funding new school construction and facilities
improvements to the local level in conjunction
with a constant reduction in local discretionary
funds, contrasted with a school finance system
controlled at the state level, has resulted in a
two-fold uneven playing field. First, school dis-
tricts which are successful in garnering the two-
thirds vote necessary for passing a school bond
measure will receive state matching funds for
construction and likely meet local needs.
However, school districts who are unable to

pass a school bond measure or are unable to

afford the indebtedness associated with repay-
ment of a school bond measure, will not be
able to receive matching capital improvement
funds from the state, and are less likely to meet
local needs."* Second—and most concerning in
light of the Serrano decision which advanced
the concept of fiscal neutrality—a low property
wealth district will need to levy a higher tax
rate in order to repay a bond of equal magni-
tude issued by a high property wealth district.

In effect, the same equalization efforts that
were successfully applied to district revenue
limits under court order, have not been
applied to capital improvements funding.
Thus, placing a substantially uneven fiscal
burden on low property wealth districts in
their efforts to provide adequate facilities for
students.

The Current State of Education Finance

The picture of California’s school funding sys-
tem is made complete by a series of tables and
charts that track California’s funding history. As
has been demonstrated by many analysts,
California lags substantially behind other indus-
trialized states in America and has had periods
in recent years where school funding has not
kept pace with inflation. For many years in the
1980s and 1990s it was factually accurate to crit-
icize the level of financial support in California
as nearly last in the nation. This is no longer
true. Estimates vary, but California currently
ranks somewhere between 30th and 37th in the
United States on per-pupil expenditure, depend-
ing on the analysis used. A 1997-98 projection of
per-pupil expenditure of $5584 placed California
thirty-seventh in the United States."” For compar-
ison, PACE reported in Conditions of Education in
1994-95 that California ranked 40th in the
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nation. The contribution of lottery revenues to
school funding has also been greatly misunder-
stood and accounts for a notably small additional
revenue boost; in 1997-98, the lottery provided
just over one percent of the budget for education
in the state. Figure 1, below, shows the per-pupil
funding for students in California from 1971 to
the present. A 50-state comparison on several
indicators follows, showing the relative ranking of
California compared to other states in the nation.
As described in the following section, categor-
ical funding has grown over the years to a level
that approaches 39 percent of total funding in
California’s schools, about $9 billion. The distri-
bution of these funds, purposely, is not uniform

across districts or students and that distribution is

complex from both the perspective of state and
district policy structures. What is clear, and
demonstrated below, is that categorical funding
has always been intended to be supplementary—
even as made clear by the Serrano court. As a
result, the growth in categorical funding has
evolved into a web of supplements—whatever the
justification—that create instability in the central
education funding structure. As we will see in the
following pages, nearly every conceivable issue in
education has a categorical program attached. In
total, the proliferation has no coherence, is diffi-
cult to understand, lacks consistent accountability
structures, and is not linked to the evolving edu-

cation reform strategies in the state.
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Figure 1. Expenditures per Pupil (in current dollars) in Average Daily Attendance in Public Elementary
and Secondary Schools. California and the United States: 1969-70 to 1995-96
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Unadjusted education
spending per student

Education spending per
student, adjusted for

Education spending for
regional cost differences every $1,000 in state wealth

(1998) (1998) (gross state product) (1997)
Alabama $4,780 $5,356 $36.32
Alaska $8,337 $6,581 $44.80
Arizona $4,593 $4,629 $35.67
Arkansas $4,590 $5,268 $38.96
California $5,514 $4,939 $32.75
Colorado $5,519 $5,599 $33.00
Connecticut $8,790 $7,635 $37.97
Delaware $7,425 $7,255 $27.78
Florida $5,579 $5,829 $35.64
Georgia $5,587 $5,998 $35.32
Hawaii $5,415 $5,430 $30.22
Idaho $4,628 $5,029 $41.95
Illinois $6,182 $5,991 $33.30
Indiana $6,226 $6,661 $47.46
lowa $6,019 $6,823 $39.32
Kansas $5,645 $6,311 $42.58
Kentucky $5,539 $6,196 $36.44
Louisiana $5,352 $5,989 $31.19
Maine $6,614 $6,739 $49.47
Maryland $6,678 $6,544 $39.56
Massachusetts $7,642 $6,518 $33.21
Michigan $6,979 $6,873 $48.43
Minnesota $6,636 $6,767 $41.48
Mississippi $4,291 $4,924 $34.86
Missouri $5,523 $5,817 $36.49
Montana $5,769 $6,349 $49.19
Nebraska $6,021 $6,799 $39.13
Nevada $5,219 $5,478 $30.58
New Hampshire $6,493 $6,195 $35.27
New Jersey $10,140 $8,801 $42.77
New Mexico $4,961 $5,339 $37.53
New York $8,808 $7,853 $40.44
North Carolina $5,288 $5,763 $29.70
North Dakota $5,098 $5,979 $36.22
Ohio $6,178 $6,251 $38.93
Oklahoma $4,794 $5,317 $41.04
Oregon $6,205 $6,422 $35.82
Pennsylvania $7,382 $7,202 $42.29
Rhode Island $7,642 $6,930 $43.53
South Carolina $5,276 $5,827 $40.32
South Dakota $4,842 $5,667 $34.61
Tennessee $4,767 $5,223 $29.08
Texas $5,482 $5,815 $37.23
Utah $3,632 $3,804 $40.24
Vermont $6,672 $6,746 $53.09
Virginia $6,023 $6,215 $34.48
Washington $6,225 $5,995 $39.04
West Virgina $6,189 $6,908 $51.34
Wisconsin $7,123 $7,448 $45.91
Wyoming $6,218 $6,790 $36.13
U.S. $6,168 $6,168 $37.35

Table 1. Comparative Indicators on Measures of School Finance: California Compared to the Fifity

States (1998)

Source: Selected Tables, Quality Counts 2000, Education Week, Volume XIX, Number 18, January 13, 2000
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California’s

Description Level Rank Nationally
Unadjusted education spending per student (1998) $5,514 33rd
Education spending per student, adjusted for

regional cost differences (1998) $4,939 47th
Education spending for every $1,000 in state wealth

(gross state product) (1997) $32.75 44th
Relative inequity in spending per student among districts 11.4% 22nd
Percent of annual education expenditure

spent on instruction (1997) 60.6% 36th
Percent of total taxable resources spent on education (1997) 3.3% 41st

"The combination of categorical support and
revenue limit support ought to be coherent and be
tied to what we best know about educational effec-
tiveness. But as the pattern of categorical funding
continues, it is essential, from the state level, to
assess whether there is internal coherence to the
linkage between finance and educational goals, as
exemplified by California’s evolving standards-

based education reform agenda.

The Growth of Categorical
Funding

In the past forty years the number of state cate-
gorical programs in public elementary and sec-
ondary education has grown from five to more
than eighty. Why has there been such prolifera-
tion? Why are new programs being created
every year in Sacramento, even before last
year’s new programs have been explained to the
schools, much less implemented and evaluated?
In an effort to inform and stimulate debate, we
begin by outlining the history of categorical

programs and making some observations about

the process that produces them year after year.'

Table 2. California’s National Ranking on Selected Measures Related to School Finance
Source: Selected Tables, Quality Counts 2000, Education Week, Volume XIX, Number 18, January 13, 2000

1959-1960 through 1965-1966: The Years of
Stability

In the early 1960s, there were five categorical
programs that accounted for only 8 percent of
total State General Fund (SGF) allocations to
school districts and county offices of education.
The graybeards of categorical programs, all of
which are alive and well after forty years
(though Driver Training has had its ups and

downs), are:

Special Education

Pupil Transportation

Free Textbooks/Instructional Materials
Children’s Centers/Child Development

® Driver Training

During the seven year period from 1959-60
through 1965-66 only two significant addi-
tions were made to the original five. A pro-
gram of funding for the Mentally Gifted
(later called GATE—Gifted and Talented
Education) was established in the early 1960s,
and the first efforts were made in the field of
compensatory education with the creation of
a teacher training program funded at
$900,000.
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Figure 2. California’s Growth in Categorical Funding, 1959-60 to 1998-99. Percent of State General
Funds Allocated as Categorical Funds
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Figure 3. Expenditures in Billions (in current dollars) on Californian Categorical Funding 1959-60 to 1998-99
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1966-67 through 1968-69: Potential for

Growth

In just three years at the end of the sixties, cat-

egorical program funding doubled as a per-

centage of total SGF allocated to schools

(increasing from 8.2 percent to 16.8 percent).

While general funds appropriated to the

schools increased 23 percent during this three-

year period, funding for Special Education and
for Children’s Centers nearly doubled.

Allocations for compensatory education were

flat at about $10 million over the three years,

but, interestingly, compensatory education
included one of the first class-size reduction
efforts, with more than $12 million allocated
for this purpose.

"Two of the most durable categorical programs
ever established were given birth at this time:

¢ Miller-Unruh Reading (known originally as
the Special Elementary School Reading
Instructional Program)

* Demonstration Programs in Reading and
Math (later renamed Demonstration
Programs in Intensive Instruction)

Reflecting the power of the programs’ authors,

funding for Miller-Unruh leaped from $2 mil-

lion in 1966-67 to more than $15 million two

years later. The Demonstration Program in

Reading and Math, which was started as a com-

ponent of the compensatory education pro-

gram, survived numerous assaults by the

Legislative Analyst Office in the mid-1980’s

and continues to operate in the new millenni-

um, although inflation has taken a toll on the

amount of funding it receives.

1969-70 through 1973-74: Stability Ending
With A Flourish
"Total SGF allocations to schools grew less than
10 percent between 1969-70 and 1972-73.
Categorical funding was fairly stable during
these years, increasing slowly from 16.8 per-
cent of SGF allocations to K-12 education in
1969-70 to about 18 percent in 1973-74. But
1973-74 saw a tremendous increase in state
revenues, enabling a 42 percent increase in
SGF dollars for public school education.
Wilson Riles, first elected Superintendent of
Public Instruction in 1970, found his opportu-
nity, sponsoring two important new categorical
programs in 1973:
* Early Childhood Education (initial funding
of $24 million)
* Educationally Disadvantaged Youth ($81
million)
These programs were essentially offshoots and
expansions of the old compensatory education
program (established in 1965-66) which had
limped along for nearly a decade with $10 mil-
lion in annual funding. 1973-74 also witnessed
the creation of Bilingual-Bicultural Education
which grew from $4 million to $11 million and
was eventually folded into the Economic
Impact Aid program in 1978-79.

Meanwhile, the old stalwarts continued
their steady growth: GATE reached $12.6 mil-
lion in 1973-74; Driver Training achieved
$16.4 million; Instructional Materials climbed
to $24 million; Special Education (the largest
of all categoricals) grew to $180 million;

"Transportation continued its steady ascent to
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$35 million; and Miller-Unruh leveled off at
$18 million.

1974-75 through 1978-79: Restructuring
School Finance

From 1974-75 through 1978-79 funding for
categorical programs more than doubled to
nearly a billion dollars ($976 million). As a per-
centage of the SGF going to the schools, the
categorical share peaked in 1977-78 at 29 per-
cent. It then precipitously tumbled to only 17
percent in 1978-79. A revolution had struck
school finance that would change the game
entirely: As noted earlier, Proposition 13 was
passed by the voters, severely limiting local
property taxes, and thereby shifting control
over the funding of K-12 education from
school districts to the state.

Armed with a huge surplus of funds stem-
ming from the strong recovery from the reces-
sion of 1973, in 1978-79 the state increased its
allocation to local schools by $2.4 billion, an
increase of greater than 80 percent. Significantly,
revenue limits did not grow—this money was
provided to backfill a shift of property taxes
from schools to local government. Notably,
though, relatively little of the huge expansion of
state funding for schools went into categoricals,
which only increased from $862 million in 1977-
78 to $976 million in 1978-79. Thus, most of
the new money went into unrestricted general
aid because it replaced local property taxes.

The emphasis continued in the late-1970s to
be on the provision of services for children of
low-income families. The following programs
were added:

* A state child nutrition program was started
in 1974-75 at $13 million, which grew to
$33 million by 1978-79.

* A major initiative in child care was begun in
1977-78, funded at $73 million to start.

* In 1978-79, Riles’ Early Childhood
Education and Educationally Disadvantaged
Youth programs (along with the much small-
er Bilingual-Bicultural program) were recon-
figured and folded into two new programs:
the School Improvement Program (SIP) and
the Economic Impact Aid (EIA) program.
From 1973-74 through 1978-79, funding for
compensatory education increased from
$120 million to nearly $250 million. SIP and
EIA survive today, both being funded at
about $400 million each in 1998-99.

* State funding for desegregation was initiated
in 1978-79. This program, which benefits
only a small percentage of all the school dis-
tricts in the state, has grown to $633 million
in 1998-99.

* Urban Impact/Meade Aid began in 1976-77
with $8 million and reached nearly $100 mil-
lion in the late-1980s when it was rolled into
the revenue limit. As its name suggests, most
of this money benefited large urban districts
such as Los Angeles and San Francisco. The
Urban Impact/Meade Aid soon became one
of the most notorious categorical programs

as it targeted money to specific districts.

1979-80 through 1985-86: A New Era for
Categoricals

A major change in the nature of categorical pro-
grams in California occurred between 1979-80
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and 1985-86. This change would escalate in the
second half of the 80s and continue throughout
the 1990s. The change was the creation of the
“mini-categorical.” Mini-categoricals were new
state programs of local assistance with very nar-
row purposes, usually funded at very low levels,
as the legislative author was typically more inter-
ested in establishing the program than in the

funding level. Because of their narrow focus,
these mini-categoricals never developed the
political support for large-scale expansion.
Whereas the earlier categoricals aimed to pro-
vide categorical services to all eligible pupils,
schools, or districts, the new mini-categoricals,
on account of their narrowness, rarely increased

their funding beyond cost-of-living-adjustments.

1982-85 1998-99
Foster Youth Services $0.7 $4.5
High School Counseling $6.5 $14.6
Small School District Transportation $18.6 (in revenue limit)
Intergenerational Education $0.17 $0.17
Youth Suicide Prevention $0.3 $0.0
Curriculum on Birth Defects $0.5 $0.0
Agricultural Education $3.1 $3.9
Specialized Secondary Schools $2.1 $4.4
Drug & Alcohol Abuse Prevention $0.43 $0.0
School Business Personnel Staff Development $0.25 $0.0
Educational Technology $1.9 $55.4
Institute of Computer Technology $0.1 $0.49
Education Improvement Incentive Program $14.4 $0.0
Classroom Teacher Instruction Improvement $17.1 $0.0
Peninsula (Partnership) Academies $0.6 $14.0
Vocational Education Student Organizations $0.43 $0.66
Teacher Education and Computer Centers $6.3 $0.0
School/Law Enforcement Partnership $0.15 $26.4
Pupil Dropout Prevention & Recovery $2.7 $18.9
Minimum Teacher Salary $2.9 (in revenue limit)
Administrator Training & Evaluation $1.5 $6.1
Year-Round Schools Incentives $4.2 $71.7
Mentor Teacher Program $10.8 $80.6

Table 3. Funding of Major Categorical Programs (in millions): 1982-85 and 1998-99
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The following categorical programs (in mil-
lions) were created between 1982-83 and 1985-
86. Many were included in SB 813, a legendary
package which emerged out of spectacular bud-
get negotiations in the spring and summer of
1983. Prior to SB 813, it was assumed that reg-
ular education programs were okay, and that
categorical support should be targeted for stu-
dents with special needs. But SB 813 chal-
lenged this assumption, inferring that regular
education needed support as well.

One of the most significant developments
during the late 70s and early 80s was the
emphasis on staff development. Expansion of
categorical programs for teacher training
began in 1977-78 and 1978-79 with the cre-
ation of the Bilingual Teacher Corps,
Professional Development Centers, and School
Personnel Staff Development & Resource
Centers. However, these programs were each
funded at less than $2 million annually. The
big push came in 1983 with the creation of the
Mentor Teacher Program, the Teacher

Education and Computer Centers, and the
Classroom Teacher Instructional Improvement
Program—all at much higher levels of funding.
The early 80s also saw the establishment of
training programs for administrators and
school business personnel.

In 1978-79 and in 1982-83 there were 23
categorical programs. By 1985-86, there were
44. Growth in the number of programs was
accompanied by major growth in the percent-
age of the SGF allocated to schools that was
devoted to categoricals and in the total dollar
amount (up from $976 million to $2.9 billion.)
From the reduced categorical funding base of
18 percent established in 1978-79 when the
state bailed out the school districts after the
passage of Proposition 13, the percentage
climbed back to 27 percent in 1985-86,
approaching its all time high of 29.3 percent in
1977-78. (Actually, it would not be until 1990-
91 that the percentage allocated to categoricals
would exceed the 1977-78 benchmark.)

Growth in the major categoricals was substan-

1978-79 1985-86
Pupil Transportation $60 $286
Child Care $80 $265
Instructional Materials $43 $95
School Improvement Program $123 $214
Economic Impact Aid $123 $195
Urban Impact Aid $44 $86
Special Education $237 $879
Desegregation $60 $289

Table 4. Funding of Major Categorical Programs (in millions): 1978-79 and 1985-86
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tial during the first half of the 80s as shown
below in Table 4.

1986-87 through 1990-91: Prop 98 Creates
an Environment for More Categoricals

As noted earlier in this chapter, the passage in
1988 of Proposition 98, which attempted to
define a minimum level of funding for K-12
education, had significant consequences for
resource allocation to the schools. Prior to
Proposition 98, decisions about funding for the
schools were made, to a much greater extent
than after, in the context of the overall budget
for all public services. For example, during the
Deukmejian administration, battles over the K-
12 COLA were waged in the context of how
much should go for welfare, health, and higher
education. Proposition 98 resulted in the virtu-
ally total isolation of school funding decisions
from the rest of the state budget. K-12 and the
community colleges were given a “number,”
based on the complex Proposition 98 formula,
and then were left on their own to split up the
money (there were contentious disputes within
and between the K-12 and the community col-
lege segments, however). After Proposition 98,
the education budget was in some years a “done
deal” weeks before the final budget negotia-
tions even occurred.

"The isolation of the K-12 education budget
heightened conflict between contending educa-
tion interests. Their focus now was on dividing
a known pie, not on fighting to increase the
total size of the pie. The first great negotiation
of the Proposition 98 era was held in the spring
of 1988. Legislators and their own staffs from
both houses, representatives of the governor,
and staff members from the Department of

Finance met for several weeks in the

Governor’s Conference Room to negotiate the
budget. Assembly Republicans threw the deal-
making for a loop when they demonstrated that
large urban districts with mighty political mus-
cle, such as San Jose, Los Angeles, and San
Francisco, were receiving from $600 to $1300
dollars more per-pupil for compensatory educa-
tion than many other districts which in fact had
higher percentages of low-income, minority,
and non-English speaking pupils. The upshot
was the creation of the Supplemental Grants
program, which targeted money for districts
with relatively low amounts of funding per-
pupil based on the combined total of their cate-
gorical funds and revenue limit income.

A final significant consequence of
Proposition 98 was the creation of large pots of
“one-time” money each year. One-time money
resulted when the Department of Finance
underestimated the amount of the Proposition
98 guarantee (which it invariably did) so that at
the end of the fiscal year the Proposition 98
guarantee was underfunded. The amount
underfunded was considered “one-time” money
by prudent budgeters because it would be allo-
cated and spent in the succeeding fiscal year. It
was not possible for districts to spend that
money on ongoing obligations (such as salaries)
because that, in effect, would be double-count-
ing the money as part of the ongoing
Proposition 98 base. While most of the one-
time money was allocated in large block grants
on a per-pupil basis or on a per school-site basis
(and there usually were “categorical” strings on
how the money could be spent), it became a
wonderful source for “education pork.”
Governor Wilson, in the late 90s, was the first
to permit wholesale allocations of funds to indi-

vidual districts for isolated projects.

CruciaL Issues 1IN CALIFORNIA EDUCATION 2000



School Finance in California: Does History Provide a Sufficient Policy Standard?

Also under Proposition 98 the “hidden” cat-
egorical programs were given increased scruti-
ny because they took money out of the pie.
The hidden categoricals are state mandates
passed by the legislature directing schools to
perform certain actions such as medical exami-
nations and collective bargaining. These costs
are funded out of Proposition 98 dollars. By
the 90s, the cost of state mandates had reached
the neighborhood of $100 million per year.

In general, it is difficult to determine
whether Proposition 98, with its constraints,
has improved or impaired the quality of educa-
tion budget-making. It has not reduced the use
of categoricals, that is for certain. Perhaps the
more focused debate over the use of education
funds has been a benefit. But Proposition 98
also sullied the decision-making process to a
certain extent. Many times a legislator (whose
legislative specialty was not education) sitting
on an education committee would ask if a pro-
posed new program was to be funded out of
Proposition 98 dollars. If the answer was yes,
then the legislator did not care very much
whether the program was passed or not because
it was “Prop 98 money” that would be going to

education one way or another.

In addition to Supplemental Grants, the ini-
tial years of Proposition 98 saw the continued
emphasis on teacher training through new cate-
goricals. Between 1988 and 1990, three major
new training programs and one small one were
established:

* Professional Development Program (Initial

funding of $20 million in 1988-89)

* New Teacher Project ($3 million in 1988-89,
growing to more than $70 million today)
* Subject Matter Projects ($5.3 million in

1990-91)

* Geography Education ($100,000 in 1989-90)
The negotiations that produced Supplemental
Grants also established two significant new
programs:

e High School Class Size Reduction ($31 mil-

lion in 1990-91)

* School Restructuring Grants ($6.5 million in

1990-91)

The huge windfall in the first years after
Proposition 98’s passage also fueled the contin-
ued growth of the traditional categoricals:

Increases in these programs—particularly
in Special Education—boosted the percent-
age of SGF allocations to schools that was in

categoricals to 31.6 percent in 1990-91, sur-

1985-86 1990-91
Special Education $879 $1,681
Year-round School Incentives $4.5 $35.4
School Improvement Program $214 $315
Economic Impact Aid $195 $272
Desegregation $289 $503
Child Nutrition $31 $52

Table 5. Funding of Major Categorical Programs (in millions): 1985-86 and 1990-91
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1990-91 1994-95
Special Education $1,682 $1,617
GATE $29 $32
Pupil Transportation $328 $332
Miller-Unruh $22 $22
Desegregation $503 $502
School Improvement Program $315 $317
Child Care $325 $407
Instructional Materials $129 $164
Education Technology $14 $23
Economic Impact Aid $272 $324

Table 6. Funding of Major Categorical Programs (in millions): 1990-91 and 1994-95

passing for the first time the previous record
of 29.3 percent set more than a decade earli-
er in 1977-78.

1991-1992 through 1994-95: Recession
Strikes

Pete Wilson came into office in 1991with his
education agenda. Though he was able to
establish two new categoricals in 1991-92 that
embodied his ideas, the deep recession of the
early 90s thwarted his ambitions and also
slammed the door shut on increases for most of
the traditional categoricals through 1994-95.
Rapid economic growth after that year led to
an explosion of new programs and ultimately to
the creation of the Class Size Reduction cate-
gorical program for grades K-3.

Of the programs that did not have flat
growth between 1990-91 and 1994-95,
Instructional Materials, Education Technology,
and Economic Impact Aid picked up in 1994-
95 as the economy started to recover. Child
care was a Governor Wilson priority through-

out his years in office and he engineered

increases in this area during the early 90s.
Wilson also pushed through two of his preven-
tion programs in 1991 before the brunt of the
recession was felt: Healthy Start (initial funding
of $19 million in 1991-92) and Prenatal
Substance Abuse ($4 million in 1991-92).

1995-96 through 1998-99: The Wilson
Legacy

California’s economy surged upward in the
second half of the 90s. The traditional categor-
icals resumed their growth at a rapid clip as
shown in Table 7.

Perhaps the most important event driving
the budget process in the Spring of 1995 was
the revelation the previous Fall that the reading
skills of California students were near the bot-
tom among all the states in the nation. The
Wilson administration responded with the
California Reading Initiative, a combination of
staff development and instructional materials to
reinstate systematic phonics instruction in K-3.
The dismal NAEP test scores, plus ten years of

research on how children learn to read and
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bipartisan support, pushed the $167 million
California Reading Initiative through the legis-
lature with virtually no opposition in 1995.
This was followed up in the budget of 1997-98
with an additional $56 million for reading staff
development.

Also on the minds of people in 1994 and
1995 was school violence. Never to lose an
opportunity to solve a problem by creating a
program, the legislature enacted, and Governor
Wilson signed into law, the following programs:
* Metal Detectors (initial funding of $1 mil-

lion in 1994-95)

* School Crime Report ($800,000 in 1994-95)
* Gang Risk Intervention ($3 million in 1995-

96)

* Targeted Truancy and Public Safety ($10.8

million in 1995-96)
¢ School Violence Reduction ($4.2 million in

1995-96)

* Conflict Resolution ($2.2 million in 1995-96)

In conjunction with these programs, Governor
Wilson pushed for zero-tolerance for certain
offenses on campus, such as carrying a gun. But
the Democrats refused to throw students
deemed guilty of such offenses “out on the
street,” leading to the creation of another new
categorical program—Community Day Schools
for expelled pupils—that grew to $20 million
by 1998-99. Additionally, Wilson proposed
Single Gender Academies as a solution to the
problems of restless young boys. It was passed
and funded at $5 million for starters.

The rapid growth of the Internet was the
spark that ignited the Wilson administration’s
major initiative in education technology—the
Digital High School which was proposed in
1997 as a five-year, half-billion dollar program.
Fuelled by a combination of one-time money
and ongoing funds, the Digital High School
incorporated a unique allocation strategy: high

schools were grouped by size and within each

1994-95 1998-99
Special Education $1,617 $2,112
GATE $32 $56
Pupil Transportation $332 $521
Miller-Unruh $22 $32
Desegregation $502 $633
School Improvement Program $317 $395
Child Care $407 $794
Instructional Materials $164 $172
Education Technology $23 $55
Economic Impact Aid $324 $401
Pupil Assessment $6 $67

Table 7. Funding of Major Categorical Programs(in millions): 1994-95 and 1998-99
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group grant recipients were selected at random.

Over the five-year period, all high schools
would eventually receive a large grant for hard-
ware, software, and staff training.

A major program that began in 1997-98 was
the Staff Development Days Buy-Out, which
required districts to provide 180 days of
instruction while prohibiting the practice of
using up to eight of these days for staff training
with the pupils not in school. This program
cost $50 million in 1997-98 and $195 million
in 1998-99.

The great structural reform of the 90s was,
of course, Class-Size Reduction in grades K-3.
Funded at $771 million in 1996-97 for three
grade levels, it grew to $1.58 billion annually

by 1998-99 as participation increased. For
many years legislation had been introduced to
reduce class size, but only a half-hearted effort
in grades nine and ten had ever passed.
However, in the mid-1990s, reports from other
states, particularly Tennessee, indicated that
class size reduction had improved student
achievement. The availability of large quanti-
ties of new money, Governor Wilson’s presi-
dential ambitions, and his animosity towards
the California Teachers Association, combined
to make the time right to see whether reading
and math deficiencies in the early grades could
be remedied through class size reduction rather
than through changes in instructional methods.
Further, Governor Wilson was looking for

Science Laboratory Equipment

Mathematics Teacher Training

School Site Grants

College Preparation Grants
College Admissions Test Preparation
Advanced Placement Test Fees

International Baccalaureate Program

Grade Nine Class Size Reduction
School Library Materials
Remedial Summer School
High-Risk First-Time Offenders

Math Instructional Materials Aligned with New Content Standards

After-School Learning & Safe Neighborhoods Partnership Program

Community-Based English Tutoring (Prop 227)

Selected One-time Allocations in 1998-99 (in millions)

$71.5
$250.0
$28.5
$180.0

Selected New Programs Established in 1998-99 (in millions)

$50.0
$5.0
$10.0
$1.5
$1.1
$50.0
$44.5
$158.5
$105.0
$20.0

Table 8. Selected One-time Allocations in 1998-99 and Selected New Programs Established in

1998-99
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assurances that these new monies would not
find their way solely into augmented salaries
for teachers.

One-time monies were abundant in the late
90s, giving rise to large “block grants” with
strings attached. Per ADA block grant funds
were often restricted to purchases of books,
computer equipment, and deferred mainte-
nance. Furthermore, grants to school sites cir-
cumvented the traditional authority of local
school boards to allocate funds among schools
within districts.

One of the most troublesome practices to
emerge during the Wilson administration was
the pork-barreling of one-time funds. While
the Chino USD Drug Awareness Program, the
Soledad USD Library, the Claremont USD

Special Education Facility, and many others
may be worthwhile projects, line-itemizing
them in a wholesale manner in the State
Budget in 1995-96 was a new practice that
raised legislators’ expectations for future years.
"They were not disappointed in 1998-99 when
nineteen additional individual district projects
were funded.

In the last budget (1998-99) produced under
the aegis of Governor Wilson, the state allocat-
ed more than $3 billion of new funds to K-12
education. These funds not only fueled the
growth of the traditional categoricals, but were
also used for substantial one-time categorical
grants and the creation of new programs.

Many of the new programs have a compen-

satory education theme—remedial summer

Students with Disabilities
Special Education
Early Intervention for Success

Specific Sub-populations

Mentally Gifted/GATE

Indian Education Centers

Indian Education Programs

Foster Youth Services

High School Counseling

Single Gender Academies

Community Day Schools

Remedial Instruction Summer School
California/Japan Scholars Scholarships

Transportation
Transportation of Regular Pupils

$2,111.9
$1.9

$55.6
$3.4
$0.47
$4.5
$14.6
$3.8
$20.4
$105.0
$0.05

$521.1

Table 10. California’s Categorical Programs (in millions) 1998-99

Source: PACE Analysis
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Specific Subjects

Special Elementary School Reading Instructional Program
Conservation Education (Environmental Ed.)
Intergenerational Education

Agricultural Education

Specialized Secondary Schools

Local Arts Ed Partnership Grants

International Baccalaureate

California Civil Liberties Public Education
Latino Museum

Community-Based English Tutoring (Prop 227)
Science Lab Equipment (one-time)

Administration

Loans (WCC: 90-91; Coachella: 91-92; Compton 93-94, 97-98, 98-99)
Deferred Maintenance

Year-Round Schools Incentive Program
Administrator Training and Evaluation
Reader Services for Blind Teachers
Teacher Dismissal

School -based Management
Standardized Account Code Structure
County Office Oversight

Pupil Residency Verification
FCMAT—CSIS

FCMAT—Comptton Recovery Plan

Child Development
Child Care

Instructional Materials
Free Textbooks/Instructional Materials
Instr. Mat. for Standards Aligned Core Curriculum (math)

Educational Technology

Educational Technology

Institute of Computer Technology
Digital High School

Single-School Districts—Laptops
Technology Literacy Challenge Grants

$31.8
$0.5
$0.17
$3.9
$4.4
$3.0
$1.1
$1.0
$0.75

$50.0

$71.5

$0.3
$135.0
$71.7
$6.1
$0.29
$0.03
$0.98
$5.5
$3.7
$0.16
$3.0
$0.5

$793.6

$172.1
$250.0

$55.4
$0.49
$136.0
$1.2
$45.2

Table 10 continued. California’s Categorical Programs (in millions) 1998-99
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Compensatory Education—Low-Income Populations/Bilingual

School Improvement Program $394.5
Economic Impact Aid $400.9
Opportunity Classes and Programs $8.1
Healthy Start $49.0
Advancement Via Individual Determination $1.0
College Preparation Grants $5.0
Advanced Placement Exams $1.5
College Admission Tests Program $10.0
Desegregation/Compensatory Programs

Court and Federal Mandates—Desegregation $632.7
Reform

Demonstration Programs in Reading and Math $5.9
Class Size Reduction (high school) $35.4
Class Size Reduction (ninth grade) $44.5
Class Size Reduction (K-3) $1580.9
Staff Development Day Buyout $195.0
Vocational Education

Regional Occupational Centers and Programs (ROC/Ps) $309.4
Peninsula (Partnership) Academies $14.0
Vocational Education Student Organizations $0.66
Food

Child Nutrition $74.5
Staff Development

Bilingual Teacher Corps—Bilingual Teacher Training $1.5
Mentor Teacher Program $80.6
Teaching Improvement Programs (Intersegmental) $1.7
Professional Development Program $19.1
New Teacher Project (Beginning Teacher Support) $67.7
Geography Education $0.11
Math Staff Development $28.5
Individual District/Area Projects

Regional Science Resource Center $1.5

Table 10 continued. California’s Categorical Programs (in millions) 1998-99
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Chino USD Drug Awareness

Angel Gate Academy

Apportionment to Oxnard USD
LAUS—At-Risk Youth

LAUSD—CA Arts Initiative

Huntington Beach High School

Napa Valley ROC/P Computer Equipment
Pasadena USD—Books for Tutoring

Santa Paula USD—Pool Renovation
Montebello USD—School Security Devices

LA County Office of Ed.—Middle School Civics Curr.

Lucia Mar USD—Performing Arts Center

Loa Alamitos USD—High School for the Arts
San Bernardino COE—Afterschool At-Risk Youth
Santa Clara COE—Develop Ed Networks
Imperial COE—Tech Infrastructure Project
Anaheim City USD—Anaheim Archives

Merced COE—Pilot Job Opportunities Program
Bellflower USD—BEellflower Against Gangs
Glendale USD—Facilities Technology

Glendale & Burbank USDs—MTL School to Work
Grossmont HSD—Athletic Facility

Targeted General Aid
School Site Grants (one-time)

State Mandates
State Mandates
Long Beach Mandate Payment

At-Risk Youth

Pupil Dropout Prevention and Recovery
Gang Risk Intervention

High-Risk First-Time Offenders

School Safety

School Law Enforcement Partnership
Conflict Resolution

School Community Policing

Library Protection

$0.6
$0.6
$4.2
$0.6
$0.3
$0.1
$0.35
$0.02
$0.08
$0.05
$0.18
$0.5
$0.7
$0.03
$0.05
$0.35
$0.38
$0.15
$0.05
$1.0
$0.1
$0.2

$180.0

$97.2
$4.1

$18.9
$3.0
$20.0

$26.4
$0.3
$10.0
$0.7

Table 10 continued. California’s Categorical Programs (in millions) 1998-99
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Statewide Pupil Assessment
Pupil Assessment
Golden State Merit Diploma

School Libraries
School Library Materials

Total 1998-99 Categorical Programs

After-School Learning & Safe Neighborhoods Program $50.0

$67.0
$0.6

$158.5

$9,303.0

Table 10 continued. California’s Categorical Programs (in millions) 1998-99

school, after-school learning, preparation for
college admissions tests, high-risk first-time
offenders, advanced placement test fees, and
college preparation grants. The only new pro-
grams directly linked to academic standards
recently promulgated by the state board of edu-
cation are the math instructional materials and
teacher training programs. The upshot of the
frenetic activity around categoricals in the late
90s was that total funding for these programs
increased from $4.7 billion in 1994-95 to $9.3

billion in 1998-99, reaching a record high of 39
percent of SGF allocated to schools.
A complete listing of California’s categorical

programs is shown above for the 1998-99 year.

1999-2000 Governor Gray Davis and The
New Millennium

Immediately upon his election in 1998,
Governor Gray Davis called a special session of
the Legislature to address education issues.
What came out of that session was a set of

Teacher Peer Review (plus $83 million: Mentor Teacher Program)
Performance Incentives for Teachers at Low-Performing Schools
Immediate Intervention / Under Performing Schools Program
Governor’s School Performance Awards

Elementary School Intensive Reading

Per-Pupil Block Grants for Instructional Materials

$42
$50
$96
$96
$75
$134

Table 11. Major New Categorical Programs in 1999-2000 (in millions)
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strict accountability policies, coupled with
incentive structures for school improvement.
New accountability measures have been linked
to the STAR achievement tests, which are
gradually being transformed from a nationwide
standardized exam to one that reflects the acad-
emic content standards that have been adopted
by the California State Board of Education.

The major new categorical programs con-
tained in the 1999-2000 budget are shown in
Table 11.

According to the Department of Finance,
with the $134 million for textbooks in addition
to other instructional materials funding in the
1999-2000 budget, all schools will have suffi-
cient funds to purchase for each pupil three
textbooks that are aligned with the new state
standards.

Summary: Not counting the individual dis-
trict projects, a complete listing shows more
than 150 categorical programs in operation in
the public schools during the past forty years."”
We should note that each year there are scores
of categorical program proposals that do not
become law, and over the past twenty years
hundreds, if not thousands, of new programs
have been stopped in the appropriations com-
mittees of both houses.

A retrospective on the patterns of categori-
cal funding indicate a progression from one set
of emphasis to the next over the years. Initially,
beginning in the 1960s, categorical funding was
targeted for the educationally disadvantaged
through compensatory programming. By the
late-1970s and early-1980s, programs were
increasingly being developed to expand into the
regular education program to provide addition-

al capacity to schools. Ten years later, the
emphasis changed to be more targeted to pro-
fessional development, linked in part to the
emerging California content frameworks. The
proliferation of supplemental grants came next.
And finally, the late-1990s introduced class size
reduction as the largest program outside of spe-
cial education. In recent years, additional cate-
gorical emphasis has been placed in violence
prevention and technology, but the funding is
less substantial than the other areas of emphasis
that have been noted.

Over thirty years, the shift of control over
the financing of schools from local districts to
the state legislature has resulted in a new sense
of responsibility in Sacramento for the perfor-
mance of the public schools; this certainly
seems to represent the spirit of today as no
plausible category of programs is untouched by
the categorical funding stream. More than sim-
ply the number of programs, the sum total of
categorical funding is not systematically linked
to the state’s education reform agenda in any
coherent fashion.

Oddly enough, in a policy environment
where accountability for outcomes is of greatest
concern, the financing system is left out of the
rationale. By establishing categorical programs,
the state sets up default mandates for the ways
in which spending should occur and schools
should be organized. But if these very mecha-
nisms that the state has mandated fail, can
blame really be placed in the schools? The
irony is that categorical funding, and all that it
supports, is ultimately exempt from the rigor of
the school and student accountability system
that the state has implemented in recent years.
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Next Steps: Exercising Caution in
School Finance Reform

This chapter has provided a line of argumenta-
tion that there is not a clear connection
between the state’s educational objectives and
the funding system that has evolved. As has
been suggested by many analysts over the past
several years, the time to restructure education
finance has arrived. The solutions involve con-
siderations of equity, adequacy, and governance,
each of which bring substantial complexity to

the reform conversation.

Equity Concerns

Categorical programming, once intended to
add compensatory services for the few to
increase opportunity, now adds substantial ser-
vices of many kinds for most students. The
implications of this change need to be well
understood not only from the perspective of
fiscal equity, but also inequities that avail them-
selves by highly varied educational opportuni-
ties across schools in California.

A recent report of the U.S. General
Accounting Office explains that when state and
local revenues are summed and adjusted for the
cost of education and student need, California
is reported to have substantial intrastate fiscal
disparities.” At the same time, analysts are
increasingly able to demonstrate substantial
inequities across the state, both within and
across school districts: teacher quality, course
offerings, physical conditions, among others.
California, once seen as leading the nation in
the extent to which equity drove the education
system, now is seen as just about average.” And
while the revenue limit carries a burden of

equalizing the system, it has increasingly less

leverage with the substantial growth in categor-
ical funding. Raising this point is fundamental
because conversations about the rationality of
the school finance system must embrace, at the
same time, overarching concerns about equity,
and at the same time, educational objectives of
the system.

For example, we are at the same time bound
by explicit considerations of equity (through
the Serrano decisions), and pressures to provide
additional support through categorical funding
to districts, where needs are demonstrated and
opportunities avail themselves. While on its
face, a rational set of objectives, and completely
consistent with the intent of the court, we sug-
gest that the Serrano equity principle is harder
to apply in policy discussions as categorical
support grows. In part the difficulty is measur-
ing the extent to which revenue limits and cate-
gorical funds reach their intended goals togeth-
er, and making a set of leaps in judgement that
the ultimate allocations reflect equitable distri-
butions in an educational sense.

It should not be surprising that this difficulty
is upon us. Of course the equity rationale of the
original Serrano decisions is about fiscal
equity—the distribution of revenues being inde-
pendent of property wealth. We would argue
that the distribution of categorical aid also ought
to be about equity, but equity that is driven by
educational need, with specific goals of effective-
ness as a leading principle. Of course the central
point is that the two conceptions of equity are
difficult to blend, and the current financing sys-
tem reflects this difficulty in spades.

We argue that the policy constraints in
California since the 1970s set an odd prece-
dent-here and across the country. It became

“policy lore” that if a state increased equaliza-
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tion of funding following court-ordered reform,
as did California, then the likely event to come
would be a substantial reduction in funding for
K-12 education. Several points are inaccurate.
First, even while California’s relative funding
level declined compared to the national average
post-Serrano, and the decline was substantial,
real funding continued to improve year-over-
year for much of the past thirty years. Second,
while the relative decline that California experi-
enced is indisputable, the events in California
are not those that other states have experienced
when substantial school finance litigation cat-
alyzed the school finance system to improve
equity. The main point is that history has
demonstrated that greater equalization of
spending in a state is not incompatible with
higher levels of state spending for K-12 educa-
tion.”” Of course, California’s idiosyncratic
school finance history is different from other
states, as is the extent to which economic
declines in past years impeded state general
fund growth. Perhaps more than anything, the
policy constraints that California faces, taken
together, are unlike other states to be sure.

The emphasis on the equity of funding as
seen in state policy discussions through only
the revenue limit structure, over many years,
has contributed to a displacement of discus-
sions about larger questions of equity in
California. Without ongoing careful analysis of
the relative needs of students, schools, and dis-
tricts, the increase in categorical funding struc-
tures, and the increase in categorical support as
a percent of education funds, run the risk of

violating principles of educational equity.

Educational Adequacy

The state—increasingly standards driven, with
assessments in place—is in an unusual position
to realign funding systems with educational pri-
orities that are outcome based. The central
point is to align long-term educational priori-
ties with funding designs. If there is an
approach consistent with this alignment that
has caught the attention of state policymakers
nationwide in recent years, it is that of “educa-
tional adequacy.” We take some time here to
review the arguments in favor and against this
approach, and consider how “adequacy” discus-
sions might play out in California in the com-
ing years.” Standards-based reform strategies
put adequacy, with respect to school finance, in
the center of the discussion. Resolving this dis-
cussion will require a complete restructuring of
the existing school finance polices, structures
and programs.

Concepts of “educational adequacy” have
existed for decades and have always played a
role in not only understanding school finance
policy, but also indirectly in litigating school
finance policy. In part because early school
finance cases that came before State Supreme
Courts argued that violations of equal protec-
tion were at issue, equity principles took center
stage in the deliberation and decisions.
Increasingly over the past 10 years, and begin-
ning in Kentucky in 1989, school finance litiga-
tion has become tied to conceptions of an “ade-
quate” education, consistent with state constitu-
tional guarantees. Adequacy clauses, in some
form, guarantee students an adequate level of

educational opportunity that is consistent with a
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1998-present

ing capital costs of school construction.

Adequacy-based lawsuits pending

Dates Description States Involved

1970 - 1980 Court decisions gave attention to the ade- New Jersey, Washington,
quacy and wealth neutrality of school West Virginia
finance systems.

1989 Entire state education program found to be Kentucky
unconstitutional

1989-1998 Courts ruled that their state constitutions’ Alabama, Massachusetts,
education clauses guarantee students an New Hampshire, New
adequate level of educational opportunities Jersey, New York, North
that should allow them to achieve certain Carolina, Ohio, Tennessee,
desired educational outcomes. Wyoming

1994 Adequacy case won by claimants concern- Arizona

Louisiana, Minnesota,

Pennsylvania, South Carolina

Table 13. Adequacy Related Litigation by State®

specified set of desirable educational outcomes.
Courts have written considerably in their deci-
sions about what these desirable outcomes
ought to be, which in and of itself has made the
translation from judicial to legislative intent
quite difficult. The table below shows the list of
states that have been involved in educational
adequacy litigation over the past decade.

"The policy design challenge is to identify,
and articulate, those components of educational
activities that constitute an “adequate” educa-
tion. In general, the specification by State
Supreme Courts on this point has been about
educational outputs, leaving it to the legislature
to determine what inputs yield an adequate
education. There are a number of court cases
that have been argued on adequacy grounds,

and an increasing number of legislative reme-

dies that have used the courts’ language as a
catalyst for the policy change.

Whether driven by a response to litigation
or policy initiative, the goal is to understand
the relationship between how much we spend
and a specific set of outcomes that constitute an
“adequate” education. Understanding this rela-
tionship has been a focus of researchers’ work
for more than thirty years and continues to be
difficult to articulate with specificity; as we all
know, the relationship between what education
dollars buy and what students learn is compli-
cated by many factors including schools, fami-
lies, communities, poverty, and their interac-
tion. The central point is that discussions of
“adequacy” demand an explicit conversation
about setting a level-the level at which educa-

tional inputs “yield” a set of outcomes that are
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acceptable by some standard. But the con-
founding factors of determining students’ par-
ticular needs and their relationship to these
specified outcomes makes the explicit conversa-
tion extremely difficult.

Challenges aside, most states, are now grap-
pling more explicitly than ever with the construct
of adequacy—even without any catalyst in the
form of school finance litigation. In California, as
well as the majority of states which have
embraced standards-based reform, the articula-
tion of what students need to know is now being
faced head on by the question of ‘how much does
that cost.” As each state refines its capability to
measure progress against state standards, the
stakes of answering the question increase.

Examples of Educational Adequacy from Four
States

Examples from four states illustrate the variation
with which states have used a model of educa-
tional adequacy in the formation of school
finance policy. It will be a matter of time before
experts can assess whether these new concep-
tions have served public policy well, and whether
the analytic framework has sufficient integrity to
withstand time and political debate. The states
that have adopted some conception of educa-
tional adequacy in their policy discussions are
working to understand the practical implications
of the approach. In each state, clearly, the funda-
mental questions of what constitutes “adequate”
remain extremely difficult. This is not to say that
agreement has not been reached, nor that it can
be reached, by educators and policymakers who
have invested in this approach.

CruciaL Issues 1N CaLiForRNIA EDpUucAaTION

Kentucky

In 1989 the Kentucky Supreme Court declared
the state’s entire system of public schools to be
unconstitutional on the grounds that the sys-
tem failed to afford all students equal access to
adequate educational opportunities. Following
the ruling, the Kentucky Legislature immedi-
ately created what has been recognized as the
most comprehensive experiment in educational
reform—the Kentucky Education Reform Act
of 1990, known as KERA. The vast changes
embodied within KERA completely overhauled
the state’s education system—Ilinking educa-
tional programs with school finance formulas,
shifting to an outcome-based education struc-
ture based on state education standards and
coupled to a performance-based accountability
and assessment system, increasing local level
discretion in school governance and financial
decisions, requiring pre-school for all at-risk
youth, and establishing a new foundation pro-
gram which increased the minimum basic state
aid for schools.

In the years following the court’s ruling,
schools have scrambled to meet the demands of
implementing KERA. Schools welcomed an
increase in general purpose funding, but were
challenged with implementing school site
councils, adopting new curriculum standards
and assessments, and adjusting to an account-
ability system with rewards and sanctions.
However, the experiences of Kentucky schools
serve as valuable examples of the challenges
met during the adoption and coordination of a
systemic school reform founded on conceptions

of educational adequacy.

2000



School Finance in California: Does History Provide a Sufficient Policy Standard?

Wyoming
In 1995 the Wyoming Supreme Court ordered
the legislature to design an educational system
that would provide all students with a “proper
education.” The legislature responded to the
ruling by defining a basket of education goods
and services, consisting of a list of core courses
and expected educational outcomes. After
deliberation and agreement upon which com-
ponents were to be included in the basket, the
legislature, with the help of education consul-
tants and a panel of Wyoming education
experts, estimated the educational expenses that
would constitute a “proper education”, and cre-
ated a cost-based block grant funding model.
The new funding formula was designed around
two factors: 1) A measure of students average
daily membership; and 2) A model of average
funding levels for three prototypical school
models—elementary, middle, and high schools.
"The prototypical school models were
designed around 25 principal cost components
which account for specific instructional and
operating costs deemed necessary to insure a
“proper education.” The components were
divided into the following five categories: 1)
Personnel; 2) Supplies, materials, and equip-
ment; 3) Special services; 4) Special student
characteristics; and 5) Special school, district,
and regional conditions.”* Specific to each
school model, the components were “costed-
out” and a market cost was assigned to each.
Revenue is distributed to districts according to
the type of school models and the organization-

al characteristics of schools within each district.

Ohio
Ohio began the implementation of an educa-
tional adequacy model in 1995 in response to

school finance litigation. The model has been
developed by the Ohio Department of
Education with substantial consultation from
education finance consultants. The conception
of adequacy in Ohio begins with an affirmation
that some number of schools in the state are
performing “adequately,” within the resources
they have available to them. Notably, the Ohio
legislature approved a new funding plan that
was designed around the principle of “adequa-
cy,” but voters refused to approve the tax
increase that was needed.

The model, in its most recent form, uses the
average per-pupil spending level in Ohio dis-
tricts where the spending level was correlated
with acceptable educational outcomes. The
outcome measure is a set of criterion-refer-
enced results from state assessments—the per-
centage of students passing minimum compe-
tency levels in particular areas of the curricu-
lum. The model identified 102 out of 607 Ohio
school districts whose students met 17 of 18
criteria. The districts were carefully chosen so
as not to be outliers in their proportion of high
and low property wealth, or spending level.
Attendance rates of 93 percent or higher, and
dropout rates of 3 percent or lower were also
required to keep school districts in the sample.
Using school districts that met all of the crite-
ria, analysts constructed a weighted mean per-
pupil revenue from district expenditure pat-
terns. This resulted in a per-pupil amount and
became the definition of “adequacy” before
adjustments for costs that were beyond the

control of the district.”
Oregon

The state of Oregon has developed an educa-
tional adequacy model that ties financing to

PACE 4

73



74

students making educational achievements that
are competency based. The Oregon Quality
Education Model is based on the premise that
the school should be the unit of analysis,
although state funding is still to be distributed
on a per-pupil basis from the state. The history
of the design can be tied to interest by
Oregon’s top policymakers to understand the
best return on investment, and the implications
for rationing public funding for education, as in
health care. The implementation required the
development of a sophisticated cost-based data
collection and accounting system, implemented
systematically across the state.”® The model is
described as a work in progress, but will likely
be used during budgeting discussions in the
upcoming legislative session. Further, the
model is not intended to be an allocation or
distributional model, but rather a tool to allow
policymakers to understand and deliberate the
total education budget.

The model assigns detailed cost estimates to
the primary elements that make up the instruc-
tional program of a school: teaching staff,
administrative support, and supplies. The
instructional program is determined to be of a
sufficient quality when it contains all of the
components that have been deemed necessary
through extensive consultation within the state:
specific academic content, performance stan-
dards, specific developmental goals, class size
constraints, professional development opportu-
nities, the duration of instruction, and opera-
tional support. The costs of “prototype”
schools have been developed within these con-
straints, and then adjusted for socioeconomic
factors, location, age of building, and other fac-
tors that establish the schools’ context. To the
ex