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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

A national desire to ensure that all children learn and achieve to high standards now

- poses ﬁmdamental challenges to almost every facet of business as usual in American education.

Policy makers and educators are searching for better ways to provide today’s schoolchildren with

the knowledge and skills they will need to function effectively as citizens and workers in a future ,

society that promses to be mcreasmgly complex and globaﬂy mterconnected. A key component
of this quwt involves school ﬁnapce and dcclslons about how the 3300 bxlhon the United States

- spends annually on public elementary and secondary edpcauon can most cﬁ'ccuvcly be raised |

‘ andused

A new emphasis on raxsmg achxevement for all students poses an 1mportant but dammng

challenge for policy makers: how to harncss the education finance system to this objectxvc. This

challenge is important because it aims to link finance directly to the purposes of education. It is

daunting because making money matter in this way means that school ﬁnancc decisions must -
becomé intettwined with an unprecedéntcd ambition for the nation’s schoois: never before has
the nation set for itself the goal of educating all children to high standards. o
Thxsreportarguﬁthatmoney can and must be made to matter more thanmthepast if the -
nation is to reach its ambitious goal of improving achievement for all students. There are,
however, no easy‘ soluﬁ?ns to this challenge, because values are in conflict, conditions vary |

widely from place to place, ; and knowledge about the link between rcsmirccs and leaming is

mcompletc Moreovcr, without societal attention to wider mequalmes in social and economic -

opponumtm itis unreahsuc to expect that schools alone, no matter how nuch money they

o
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_receive or how well they use it, will be able to overcome serious disadvantages that affect the

 capacity of many children to gain full benefit from what edtic;ation has to offer.

Taking full account of conﬂictmg values, wxde variauon in educatnonal
contexts, and strengths and lmntatxons of enstmg knowledge, the Committee
on Education Finance concludes that money can and should be used more
mecﬁvely than it tradmonally has been to make a dtﬂ'erence in U.S. schools.
To promote the achievement of a fair and producuve educational system,

_ finance decisions should be explicitly aligned with broad edncauonal goals.

In the past. ﬁnance policy focused pnmanly on avazla}nhty of revenues or d1$pant1es in -
spcndmg, and decisions were made mdependently of efforts to mprove the educational systcm s
Pcrformance. Although school finance policy must not ignore the qongnumg facts of revenue -
needs and spending disparities, it also should be ; key wﬁponept of education strategies k‘

designed to foste; high levels of learning for all studcnts‘; and to @um the nexus between student

- achievement and family background.‘

To “,‘h end, the emerging concept of funding adequacy, which moves beyond
the more traditional concepts of finance equity to focus attention on the

Sufficien o . : ,
¥ of funding for desired educational outcomes, is an important step.

P of adequacy is usefig because it shifts the focus of finance pohcy fromn

revE— s o
weading ang educationa] outcomcs and forces mscussxon of how much money
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s needed to achieve what ends. It also could drive the education system to become more,

produétive by fbcusing attention on the relationship between resources and outcomies.

, | Applying an adequacy standard to school finance IS at present an ar't“,“not a
science. Misuse of thé concei:t can be minimized if adequacy-based policie;
are implexhented with appropriate recognition of the need for policy
| judgments and pf the incomplete knowledge afmut the costs of an adequat‘lew- |

education.

-

* Efforts to define and measure adequate funding are in their infancy. A number of

technical challenges remain, including the determination of how much more it costs to educate

ciildren from disadvantaged backgrounds than those from more privileged circumstances.

Beyond these, some fundamental questions about educational adequacy (such as how broad and

hois_; high the standards should be) are ultimately value judgments and are not strictly technical or

meéhadcal issues. A key danger is that political pressures may resﬂt in specifying adequacy at -
so low & level as to trivialize the concept as a meaningful criterion in sctﬁng. finance policy, or at
so high a level that it encourages unnecessary spending. Another'is that policy makers will fail

to account for the higher costs of educating disadvantaged students.

Making money matter xhore requires more than adequnte funding. It also

. requires additional finance strategies, such as in§esgg’ g in the cap mru.e

education system, altering incentives to ensure that pey{g_mz{nce,cnunts,gd ‘

e
R ]
. !
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empowering schools or pafents or both to make decisions about the uses of

public funds. ..

For money to mattcr more, it must be usod in ways that ensure that schools wiil have the
X capacxty to teach all students to high standards as well as the incentive to do so. Policy optlons
mvolvc choices among individual finance stra!egles and combinations of strategies; pohcy

" decisions will dcp;hd partially on phildsophical outlook but can also be informed by careful

attention to evidence from research and practice. Attention to context is important as well, as
- educational and political conditions diverge wideiy from place to place and individual policy

~ options will often vary in effectiveness depending on local circumstances.

Educational challenges facing districts and schools serving concentrations of
disadvantaged students are particularly intense, and social science research -
pfovides few definitive inswers about how to improve educational outcomes

&

for these youngsters.

While j:ockets of poverty and disad&antage can be found in all typ&s of Eommuniﬁ&s, thé |
perceived crisis in urban education is wpeciaily worrisome; Ongoing reform efforts should be
encouraged and evaluated for effectiveness. At the same time, systematic inquiry is needed into

| drangc of more cdmprchcnsive and aggressive tcfm m urban schools. Piecemeal reform |
efforts in the past have nét generated clear vgains in achievement, and generatioﬁs of at-risk

schoolchildren have remained pooﬂy served by public Qducﬁﬁom Because the benefits of |

systematic inquiry will extend beyond any one district or state, the federat government should
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bear primary responsibility for initiating and evaluating bold strategies for improving education

for at-risk students.

| } jlmpmﬁné the American system of education ﬁ;mnce is coﬁiplicatedb;by
~Y'd§eply rooted diﬁ'exjénees fn valies about education, the rol'e»éf pal?exiﬁ in
3 : gniding the develof»ment of their children, and the role of individuais and
goverhments.ili ] deﬁxocratic society. In addition, there are seripus
shorfcomings in lmowletige about exactly how to improve leaming for all
students. Educaﬁol} policy cannot ignore these facts. Insiead, the challenges E
" are to balance diffe_ring’valu'es in a‘thoughtful and informed manner ﬁnd
- continuously to pﬁfsué bold, systematic, and rigoroxis ini;?:iry to improve |
‘ understanding about how to ﬁake money matter more in achieving

" educational goals.

The committee is convinced that these challenges can be met and that the nation can

improve the way it raises and spends money so that finance decisions contribute more directly to’

) makmg American education fair and effective.

THE COMMITTEE'S CHARGE AND APPROACH

The Commi'ttee on Education Finance was eétablished’under a congressional mandate to

the U.S. Department of Education to contract with the Nanonal Academy of Sciences for a study

of school finance. In ﬂcshmg out thc brief mandate assigned from Congress the department o,

chzrged the committee to evaluate the theory and practice of ﬁnancmg clcmcnta:y and secondary

[ 4
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‘education by federal, state, and local governments in the United States. The key question posed

o to the committee was: How can education finance systems be designed to ensure that all

'f, students achieve high levels of learning and that education funds hre raised and used in the
" most eﬂicient and eﬂecﬂve manner possible" In carrying out 1ts study,-the commxttee was

| | further charged 1o gwc particular attention to issues of cducanonal cqmty, adeqnacy, and

' 'pmducnvxty

‘ﬂae committee translated these key quesnons into three goals for educanon finance

. systems. This t;anslanon provided objectives against winch to eyaluate the performance of

" existing arrangements and the likely effects of proposed changes:

Goal 1: éducaﬁon finance systems shbm& facilitate a substantially higher level of
aéixicvément for all students while using resources ina oost-efﬁcient manner.

Goal 2: education ﬁnancc systems should facxhtate efforts to brcak the nexus between
éstudent backgmund charactensncs and student achxevcmcm | o
Goal 3: education finance systems shpuld generate revenue in a fair and eﬂicien! .

.

manner.

‘ Finance policy and practice, espécially now that they are being linked to the nation’s
highest ambitions for schools, touch on virtually all facets of education. Inevitably, therefore,

finance is controversial; education policy is one of the most contentious items on the public

' policy agenda because it is deeply enmeshed in competing pahlic values. Widespread support

for equality of educational opportunity masks disagreement over the extent to which high levels

of fiscal equality among students or between school districts is required and over the extent to
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which it is appropriate for parents to spend some of their resources to benefit their own children
in prefcrence to others. The division of powersin U.S, government and a u'admonal 'emphasis

on local control make changcs in the dispersion of rcSponsxthcs for razsmg and spendmg

: educat:on dolla:s dlﬂicuit and slow Americans’ decp belief in the value of cfﬁmency becomes

comphcated to act on when it encounters limited knowledge about what efficient solutions &re in

v‘.s-

educauon, disagreements about what the ends of educanon should be, and bchef that thc

. educanonal system should be democraucally governed and responsive to a vanety of Iocal, state,

and national needs and views. Iti is thus hard for schools to be bcth democrauc institutions and to
have the focused and durab]c goals that are vzewed by some as ncccssaxy for an efficient system.
- Education policy in general and finance pohcy more spemﬁcally raxsc difficult questions

that requma both moral wxsdom and empmcal tescarch Experts such as the members of the

Committee on Educanon Fmancc, can contribute to pohcy makmg by examm:ng evidence and

by rationatly and objectively cla!ifying the values and objectives at stake. They cannot resolve

H

- all disagreements, but they can render some views more réasonablc and others less so. : .

The committee’s inquiry into education finance takes place agaixist the backdrop of a

highly decentralized and diverse system of U.S. education that makes description and

-+ generalization difficult. The existing finance system is broadly characterized by delegation of

significant responsibility for education to the local level, by an average division of funding -
responsibilities roughly even between state and local governments (with the federal government
provzdmg only about 7 pcrcent of educauon revcnues available to schools), and by great

vanatlon from place to place in the funds available for education and thc level of govcmmcnt :

~ that provides them. Education is not mentioned i in the federal Constitution and therefore has

ES-7
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. been viewed as & power res&vcd to the states, mosi of whose constitutiqqs specify the provision
, ‘i"ofeducatlon as akey state obhgatlon. B ‘
| Another backdrop for the commmec s deliberations is its asscssmcnt of thé current

) condxtmn .of education as it relates to the three goals. Regarding goal I—-promotmg high
: achievement for all studems'-fandv goal 2—reducing the nexus between studen_t ichicvement and -
. family background--the committee concluded that altho'ﬁ‘gh schools are not faﬂmg as badly as
* some people charge, thc'y are not sufficienitly challenging all stud:nfs to achieve high levels of
leanﬁng and are poorly servmg maﬁy of the nation’s most disadvantaged chxldren. The
continuing Eorrclation between measures of student achievement and student background
chatactmstlcs, such as cthmc status and bousehold income, looms ever more serious as giobal
M , economxc changes have mcrcasmgly tied the economic wellabemg ef individuals to their
educational attainment and achievement. Parucularly unublesgmf; is the perceived crisis in ..
education in mépy lﬁé—citjr school systems. a condition that has cdnceméd poﬁcy makers since
 the 1960s but has been too often stubbornly tesistént to improvement.

| Regarding goal 3»raising revenue fairly and efﬁcienﬂ;nthe United States i unique in its

héavy reliance on revenue raising by local schoo! districts, the extensive use of the local property
tax, ma'mc small federal role. Despite significant amounts of state financial assistance to local
school districts, spending levels vary greatly smong districts within states and also across states,
a situation that many people beiicﬁ: is unfair. Moreover, the local propcrty tax is not always
administered equitably and may gcne;ratc a greater burden on taxpayers with low ipcome than on
tﬁose with hlgh income. Efforts to increase faimess, howcvcr, must be balanced by scnsitivity to

| possible effects on the efficiency with which funds are raised.

ES-8
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FAIBNESS AND PRODUCTIVITY IN SCHOOL FINANCE .

Fa:mess in thc dmmbunon of educanon dollars has long been an objectlve of school
finance refozmers, but one that has frequently been thwarted by the political r¢alms of an
educatzon system that allocates much of the responsibility for funding and operating schools_ to
local éo#emmen& Concemn about how funding policies @d pracﬁc;s affect the pcxfbtmaxiﬁe of
schools 1s a more recent dcvelopment, but one that is becoming ever more central to school
finance declsxon making. |

In the aftermath of Brown v. Board af Ea'ucatzan, 347 U S. 483 (1954), the Umted States
awokc from its historical mdiﬁ'erencc to the problem of unequal educatmnal oppormnmes and
began to address them. Bcginning about 1970, the nation entered a notably vigorous period of
school finance réform aimed at making the distribution of education dollars more fair. ngams

ina number of states succeeded in having state finance systems overturned in court on. tile

grounds that they violated state constxmnonal equal protecnon pxovxsmns or education clauses

In the wake of these court decxsxons virtually all states, whether under coun order or not,
substantially changed their finance systems. State and federal govcmmcnts alsocreateda
number of categorical pragmnsd:recung resources to students with spebial education needs and
to some extent compmsanng for funding inequities at the local level. |
Despne these changes, U S. education continues to be charactenzed by large dxspanha
in educational spending. Wlnle within-state fundmg disparities decreased in some stat&s
&specxally those sub;ect to court-mandated reform, large dxspannes permst Moreover, d1spannes
contmue to mirror the economic circumstances of dxsmct re51dents districts with lowcr-mcomc |
residents spend less than districts whose residents have higher incomes. In some distn'cts, this

pattern is repeated in school-to-school spending differences. Nationwide, over half of the

4
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dxmanty in dxstnct per«pupll spendmg is the result of dtﬁ‘erences in spendmg between states |

. ratherthanwztbmstates

. Parhcularly in the last decade, the concept of feumess as it apphes to school finance has
eeken on a2 new emphasxs, spawnmg another round of liti ganon and reform The pursmt of
fmmess has moved beyond a focus on .the relative dlstn"buuon of educanonal mputs to embrace
the idea of educational adequacy as the standard to w]nch school ﬁnance systems should be held.
. Despxte the success of adequacy arguments m several promment school ﬁnanee court
decmons, there isas yet zo consensus on its meaning and only hmxted undetstandmg about what
would be reqmred to achieve 1t. Wn and major oonccptuai and
techmcal challenges remain to be overcome if school finance is to be held to an adequ.acy

standard Earher concepts of equity posed smnlar challenges in thclr infancy, although over ume

. ‘_ much progress was made in deﬁmng and measunng them. Similar progress may be exP“tcd

1

t

here In the meanume, awareness of the shortcommgs in current understandmg of adequacy is
nnportant for all who would use the concept in either pohoy makmg or m reseatch
- In part, efforts to use finance pohmes to aclneve educauonal adequacy depend centrally

L on mderstandmg how to translate dollars mto student achxevement. In fact, hov& ever, knowlodge

d about i mmproving pmducnvxty in education is weak and contested. ’I‘he oonceptmelﬁs eluszve

g ‘and dxﬁicu!t to meusure “There is as yet no generally accepted theory to guxde ﬁnance reforms

! Instead muluple theories, each of wlnch is mcomplete, compete for attenhon. Empirical studxes

oo

sechng to determne the best ways to du'ect resources to 1mprove school performance have :

produced mcomlstent ﬁndmgs | |
Egualzty of. Educanonal Opportumzy the famous study of the mid-1960s known as the
Coleman Report, fmmd that, aﬁm‘ family backgrouad factors were stanstxcally controlled, school

. ES-10
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| Tesource variaﬁoﬁ did not explain differences invstudent‘ achievement. The Coleman report

ushered in decades of productivity research attempting to understand (and perhaps discredit) that
counterintuitive result. For many years, the inability of researchers to speak éon’s:‘stcn{ly on how

to improve schools has frustrated scientists and policy makers alike. While there is still a great

deal of ’mecrtainty about how to make schools better or how to deploy resources effectively, the -

committee’s review of the last scveral decades of research and policy development on

educational productivity makes us more optimistic than our predecessors regarding thé prospccts'
for making informed school firiance choices. Thirty years’ wbrth of insights have generated 2
host of idcés about how touse school Mw to improve school ﬁerfomignce; and rgsearchers
have learned to ask better qumﬁons and to use iﬁaproveci research desxgns that yield moré '

tmst&onhy findings. 'Knowiedge is g:owipg and will continue to grow. One major implication -

b

of this fact for school finance is that good policy will reflect both the best knowledge available to

date and the need to continue experimenting and evolving as new knowledge cmcrges.
" Even while lmderstandmg is becoming more soph:sucatcd, knowledge about how to
1mprove educanonal producnwty wxll always be conhngent and tcntanve, in pan because the

chaxactenst:cs and needs of key actozs—-the students-dxﬁ'cr greatly from: place to place.

Therefore solutions to the challenge of improving school pcrfoxmance are unhkely ever to apply'

to all schools and students in all times and placw Policy makers and the public will have to

: consxdcr evidence and analysis about the strengths and weaknesscs of su'ategws for change as

, they also weigh dlffctmg values about what Americans want their schools to be and to do.

STRATEGIES FOR MEETING THE GOALS

ES-11
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Four generic strategies can be used to make money mattet more for U.S. schools and to

propel the education system in desirable directions: g i e

. Reducéiﬁmding ineqtﬁﬁcs and inad.equacics; :

o Invest more resources (either new or reallocated from other use;) in developing

capacity; | | -
: e Alter incentives to make pafo@mu count (within the exzstmg governance

eactrey s | R

¢ Empower schools and parents {o"make*decisions' about the use of public funds :

(thereby altering governance and management relationships).

Reducing funding inequities and inadequacies includes options such as reducing. |

© disparities in funding across schools, districts, or states; ensuring that all schools or districts have

L g

Mcient to provide an adequate level of education to the students they serve; and

raising revenue more fairly without ncglectmg efficiency. Investmg more resources in

developing capacity refers not only to the capacity of the formal educanon system to provide :

services but also to the capacity of studcnts to lcarn. chce, it includes investments in inputs,
e e

such as teacher quality and technology, and in programs, such as p_r;c;_sg__&for disadvantaged

| ~ students. Altering incentives embraces changes in incentives designed to operate primarily

within the existing system of school | governance and includes policies such as rem&ming
teacher salaries, use of school-based inccntive programs, and changes to the incentives built into
financing formulas for students with special needs. Empowering schools and parents refers to

policies that would decentralize significant ainhority over the use of public funds, to schools in

ES-12
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' the form of site-based managcment or charter schools, and to parenté-in the f‘orm of sxgmﬁcant ‘

| additional parent#l choice over which schools (public and perhaps private as wguj their children *: i

il atend. - | e " ‘
I eality, policy makers do not and should not cpnéidc: strategies in isolation. Finance

i policies ;uglgx to reflect the intcnelatcd:’;css of the vAarioust facets of ’th’c ﬁnar;cc system and ﬁe " )

- o possiiailiiy that complementary changes may be reqmred for reform to be successful. Indeed, |

some visions of overaﬂ education reform exﬁﬁciﬁy call for ; set of intertwined ﬁnance stratcgiés.

Our declslon to examine the strateg:es ‘separately is useful for analyncal puzposcs but it also

. ‘reﬂects the xmportant fact that strategies can be combined in dxfferent ways. It is important to

' cmphasmc. howcvcr, fhat not all strategies are compatible. For example, a ccnn’ally (e, state or |

school district) managed program of investment in capacity would not fit naturally with a .

ey

L p'c"'ax:‘ that empowcrs parents and schools to make decisions about'the kmd of capac1ty in
whchtheywxshtom\f&st L . - .

:‘For each of the three g;)als for an c_dhcétion finance system, we evéluatc; a variety of

policyv’opﬁons employing these strategies ;nd weigh the evidence on how effective t..hey'are

likely to be in helping meet the objectives.

Achieving goal 1: Promoting high achievement for all students in a cost-efficient
Wﬂy. . |

f o Adequate funding (sufficient funding for efficiently operating schools to gencratehigh ‘

| F

-—-.....

) d\, ~ achievement lcvels) is clearly essential for meeting goal 1. Altbough we do not know
k )\}ow to identify, this level with precision, it is important to try. But providing adequatc

S\ - funding by 1tselfmay do httle to foster sxgmﬁcant xmprovements in overall student

P LT T T
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achi&cment. Thus, while ﬁ.mdmg adequacy may be a necessary part _6f any 6ducation

reform effort--and is likely to be especially crucial for districts or schools serving

‘ dxspmpomonatc numbers of disadvantaged students—it is at most part of an overall

program for increasing student achicvcmént in a cost-cfficient way. |
Teaching all students to high standards makes unprecedented demands on teachers and -

requires changes in traditional approaches to teacher training and retraining. -In addition

" to nonfinance policies for investing in the capacity of teachers (e.g., reforming teacher

preparatzon and licensing), W include raising teaw and

investing in the professional development of teachers once they are on the job. Given

- schools’ need to hire 2 million new teachers over the coming decade, raising salaries—

especially for new hires--may be needed to ensure sufficient niumbers of qualified people

in classrooms. Professional development that is aligned with curriculum reform and -

4 teaching objectives offers the promise of changing teaching practice in wéys likely to

improve student performance. But neither approach is liké:ly to be effective in achieving

. goal 1 unkss it is aligned with appropriate incentives throughout the education system to
make performance count. |

' '~A1tcxing‘incénﬁves feéponds to the fact thét the schobl finance system historically has

operated almost in isolation from educational performance, in that educational goals and
desired outcomes have seldom been reflected in pay for teachers and budgets for schools.
T(adiﬁonai teacher salary schedules provide higher pay for experience and postgraduate

degrees, neither of which appears to be syste:haﬁcally linked with student achievement.

ES-14 -
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' cﬂ'ccuvc in the classroom but remains to be tested. School-based accountability and

mcenuve systcms are mcreasmgly popular and seem to contribute to desired student
outcomes. To be fully cﬁecuvc, however, thcy reqmrc adoquatc ﬁmdmg for schools and

attennon to capacity bmldmg

Empowering schools or parents to make decisions about public funds (via enhanced site-

based marlagement, ch:ancr's;hools or contract Schools, or vouchers, for example) has

, becn,}ustxﬁed asa stratcgy for improving sﬁxde;:t achievementina cost-eﬁcient way
based on a variety of different arguments: some contcnd that local oontrol will cnhance

innovation at the school level; some beheve that schools with a strong sense of

community pcrfom better; and some believe that the mtmductlon of compeﬁtxon and the

possibility of losing studcms (and their associated funding) will encouragc schoels tobe

more pmduchve than undcr the cmrcnt monopoly situation. Although positive eﬁ’ccts for
v

" children " ) reported-from evcralsncswhcrevo hers have been’

tried, the small scale of cuny gramns leaves mar imponantquesﬁonsxmanswered.\

Achieving goal 2: Reducing the nexus between student achievement and

family background characteristics.

- 's  Asmoney is made to matter more in education, funding disparities will become

incrcasfngly worrisome, because their effects on achiévcment will be m’agniﬁed to the
. detnment ofch:ldmmtmdcrfundedschools, many of whom are likely to be ﬁ'om
dxsadvantaged backgmunds The new fopus on fundmg adequacy has the potcntxal to -

ES-15




buildings in many older urban areas suggests that reform of facilities financing must
also 'bc attended to. Again, the effectiveness of any indiﬁdu;f isoliéy change may
depend on how it is linked to an intcfconnectod set of strategies for xmprovmg school
performance, and some critics question whether these most troubled of U.S. schools .
canbe reforméd through strategic investments and related strategies, or whether they
require much mare ‘fundamental structural change, such as might be t;rought about by -

a voucher program. .

e Most federal and some state aid flows to schools via categorical programs tied to the
special needs of certain groups of disadvantag’éd students. Title I compensatory
éducaﬁon grants and specia! education funding are the chief examples. Questions

‘have been reised about the extent to which the incentives deliberately or inadvertently

 created by categorical programs serve educationally desireble purposes and whether
{4 and fo what extent it continues to ﬁc appropriate to treat children with épecial needs
' 'separately in an educational system increasingly oriented tov?/'ard fostering high levels
| of learning for all students. Our ﬁndingé suggest thaj; previously defined sharp |
- distinctions between students with special ec_lucational needs aﬁd'oth:r students have
~ compromised educational effectiveness and that current efforts 6 move toward more
' mtegrated school programs should be famhtaicd by the ﬁnancc system. |

e Argumeits for dramatic changes in school governance (by empowering schools or

parents to make decisions about public funds) may be more compelling in urban areas

with large mnnbm of disadvanta_ge_q students than m the educational system in

M—'

general for a number of reasons. The size of many urban districts and the continuing - -

" fact of racizl and economic segregation offer many urban residents much less choice

ES-17
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help disadvantaged students, but it will do 50 only to the extent that school funding
 formulas are appropriately adjusted for the additional costé of educating youngsters
from disa.dvantag_ed backgrounds. . -~ | ‘

e Achieving goal 2 will also reqxﬁre attention to increasing both the capacity of children
to Jearn and of schools 1o teach. Children raised in economically and socially
xmpovenshed environments or suﬁ‘cnng from phys:cal disabilities often come to

“ school lcss ready to learn than their more advantaged counterparts. Schools must deal
with thesg problems, even though th;y a]qne will not be able to solve them. A strong -

~ consensus has emerged among policy makers, practitioners, and researclicxs about the

-—-—"'—""'—‘T’—_‘-’—dﬂ

K importance of increasing investments in the capacity of at-risk children to lca:g, by
ot focusing on the school-readiness of very young children and by linking education to .

§U —
Q (( other social services, so that the broad range of educational, social, and physical
d\ \é“‘n - needs that affect learning are addressed. Programs providing early childhood ;
Ly “*ﬂ ) ’ o
4" >(°J " interventions and school-community linkages give evidence of both pmmisc and
c SO .

pmblems, suggesnng that there is suIl much to Jearn about makmg these mvcstmems

cﬁecnvely

o That more invesuﬁmt is needéd in the capacﬁy of schéols to educate concentrations
of disadvantaged students would seem to be obvious given the dismal academic
péxformance of many of these étudeﬁts, but as yét we have only incomplete answcrs |
to the question of which types of mvcstmcnts are likely to be the most productive and
how to structure them to make them effective. .The quélity of teachers is likely to be & |

key component; reducing class size might help under certain conditions; whole-

school restructuring may have significant potential; and the dilapidated state of school -
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 traditional school ﬁnanpc policies.

ov‘cx" where and how to egluc'ate their children than suburban residents have.

Moreover, urban residents have afguably benefited least from prior school reforms.

Both theory and cmpmcal evidence suggest that, amoné choice options, charter

————

schools and vouchers, rather than interdistrict and intradistrict choice pmgrams; the

1 appméchcs most worthy of further exploration as vehicles for improving poor-

3
B

Wools. At present, however, little is known about the effects of cither.
Extensive evaluation is needed of the many charter efforts currently under v&ay.’
Vouchers, both publicly and privately funded, are being tried in 2 number of cities,

but the c:éisﬁng small-scale efforts are unlikely to provide adequate information to

| assuage the concemns of those who question the need for so dramatic a break with .

-

: Achlevihg ghal 3: Raisihg revenue fairly and efficiently.

e  Shifting away from local revenue raising to greater reliance on state mVeMm

. increasing significantly the federal role in revenue provision for elementary and

secondary education would foster the goal of ‘faisin'g revmnio%_gfaﬁ“_x;l,yT Both, however,
have to be considered in light of trade-offs and complementarities with the other two
goals of a good ﬁnancmg system and with attention to maintaining some local control
over managerial decisions. |

A larger federal role in providing}cducétion revenues could be justified either on the

grounds that is fair and appropriate for the federal gbvcmmcnt to take responsii)ility_

for disproportionate needs of students who are poor, who have disabilities, or are

' otherwise educationally disadvantaged, or on the grounds of ensuring thax all states
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can provide adequzfc dMon funding. Fﬁlly funding federal compensaioryl.
education progmms would bé consistent with past federal policy and is iikely tobe
the more politically viable of thé two apprbacheé. The alternative of a new federal

l'v foundation aid prbgra_m based on an adequacy justification would enta.xl a significant

- change in federal policy and would raise many of the same analytical, conceptual, and

political issues that arise in the formulation of adequacy pro grams at the state level.

Finally, the report draws attention to the nation’s need for better and more focused
. education research to help strengthen schools and bring about substantial im;ﬁroilemcnts in
student leaming Acknowledging the especially chaneng{ng conditions facing many big—city

educators, thc commttee proposes three new substantial research mmanves in urban areas

(thhout specxf)nng the priority arnong them): (1) an expenment on capamty-bmldmg that would ’2

“tackle j:he challcng&s of devclopmg and retaining well-prepared teachers; (2) systematic

experimentation with incentives designed to motivate higher performance by teachers and

s_g}lci?_liﬁ and (3) a large and ambitious school vqucher experiment, ingluc:ling the pa;ﬁcipaﬁop of
#rivate schools. Mectiﬁg the nation’s education goals will depend in part on continuously and
. systematically seeking bctwr knowledge about how to improve educational o;utcoﬁzes, through
new research initiaﬁvcs such as these along with more extensive evaluation of the many reform

- efforts already underway.
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