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Core Principles

1. Proper funding is a necessary condition for educational success:
Competitive educational outcomes require adequate resources, and
Improving educational outcomes requires additional resources.

2. The cost of providing a given level of educational quality varies by
context: Equal educational opportunity requires progressive distribution
of resources, targeted at students and schools that need them most.

3. The adequacy and fairness of education funding are largely a result of
legislative policy choices: Good school finance policy can improve studel
outcomes, whereas bad policy can hinder those outcomes.



Core concepts

A Equity of Nominal Inputs
A9ljdza e 2F awSlf wSaz2dz2NDSasé
I Requires adjusting dollar inputs for the price of comparable
resources (competitive wages)

A Equal Opportunity (to achieve a given outcome level)

I Requires considering that certain children under certain
circumstances require more resources than do others to achieve
common outcomes

A Equal Opportunity to Achieve Adequate Outcomes
I Sets a specific outcome bar to equal opportunity
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Why Money Matters

A M O n ey m atte rS ! for America’s Students

A Money translates primarily to human resources
I Tradeoff between quantity and wage

I There are no magical substitutes
A Techbased solutions?
A Public district, charter and private schools allocate resources largely the same!
I Running multiple systems in a common space induces inefficiency

A School spending hast grown out of control for decades!

I During bad times, school spending stagnates or even declines

i .dzi RdAzZNAyYy3I 3IF22R UGAYSazX |G tSFrad Ay NBO
A School spending varies substantially across states!

I For a variety of reasons

I Some states have really thrown public schooling under the bus



INEQUALITY
Money matters myths! s
A Clouds of doubt Wi
I Weak correlation between spending and outcomes?
A More thorough statistical analysis finds otherwise! DA

A The Long Term Trend

I Spending has doubled and performance is flat?
A.dzi 0O AaLISYRAY3I KFayQid R2dzof SR YR 060 LISNF2NXI YOS
A AND, more thorough statistical analysis finds otherwise!
A International Comparisons
I We sp?end more than any other nation (in the world, ever!) and get little, by comparison, in
return’”

A Just no!

A Spending figures most frequently cited simply not comparable (do not cover comparable range of
costs/services)

A Numerous other relevant factors invariably left out of comparisons.
A How money is spent matters more than how much?
i .dz0X AF @2dz R2y QiU KIS A0 é2dz OFyQli &LISYyR
A (assumes flexibility in tradeffs between staffing quality/quantity)
A LAUSD Class Size / Teacher Wage problem



RUTGERS

What the research actually tells us

A Recent national school finance studi¢3ackson et alLafortune& Rothstein Candelaria& Shores)

I Substantial and sustained state school finance reforms have led to improved short term and long term
student outcomes

A The funding increases which led to improved student outcomes generally led to a) smaller class sizes ¢
b) more competitive teacher wages

I Studies of recession era cuts are revealing short run declines in student outcomes
A State specific school finance reform studi@dl, MA, KS, VT, CA)

I Several state specific longitudinal studies have revealed positive effects of increased funding on student
outcomes, from test scores to graduation rates

A Resources that matter for student outcomes cost money
I Smaller class sizes matter
I More competitive teacher compensation matters
I High Quality preschool programs matter

A Recent overview frorMatt Barnum:https://chalkbeat.org/posts/us/2018/12/17/doesnoneymatter-educatior
schoolsresearch
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Nominal and Adjusted Per Pupil Spending
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RATIO OF TEACHER WEEKLY WAGES TO-EDUCEGED NONTEACHER WEEKLY WAGES
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Core Indicators

1. Effort K2 ¢ YdzOK 2F | adl adsSsQa G2i
spent directly on KL2 education;

2. Adequacywhether states provide sufficient resources to
districts, relative to other states or to common outcome goals

(e.q., test scores);

3. Progressivitywhether states allocate more resources to
districts serving larger proportions of disadvantaged children.
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Evaluating School Finance Systems

1. Effort: All else being equal, more effort is better, particularly for states with less
capacity. Conversely, however, states with Iarger economies may not require a:
much effort as states with smaller economies.

2. Adequacy In light of widespread agreement that educational outcomes in the
U.S. must improve, we assert, as a general principle, that allocating more
resources to schools is better. However, states should also provide resources t
schools that are commensurate with achieving common outcomes or
Improvement toward those outcomes.

3. Progressivitfy {01 04SaQ ftft20F0A2Yy 2%.eNBa?2dz
districts serving more higheeds students should receive more revenue. The
optimal degree of progressivity, however, might depend on factors such as the
amount of inequality of education outcomes (for example, states with large
achievement gaps might allocate resources more progressively)



Effort

Factors Variables

Total K-12 education Combined state and local direct
spending education expenditures

State effort = Divided by

State economic
capacity *——_ Option 2: Aggregate personal income

— Option 1: Gross state product

FIGURE 2
lllustrative Model of State Fiscal Effort Indicator
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Effort and Per Pupil Spending
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Effort and Staffing Ratios
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Effort and Teacher Wage Parity
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Progressivity

1. Substantial progressivityThe ratio of adjusted state and local
revenue In highepoverty districts (10, 20, or 30 percent
poverty) to that of the lowespoverty districts (O percent
poverty) within a given state.

2. Systematic progressivityf' he correlation between revenue
and poverty (labor market centered) among all districts within
a given state.




Generating Comparable Revenue Measures

Factors Variables

index
Adjusted
revenue/ —
spending

— District enroliment
®=————— Population density

Percent of 5-17
*— year olds in
poverty

FIGURE 1
lllustrative Model of Adjusted Revenue/Spending
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Describing State School Finance Systems

State A- High Spending, Progressive N State B: Low Spending, Progressive State C: Low Spending, non-progressive
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