







































































































































































ORGANIZATION AND CONTROL

serve approximately 34 percent of the state’s public school
students. More than one-third of California’s school districts
(363) enroll fewer than 500 students. One hundred and five
districts (10.3%) enroll fewer than 100 students.
Encouraged by state financial incentives, many school
districts unified or consolidated into larger districts. This has
reduced the total number of districts from 3,000 in 1935 to
1,018 today (Figure 5.2). Prior to Proposition 13, the legisla-
ture provided unification bonuses,'® but few consolidations
have taken place since 1970. Indeed, just as many proposais for
secession from larger districts have been on the state board’s
agenda in the last decade. The public is unwilling to surrender
the sense of local control embodied in a small school district.

Public School Charqcteristics

There were 7,125 public schools in California in 1987-88.
These included 4,636 elementary schools, 716 intermediate
schools, 240 junior high schools, and 822 high schools. The
most common types of school organization are:
» elementary—usually organized as K-6,
K-7,0r K-8
« intermediate—usually organized as 4-6,
4-8,5-8,6-8
« junior high—usually organized as 7-8 or 7-9
* high schools—usually organized as 9-12 or 10-12
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The most common configurations of schools within

unified school districts and between elementary and

high school districts include either K-8, 9-12; or

K6, 7-8, 9-12; or K-6, 7-9, 10~12; or K-5, 6-8,
) 9-12,

Inaddition to elementary, intermediate, junior high, and
high schools, there are over 700 schools of other types in
California. These include continuation high schools (425
schools), county superintendent-operated schools (fre-
quently for special cducation), and other types of schools,
such as alternative schools, opportunity schools, and schools
for pregnant minors (together numbering 286 schools).

Median enrollment for elementary schools is ap-
proximately 450 pupils; for intermediate and junior high
schools, approximately 650; and for high schools, approxi-
mately 1,500. But just as for districts, these numbers mask
great variances, ranging from one-room elementary schools
in remote areas, frequently enrolling 10 or fewer students, to
massive urban high schools with enrollments exceeding
4,000. Continuation high schools, schools for pregnant mi-
nors, and other special schools typically enroll substantially
fewer pupils.

In accord with their specialized function, that is, to
prevent dropouts and provide a more flexible program, con-
tinuation secondary schools generally enroll smaller num-
bers of students. Information from the California Basic Edu-

FIGURE 5.2 Number of California School Districts for Selected Years, 1935-1985
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(Sacramento, CA: California State Department of Education, 1985).
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cational Data System for 1985-86 indicated that 55 percent of
continuation schools have an enroliment of fewer than 100
students.

Continuation schools are alternatives for pupils having
difficulty adjusting to the normal high school organizational
structure. Although many of these students are at risk of
dropping out,continuation schools also provide an alternative
for students not having academic difficulty but requiring a
flexible time schedule for their studies (for example, those
whose economic situation requires them to work during the
academic day, or those who spend a large part of their day in
rigorous training for athletic competition). With more than 80
percent of continuation schools having the same graduation
requirements as traditional high schools in their districts,
continuation schools provide an alternative means of high
school completion which features part-time attendance,
smaller class sizes, and individualized instruction,

School Calendar

The overwhelming majority of California schools operate on
the traditional September to June schedule, However, rapidly
rising enrollments and scarce school facilities have encour-
aged some school districts to experiment with year-round
schedules. That is, they have reorganized their school calen-
dars into instructional “blocks™ and vacations that are distrib-
uted evenly across the calendar year.

For example, the most common year-round schedule is
the so-called45-15 model. Here studentsaredivided into four
instructional blocks. Each block attends school for 45 days,
then vacations for 15. The cycle is repeated throughout the
calendar year. Students atiend school the same number of
days as they would under the conventional calendar (180), but
with a year-round schedule, learning is continuous. In fact,
some districts operate remediation, enrichment, and accelera-
tion programs during the intersessions, adding additional
flexibility to a school’s curriculum.!* Seventy-four percent of
teachers responding to a State Department of Education query
reporied that they preferred the year-round schedule, arguing
that it produced better-quality instruction. Forty percent of
students in that same study said they learned more as a resuit
of the continuous instruction.!®

Year-round scheoling, however, is foremost an expedi-
ent way to handle burgeoning enrollments when there is no
state money to build new schools. It is chosen in licu of other
alternatives for handling overcrowding, such as busing, split
sessions, portable classrooms, and new schools. Undera year-
round schedule, instructional blocks are staggered. While one
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ison vacation, another can use itsspace. The45-15 model, for
example, increases the capacity of a district’s existing facili-
ties by 33 percent. Almost 300 California schools utilize
year-round schedules. Most of these are in Southern Califor-
nia where enrollment growth is greatest. Parent response has
been mixed."

Private School Characteristics

One-third more private schools operated in California in
1987-88 than existed four years earlier (an increase from
4,578106,270). Nevertheless, total private school enrollment
during this period dropped two percent. Likewise, in 1987-88
private schools enrolled 10.5 percent of all elementary and
secondary students in the state (public and private combined),
down from 11.7 percent in 1983.

Although there continues to be strong support for
California’s public education system, an increasing number
of parents of preschool children indicate a preference for
private school education. A recentCalifornia Teachers Asso-
ciation (CTA) survey indicates that there was a 10 percent
increase in the number of parents with preschool children who
express an intention to send their children to private schools.!®
The limit on private school growth is more a problem of
supply than demand.

In 1987-88, there were approximately 528,500 students
enrolled in 6,270 private schools. Forty-two percent of these
schools enroll four or fewer students and are typically “*home
schools.” The 37 percent increase in the number of private
schools in California since 1983 is wholly accounted for by
the rise in these small, home schools. Similarly, 48 percent
of California’s private schools enrolled 10 or fewer students,
26.6 percent enrolled between 11 and 100 pupils, 22.8 percent
enrolled between 101 and 500 students, and 2.2 percent
enrolled 500 or more students. Most private schools are ele-
mentary (4,691 or 75%). Four hundred forty-two (7%) arc
secondary, 934 (15%) are K-12, and 203 (3%) are ungraded.
The vast majority of private schools (88%) are coeducational.
Six percent, however, serve boys only, and six percent serve
only girls. Almost all private schools (93%) are day schools;
the rest offer a residential boarding altemative.

Religious and church-affiliated schools in California
account for 75 percent of all private school enrollment. The
majority of church-affiliated schools are Roman Catholic
(61%), followed by Baptist (8%), Lutheran (6.1%), Seventh-
Day Adventist (4%), and Assembly of God (3.7%).
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Classroom Organization

The bulk of classes in California schools are so-called regular
classes!? and are essentially of two types.

1. Self-Contained. These classes cxist primarily in
elementary schools in which an instructor teaches a full array
of subjects—mathematics, science, reading, writing, social
studies, and art—to the same students for a full school day.
Some of these classes combine more than one grade (grades
are frequently combined in cases in which there are insuffi-
cient students in a single grade to compose a full class of
students).

2, Departmentalized Classes. These classes, typically
found in middle, junior, and senior high schools, are charac-
terized by subject matter instruction; that is, rather than one
teacher instructing a class of students in all subjects, the
instructor teaches the same subject matter (0 more than one set
of students during the school day. Subject-matter classes also
occur in elementary schools when a specialist, in art or music
forexample, may be employed to teach a single subject across
grade levels or in more than one school. Subject-matter
classes are normally organized into departments. The most
frequently offered classes, in descending order by depart-
ment, occurin: English, mathematics, social science, physical
education, special education, and science.

There are literally hundreds of different classes ranging
from small, scattered-enrollment classes in subjects such as
archacology, third-year Portuguese, hardware/building, or
cinematography, to classes with massive statewide student
enroliment in such basic, required courses as comprehensive
English, United States history, or algebra,

WHO CONTROLS CALIFORNIA’S SCHOOLS?

Recent opinion polls demonstrate widesprcad mis-
conceptions about who controls California education. The
public believes there is much more local discretion than
actually exists and seriously underestimates the state role. It
believes that local sources of funding are larger than state
sources, when actually the reverse is true. The actual control
of schools involves many actors and agencics that compose a
complex mosaic of influence.

California School Boards

School boards, clearly, are controlling bodics, acting in the
interests of their constituencies but within the statutory and
constitutional boundaries established by the state. School
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boards, in other words, are agents of the state. Elected locally,
they alsoare the principle vehicles of local control. Like other
elected public officials, school board members are expected o
reflect the public will in what they do.2®

Among their principle duties is hiring the district’s chief
executive officer (the superintendent), approving budgets,
determining school sites and attendance boundaries, letting
contracts, collective bargaining, establishing criteria for
employing school district personnel, and determining curricu-
lum. The decision-making domain of elected school boards
also encompasses evaluating students and employees, sclect-
ing instructional materials, financing capital purchases, estab-
lishing personnel assignment policies, pursuing categorical
funds, and defining codes of student conduct.?

Almost 80 percent of California’s school boards are
composed of five members.? The remainder are composed of
cither seven (17.9%) or three (2.1%). Typically, these school
boards meet either once (43.6%) or twice (49.4%) a month.
Ninety-six percent of school boards use an at-large system to
elect their members. In 1988, only one percent of California
school boards experienced a recall election, suggesting that
extreme political turbulence is absent from the state’s school
districts as a whole.

When Califomia school board members were asked,
“What is the most serious problem facing education today?”
approximately three-fifths responded: financial scarcity.
When they were asked, “What is the most serious problem
facing your district?” almost half responded: financial scar-
city. Thirty-eight percent cited school facilitics needs. Not
surprisingly, 93 percent agreed that changes are necessary in
the current method of funding public schools. Ninety percent,
in addition, believe that finding qualified teachers, especially
in certain disciplines, will be an increasingly serious problem
in coming years.

School board members themselves are overwhelmingly
white (90.4%). More than three-quarters (76%) have carmned
college degrees, and 44 percent have completed post-graduate
training. Males outnumber females by 23 percent. Moreover,
the percentage of female board members has decreased
slightly since 1983 (10 44.7%).

Most board members (40.5%) arc between the ages of
40-49. However, board members are slightly older today than
they were five years ago. The percentage of board members
under age 29, between 30-39, and between 40-49 dropped in
each category. In contrast, percentage increases occurred in
cachcategory from age 50 toover 70. Board membersare also
more expericnced today than they were five years ago.
Almost43 percenthave served between 2-5 years; another 27
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percent between 6-8 years, and almost 13 percent between
12-15 years.

The ideological inclination of local governing board
members is predominantly middle-of-the-road (46.9%),% and
their occupations vary (professional, 28.9%; homemaker,
15.3%; education, 13%; business, 11.2%; retired, 10.6%:;
other, 21%).

Participation with a PTA, school or district advisory
committee, school site council, or as a classroom volunteer
has dropped dramatically as a prelude to serving on a school
board. Still, a quarter of board members are teachers, former
teachers, or spouses of teachers. Most board members ran for
clection because of a concern to improve quality (23.9%) or
because they were recruited and encouraged (22.8%). Others
had children in school (16.3.%), a high interest in public
education (15.2%), or enjoy public service (13%).2* In 1983,
35 percent of board members reported that they would seek re-
election; in 1988 that number increased to 68 percent.

From this portrait of Califomia’s board members, the
boards’ principle agendas include raising money, building
schools, and recruiting qualified teachers. At the same time,
California school boards are becoming older, whiter, more
male, and more professional at a time when Califoria’s
public school community is more ethnic, limited-English-
proficient, immigrant, and younger.

School Boards in Operation

Local school boards traditionally have provided lay govemn-
ance of public education, aithough they have become ne-
glected entities in recent educational reform movements. In
omitting local boards from the reform agenda, state legislators
and educational reformers have reflected a lack of confidence
in educational leadership at the local level.

The Institute for Educational Leadership’s (IEL) national
survey of local school boards indicated that the public sup-
ports continued local govemnance through these boards but
demonstrates a lack of interest in and understanding about
their structure, role, and functions.?

Like most school boards across the country, California
boards express concern about the increasing role of the state
in educational policy making, particularly in the areas of
curriculum and teacher evaluation, areas which have tradi-
tionally been under local control. Boards view themselves as
omitted from the state reform agenda and placed in areactive
position with respect to state initiatives, rather than as partners
in the reform effort. Most boards feel a lack of power in
dealing with the policy-making aggressiveness of the state.
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Although individual school board candidates do not
necessarily identify themselves with specific constituencies
within a community, it is estimated that approximately 25
percent of board members do represent special interest
groups, most frequently related to support from alocal teacher
organization, In California, as elsewhere, newly elected
board members are frequently more closely affiliated with
interest groups that played a large role in their candidacy and
election. According to the IEL study, board members repre-
senting diverse constituencies may help to ensure a broader
range of commaunity participation, but they may also be less
accepted by traditional community leaders and less able to
negotiale existing power structures.

Board members are often criticized for representing too
narrow a segment of the community. The IEL study indicates
that there is a naticnal trend toward increasing the representa-
tion of diverse community constituencies on school boards.
The salience of this issue in California is reflected in the
introduction of a bill (defeated in the last weeks of the 1987
legislative session) which would have mandated separate
electoral districts (rather than at-large elections) in hopes of
achieving better community representation within large geo-
graphic school districts. Only a few cities in California do not
use the at-large election option. ’

The degree to which school board members retain their
allegiance to special groups during their tenure on the board
isnotknown. On one hand, some observers contend that after
two to five years of involvement board members often dem-
onstrate a shift of support away from groups they initially rep-
resented. Such an example would be a school board member
who was supported strongly by a
local teacher organization later “holding fast” on teacher
issues or refusing to support teacher strikes. On the other
hand, the IEL study suggests that the special-interest focus of
some board members has resulted in less emphasis on reach-
ing consensus on issues which are of concern to the entire
community.

California school boards are concerned with
issues similar to those facing schools in the IEL study: school
funding, state mandates and the erosion of local control,
centralization in the hands of administrators or legislators, and
at-risk students (for example, pregnant teenagers and sub-
stance abusers). Additionally, Califomia school boards must
deal with rapidly changing demographics and assimilation of
a large immigrant population that now includes one of every
six pupils in California who was bom in another country.

California school boards continue to grapple with sorting
the policy-making responsibilities of a board and the admin-
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istrative duties of a superintendent. In the last few years,
superintendent tumover has slowed in California. Observers
credit this to a more effective process of superintendent
selection, resulting in greater commitment by boards which
subsequently work harder to retain their selected superinten-
dents, :

The activities of Califomia school boards are primarily
related to finance, facilities, personnel, and, to some extent,
instruction. With the current emphasis on accountability of
administrators, teachers, and students, school boards can no
longer afford toignore the need for self-evaluation and assess-
ment. The IEL national study reveals that 60 percent of the
school boards surveyed do not assess their own performance
and have difficulty communicating their effectiveness to the
public. About one-fourth of California school boards are
engaged in self-evaluation efforts, many of them using an
evaluation package designed by the California School Boards
Association.

Loss of Local Discretion

Changes in local school decision making during the past 25
years have transformed the image of public education, Gone
are the progressive watchwords: administrative centraliza-
tion, expertise, nonpolitical control, and efficiency. More
common today are images of unionism, community control,
and interest group bargaining. Included in this transformation
are at least six changes that altered local school decision
making and constrained the policy making discretion of local
goveming boards and district superintendents.

First, new core constituencies arose to contend for school
system benefits. Parents sought decentralization of authority
and community control of schools. Students gained greater
freedoms over their dress and expression. Teachers organized
for collective bargaining. Taxpayers reformed local finance
mechanisms, shifting larger portions of the financial respon-
sibility to the states. Minority groups pressed causes involv-
ing desegregation, dropouts, and the like. Federal and state
authorities issued mandates, guidelines, court orders, and so
forth, The diversity and intensity of conflict among these
burgeoning interests reached a level that some analysts de-
scribed as turbulence. '

Second, the intensity and scope of state policy actions,
like California’s omnibus reform legislation, Senate Bill 813,
and subsequent administrative initiatives, has shifted the
balance of control away from local districts and toward the
state capital.

Third, the growth of federal and state categorical pro-
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grams significantly fragmented authority locally, Separate
special controls and funding systems exist so that no one
office locally integrates categoricals in a consistent way.

Fourth, local bargaining contracts centralized decision
authority within districts butalso dispersed authority to legis-
latures, courts, and public administrative agencies, like the
Public Employment Relations Board in California.

Fifth, the wrbulence in school systems has been in-
flamed, in part, by changes in the environments of school
districts, such as enrollment declines, economic recession,
demographic shifts, and roller-coaster financing, as well as by
crystalizing events like AIDS and civil rights,

Sixth, an educational reform movement burst upon the
scene, expressing a shift in public values from equity and
choice to excellence and efficiency. This reform movement
is concerned that the quality of U.S. schools is rot sufficient
10 keep the nation competitive internationally.

In short, governmental rulings and new constituencies
from the top and bottom have encroached upon the authority
of local decision makers, squeezing the *“discretionary zone”
of their activity into a smaller area. At the same time,
increasing demands from emerging special interest groups
contending over fundamental values have diminished the
ability of governing boards and superintendents to set a
district’sagenda, School board members and superintendents
now more often react to other forces (changing coalitions, for
example), and they do so with less public confidence. The le-
gacy of changes over the past 25 years is that it is hard to tell
who is in charge of public schools. One certainty, however,
is that local decision makers are less in control.

The 1985 report by the Commission on School Govem-
ance and Management (COSGAM) examined this shift of
power from the district to the state level.?® According to this
report, relationships among the various levels of school gov-
emance have grown more complex in recent ycars, and the
boundaries between these levels have become less distinct.

Accountability: Trading Dollars and Performance

Accountability mechanisms are an increasing manifestation
of state control over the products of local educational agen-
cies. California’s increased financial responsibility for public
education, for example, has been accompanied by a greater
interest and involvement in issues of accountability at the
local level. California’s 1983 omnibus educational reform
bill, Senate Bill 813, in addition, underscored the state role in
educational policy making and supported additional state
inroads into curriculum matters and other educational issues
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that formerly had been reserved for local boards.

State Testing. The California Assessment Program
(CAP) test is one example of how the state “‘controls” the
“product” of local school districts. Its purpose is to “lead” and
assess state and local curriculum by including elements of the
contentand higher-level thinking skills now embodied in state
curriculum frameworks. Since CAP is mandated for all
students in grades 3, 6, 8, and 12, and scores are released to the
press, local schools and districts pay close attention to their
scores.

The Accountability Program. The state's recent ac-
countability program is another example of how state stan-
dards are used to set performance expectations for teachers,
students, and schools. Atthe core of this program are a series
of “quality indicators,” that is, measures against which educa-
tional progress are judged and goals for statewide im-
provement established.? Statewide targets establish common
state standards on measures such as enrollment in academic
courses, CAP scores, dropout and attendance rates, and, for
the college bound, scores on SAT, achievement, and ad-
vanced placement tests. Each school’s performance and
relative standing is published annually in a “Performance
Report for California Schools.”

Schools and districts also are asked to establish theirown
local targets and improvement strategies. In addition, the
performance report includes a locally produced component
which is intended to complement the state report. Local
indicators include quality of the instructional program, nature
of the leaming environment, amount and quality of writing
and homework, number and types of books read, community
support, extracurricular activities, and quality of support for
students with special needs.

Other state mechanisms encompass model curricuium
standards, school improvement program, certification of
teacher evaluators, staff development for teachers, assign-
ment of teachers, and dropouts.®®

Expansion of State Accountability. Clearly, monitoring
in California is highly coordinated and increasingly sophisti-
cated.™ Still, the state’s accountability mechanisms were
expanded and strengthened in 1989 by actions of the elec-
torate, a legislative task force, and the federal government..

First, state accountability efforts were enhanced through
voter-approved Proposition 98, the school funding initiative
approved narrowly by voters in November 1988. Proposition
98 requires school districts annually to issue a School Ac-
countability Report Card for each school within their jurisdic-
tion. In June 1989, the State Board of Education adopted a
model accountability report card. Districts may deviate from
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this model. However, all local goveming boards must com-
pare their report cards to the state model every three years, and
all site report cards must assess at least 13 prescribed school
conditions. These include student achievement, dropout
prevention, and school expenditures and services. Inaddition,
the report cards must assess progress toward reducing class
sizes and teaching loads, teacher assignments (or misassign-
ments), quality and currency of textbooks and instructional
materials, and availability of counseling and student support
services. Finally, the report cards are required to address the
availability of qualified substitite teachers, school safety and
facilities, classroom discipline and leamning climate, em-
ployee training and curriculum improvement, and quality of
instructional leadership.

‘The main objective of the accountability report card is to
inform the local school community about conditions and
progress being made at each elementary and secondary public
school. In principle, administrators, teachers, support staff,
parents, secondary students, and other community represen-
tatives are to participate in “‘grading” their schools. The report
cards are meant to complement other school reviews, and
information is to be provided in ways that reflect progress on
educational and employment equity.

Similarly, in September 1988 the California legislature
established an “Advisory Task Force on At-Risk Schools.”
Its charge wasto develop recommendations to identify, assist,
and hold accountable at-risk public schools in the state. The
task force strategy identifies at-risk schools using California
Assessment Program test results and rates of actual atten-
dance, completion of the University of California a-f require-
ments, and dropouts. A school is deemed to be at-risk on any
indicator if it(a) falls within the bottom.5 percent of all schools
statewide on that indicator, or (b) falls within the bottom 25
percent of all schools statewide on that indicator and the
bottom 25 percent of schools in its comparison band. The
scheme is weighted toward use of CAP data.

Once identified, at-risk schools would move through
three stages of aid and intervention, with increased assistance
and external monitoring and control in each succeeding stage.
In the final stage, a school trustee would be appointed by the
state superintendent, effecting a “state takeover.” The trustee
would have broad powers to transfer personnel, cancel con-
tracts, revise budget allocations, and stay or rescind actions of
the local governing board. The trustee would remain in place
until the school’s performance passed acceptable levels,
based on the original identification criteria. Advancement
from identification of a school as at-risk 1o instituting a state
trustee would take from four to six years. Subsequent legis-
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lation is required to implement this strategy.

Recent changes in federal law also reinforce and extend
California state educational accountability mechanisms.
Namely, the reauthorization of the federal Chapter 1 compen-
satory education program,” requires the State Department of
Education and State Board of Education to issue a state plan
for program improvement. The state plan establishes stan-
dards that state and local agencies will use to identify low-
performing schools and to hold them accountable for the
academic performance of their compensatory education stu-
dents. In addition, the state plan encompasses the measures,
assessment techniques, time lines, and types of technical
assistance that state and local agencies may use in im-
plementing improvement strategies. The state plan for pro-
gram improvement covers both federal Chapter 1 and state
compensatory education programs. )

Under the federal and state requirements, the State De-
partment of Education annually will provide school districts
with information regarding the performance of their compen-
satory education schools. Districts, in tum, annually will
identify schools needing assistance. Both CAP and norm-
referenced test data will be used in identifying low-perform-
ing schools.

Local districts are required to target schools that “do not
show substantial progress toward meeting the desired out-
comes described in the local educational agency’s application
. . . or shows no improvement or a decline in aggregate
performance of children served.” The State Department of
Education will use the statewide targets set for each grade and
subject area of the CAP as the standard for making “substan-
tial progress toward meeting desired outcomes.” Similarly,
the norm referenced test standard will be positive pre-post
changes in norm scores when summarized across grades and
subjects tested. The expectation here will be based on an es-
timate of whether compensatory education students have
achieved as much or more than they would have without
special assistance,

Districts initially are responsible for developing im-
provement plans for low-performing schools and for provid-
ing them with resources needed to improve. The plans are
submitted to local governing boards and then to SDE through
the Consolidated Program Application, Part . Low-perform-
ing schools still needing assistance a year later are required to
participate in joint district and state planning and assistance.
The federal law requires the State Department of Education to
work with the district until the school site program is success-
ful. Exitcriteria include satisfactory progress on the measures
and standards used initially in targeting the schools for aid.
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This program improvement mechanism puts the state in
a strong position to coordinate compensatory education pro-
grams with regular programs and (o use accountability as a
mechanism to bring compensatory education under the um-
brella of curriculum reform that dominates California’s
school improvement efforts. It was developed with the
participation of parents, teachers, principals, superintendents,
support staff, college professors, and private school represen-
tatives.

In a related, though more extreme, move, Governor
Deukmejian in October 1989 signed into law a bill requiring
the superintendent of public instruction to appoint a state
trustee to “monitor and review” the Oakland Unified School
District’s operations. Oakland’s schools have operated re-
cently under allegations of mismanagement, misappropria-
tions of funds, even criminal charges. As of this writing, the
school district is operating with both a state trustee and
permanent superintendent. The proposal for state trusteeship
of the district came from Assemblyman Elihu Harris, a
Democrat from Oakland. The state trusteeship arising from
hisbillis the first instance of the state taking over the operation
of a local district.

Clearly, accountability is an entrenched component of
school reform in California, Beginning with Senate Bill 813
in 1983, accountability has been the quid pro quo of reform.
Dollars, reforms, and accountability have been linked.

Conceptually, a balance appears to be evolving. New
accountability mechanisms place initial responsibility for
program improvement at the local level. Failing local efforts,
however, merit increasing assistance, intervention, and con-
trol from third party experts and the state.

Moreover, the state’srolein overseeing local educational
programs and in standardizing curriculum has been strength-
ened by the federal government’s clear desire, newly stated,
foreducationally disadvantaged children to succeed inregular
programs, achieve grade level proficiency, and attain basic
and advanced skills. State and federal goals are clearly allied.

Further, by chronicling school failures, accountability
mechanisms bring public pressure to bear to improve. In this
sense, accountability serves as a consumer protection mecha-
nism, providing parents and other “school consumers™ with
information necessary to assess a school’s standing. Ulti-
mately, accountability shifts the responsibility and control of
local schooling to the state, which operates within its consti-
tutional duty to provide elementary and secondary education
to its citizens.
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Direct Control by California’s Electorate

California voters have imposed significant resource restraints
upon educational policy makers at state and local levels. In
1978, Proposition 13 established a mandatory one percent
statewide property tax and prohibited local school boards
from raising or lowering it. By removing local discretionary
taxing authority, Proposition 13 dramatically altered the bal-
ance of state and local control of schools. In fact, as we
asserted above, California effectively now has a state system
of education, even if public opinion has not easily caught up
with this fact.
7 In November 1979, Proposition 4, the so-called Gann
limit, restricted increases in state and local spending to
changes in population and inflation. By 1987, the Gann limit
dominated state political deliberations, divided the school
community, and hurt educational interests.

In Conditions of Education in California 1988, PACE
concluded that Proposition 13 and the Gann limit, in tandem
with legislated solutions to Serrano v. Priest, the landmark
school finance equalization case of the 1970s, severely
restricted the ability of educational policy makers to address
the dual challenges of rapidly rising enrollments and continu-
ing school reform. Only an unusual degree of political
consensus in Sacramento, PACE argued, or additional voter
initiatives couldrelieve public education from the vice of state
and local constitutional spending limits.

In 1988, California voters again used the initiative to
shape educational policy. In June the electorate rejected
Proposition 71, a proposal to modify the Gann limit. In
November, however, Pro-position 98 narrowly won approval.
Again relying on a constitutional amendment, California
voters guaranieed public schools a base funding level equal to
approximately 40 percent of the state’s general fund or an
amount sufficient to cover growth and inflation, whicheveris
higher. In addition, Proposition 98 enables schools to receive
an additional amount from state funds in excess of the Gann
limit, equal to four percent of its total budget, prior to the state
issuing tax rebates. The reaction to Proposition 98 dominated
the 1989 legislative session (see Chapter 2).

More is required of voters, however. Passage of Senate
Constitutional Amendment 1, which will appear on the June
1990 primary ballot, is required to trigger the complicated
series of legislative agreements struck in the closing days of
the 1988-89 fiscal year. These agreements implement, but
significantly alter, Proposition 98 and make changes to the
Gann limit, If Senate Constitutional Amendment 1 fails, the
provisions of Proposition 98 and the Gann limit return to their
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original and existing forms, respectively.

In short, California’s electorate restricted the ability of
both state and local governments to tax and spend for educa-
tion and decreed (if inadvertently) that state government
should dominate decisions regarding school finance policy.
After affirming its electorally imposed spending limits, voters
then provided a base of funding to public schools and elevated
education to a favored position in state budget politics vis-3-
vis health, welfare, prisons, transportation, and other state
public services. However, the political bargains required to
implement Proposition 98, and 10 pass the 1989-90 state
budget, altered the provisions of both Proposition 98 and
Proposition 4 (Gann). Implementation will not be complete
without voter approval. The electorate, once again, must
describe the boundaries of state educational policy.

Influence of the Courts

State and federal courts provide another powerful influence
on local educational policy. In 1989, there were approxi-
mately 72 active suits against the State Department of Educa-
tion and State Board of Education which involved almost all
areas of local school operations, including curricular issues
and the purported lack of state compliance with categorical
program requirements. The courts are important actors in
education and further complicate an understanding of who
controls Califomnia schools.

ENHANCING LOCAL FLEXIBILITY:
POSSIBLE FUTURE DIRECTIONS

The most prominent feature of state and local relations during
the past decade has been the growth in state control over
education.® In California, this process is undisputed. Increas-
ing state control over school funding, requiring a core curricu-
lum for graduation, revising and aligning textbooks, tests, and
curricula, and expanding accountability mechanisms are
prominent examples.

Yet, Californians still support local control of public
education, even if most educational policy of late is the
product of the governor, legislature, state superintendent, and
business community, and even if citizens are essentially
unknowledgeable about the distinctions between current
federal, state, local, and other roles in shaping school policies.
A 1983 Field Poll, for example, reported that 79 percent of
California respondents felt there should be more local control
over educational expenditures.

The changing school governance mechanisms analyzed
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above, however, cannot be characterized simply as a contest
between state and local decision makers. Though the balance
of control has clearly shifted to the state, there still is no single
central point where decisions are made or control exercised.
Control of California’s schools is better characterized as a
“fragmented elevated oligopoly.”* From the local level this
means higher authorities (federal, state, and courts), shifting
coalitions of outside, professional, or lay interests (Educa-
tional Testing Service, NAACP, NEA, AFT, colleges and
universities, ACSA, CSBA, and the like) local intemnal inter-
ests (vocational education coordinator), state and local inter-
est groups, and other local agencies that influence education
(police, health).

Moreover, the recent school reforms that have effected
the shift in influence from local to state control have been
based on local citizen desires; for example, Bill Honig's
election on a clear reform platform and passage of statewide
initiatives. Not all state initiatives create a loss in local
control; some state policies enhance local discretion. /n fact,
the key issue is not centralization in policy influence, but
progressive loss of local school board and adminisirative
discretion.® Still, four current policy mechanisms—discre-
tionary funding, devolution of authority to school sites, re-
structuring, and choice—are expanding local discretion for
governing boards and administrators.

Discretionary Funding

Proposition 98’s impact on the 1989-90 Budget Act and
related bills caused approximately $1.3 billion more to be-
come available to local school districts than was originally
proposed in the govemor’s budget.* These dollars are highly
discretionary, enhancing local control over educational pro-
grams.

The primary sources of these discretionary funds include

the following: ’ ‘

*  Flat Grants—new general aid allocations of $250
million in 1988-89 and $90.5 million in 1989-90 on
an unrestricted, one-time-only basis

o Staff Development—$12 million in 1989-90 de-
signed to further improvement goals according to a
plan developed by teachers at a school (mostly
secondary schools)

»  Supplemental Grants—8180 million to expand ex-
isting categorical program services indistricts which
are below an average determined by combining a
district’s revenue limit for the current fiscal year and
state aid the district is eligible to receive for categori-
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cal education programs for the current fiscal year,
plus adjustments
Moreover, existing discretionary funding sources received
augmentations, including:
e School Improvement Funds (SIP)—$31 million for
' program expansion
s EconomicImpact Aid—$35 million beyond the base
of $197 million and a 4.64 percent cost of living
adjustment
e Serrano Equalization (school finance)—$73.5 mil-
lion, unrestricted
The State Department of Education asserts that almost every
school in the state will receive funds for local improvement
activities from these new or augmented monies.

Devolving Authority to Individual Schools

If local authorities have been losing discretion o the state,
sites also have been losing discretion to central offices.”” A
growing concern among reformers is toreturn some authority
to school sites as a way both to locate policy and decision-
making authority at the level of service delivery, and to regain
the momentum in improvement efforts that has stalled over
teacher professionalism issues.

Devolving authority to school sites involves a formal
alteration of school governance arrangements. It is a form of
decentralization. Within these arrangements, the site is
viewed as the primary unit of improvement and relies on the
redistribution of decision-making authority as the primary
means through which improvements might be stimulated and
sustained.3®

Site-based management is conceived of as enabling site
participants (teachers and parents, primarily) toexert substan-
tial influence on school policy decisions, enhance employee
morale and motivation, strengthen the quality of school-wide
planning, stimulate instructional improvements, promote
effective schools, and improve student achievement.?

The main arguments for moving decisions 1o school sites
include: (1) district policies typically made in uniform fash-
ion that ignore enormous variety of student needs and charac-
teristics at various schools, (2) teachers and school-based edu-
cators may not accept responsibility for educational out-
comes they did not establish, and (3) teaching talent at the
school district level is underutilized because of centralized
control that permits teachers to make too few decisions.*

Mechanisms fordevolving control from district offices to
school sites typically include providing unrestricted funds to
sites, decentralizing personnel decisions, and vesting govern-
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ing authority in some type of school council involving teach-
ers, the principal, and community representatives. Butas one
analyst concluded, there is no *“one best system. It is unclear
what school site govemance system is optimal; more experi-
mentation is needed.™!

“Restructuring”—New Watchword of School Reform

If better instruction cannot happen without active school staff
participation and district-level reorganization, “restructur-
ing” is a way to give legitimacy to these changes.* The
California State Department of Education has described re-
structuring as *‘a tremendous tool to enhance and complete the
job of educational reform. . . .™* It defines restructuring as
governance issues, such as shared decision making between
administrators and teachers regarding the hiring and firing of
faculty, teacher and administrator evaluation, teacher assign-
ments, and school site management; and as instructional is-
sues, including the delivery of curriculum and teaching strate-
gies. Restructuring represents a shift in emphasis from state
regulation to technical assistance for school sites.

The State Department of Education argues that four
preconditions must be met before restructuring efforts can
succeed: (1) a strong definition of quality education, (2) a
large staff development effort to ensure that staff can deliver
the program, (3) agreement on accountability and measures of
success, and (4) cooperative attitudes among site, district, and
board levels. Substantial effort will be focused on building
capacity at the site level. To promote restructuring innova-
tions and to enhance capacity-building activities, the depart-
mentsponsored a statewide teleconference on restructuring in
November 1989.

A variety of restructuring experiments already are being
proposed or are underway. For example, Senator Gary Hart,
chair of the Senate Education Committee, introduced a bill in
the 1989 legislative session designed to promote pilot projects
in school restructuring. Called “Demonstrations in Restruc-
turing in Public Education,” this two-year bill is co-authored
by a bipartisan coalition consisting of Senators Hart and
Rebecca Morgan and Assembly members John Vasconcellos
and Ross Johnson. The bill carries the endorsement of the
California Business Roundtable.

Thelegislation would fund five-year regional demonstra-
tions of educational restructuring in K-12 schools, built
around revision of school governance and management pro-
cedures. Individual school districts or consortia of districts
would be eligible to apply for planning and implementation
grants to develop local restructuring programs which contain
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at least two of the following elements:

» apreschool program for low-income children

» internships or college courses for 11th and 12th

grade students

» increased parental involvement in schools

« increased support for and assistance to beginning

teachers

» careerladdersand differentiated staffing for teachers

» different instructional strategies, such as the use of

_ cross-discipline teams

Participation of districts in the restructuring program
wouldbe voluntary. The legislation is designed to give greater
professional decision-making authority to teachers and site
administrators over curriculum and instruction, selection and
assignment of staff, and school discretionary budgets. Funded
districts would be selected by the State Board of Education
from recommendations by the state superintendent.

The stated goal of the legislation is to improve instruction
by promoting an educational accountability system based on
performance rather than rules. Local schools would be held
accountable for student and staff performance based on
measurable outcomes (though they are undefined in the bill).
Senator Hart's legislation will be taken up in the 1990 legis-
lative session.

Similarly, Los Angeles Unified’s contract negotiation
and strike settlement produced two mechanisms that alter
local school governance arrangements. First, “Shared Deci-
sion Making” alters the way that certain policy decisions are
made at school sites. For example, school leadership councils
at each site, comprised of 50 percent certificated employees
and 50 percent other representatives (the principal, elected
parent/ community participants, an elected classified em-
ployee, and, and the secondary level, an elected student) will
determine school policy over:

» staff development programs

» student discipline guidelines and code of student

conduct

+ schedule of school activities and events

«  guidelines foruse of school equipment, including the

copy machine

» thefollowing budgetary matters: instructional mate-

rial, lottery funds, school-determined needs, state
textbook and related materials, year-round school
incentive discretionary funds, student integration
program discretionary funds, and instructional
material—special education schools account
The leadership councils will be co-chaired by the principal
and site union chapter chair. The school leadership councils
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will operate within the same set of powers and constraints as
previously applied to principals. In this instance, decision-
making discretion is removed from the principal and placed
with a council.

Secondly, a 24-member district-wide central “school-
based management” council isestablished to consider restruc-
turing proposals from individual schools. Like school leader-
ship councils, the school-based management council is com-
posed of 50 percent teachers and 50 percent others. These
councilsreview, evaluate, and approve school-based manage-
ment proposals submitted by individual sites. They also are
empowered to waive provisions of school board policy and
the collective bargaining agreement. The councils must
develop school-based management guidelines, recognizing
the conflicting needs for autonomy, diversity, and self-deter-
mination, on the one hand, and accountability, standards, and
coordination, on the other. But no specific accountability
mechanism is included in the empowering language.

The San Diego Unified School District has similarly
embarked on a long-range restructuring effort. Its “Innova-
tion, Change, and Leadership Group,” composed of adminis-
trators, teachers, parents, community members, and univer-
sity representatives, is engaged in a strategic planning process
to redesign the city’s schools. One outcome of this effort is
expected to include enhanced teacher involvement in plan-
ning instructional activities, including school schedules, cur-
riculum content, and staffing patterns.*

Twelve California school districts are experimenting
with a new form of labor agreement called Educational Trust
Agreements. Trust Agreements are designed to enable teach-
ers and school management cooperatively to develop written
agreements on issues outside the scope of traditional collec-
tive bargaining. Districts are crafting agreements in the areas
of peer assistance and evaluation, staff development, and
school-based management (see Chapter 4).

Choice

Allowing parents more choice in selecting their children’s
schools, regardless of their location, is a reform strategy of
growing interest and support. President Bush recently an-
rounced his support for the idea, and the California media
focused attention on the subject. State Superintendent Bill
Honig has described choice as an excellent way o cement
parental commitment to schools, encourage parent involve-
ment, and relieve serious overcrowding in many districts.*$
Somechoice options already operate in California schools, for
example, magnet schools, intra-district open enroliment,

5§

specialized secondary schools, like Los Angeles’s School for
the Performing Arts, and AB 2071 (1986) which allows
elementary school stedentstoattend public schoolsin districts
where their parents work.

Choice proposals in 1989, however, are much broader.
Assembly Bill 2134, for example, sponsored by State Super-
intendent Honig and introduced by Assemblyman Charles
Bader, requires each school district, first, to implement an
intra-district open enrollment policy, allowing parents to
enroll their children in any school within the district. These
plans must ensure that racial and ethnic balances are not
adversely affected, give priority to neighborhood children,
and maximize use of facilities.

Second, the Bader bill allows parents to enroll their
children in any school in the state, provided that several
conditions are met. (1) The number of transfer slots available
at each school must be determined, and applicants must be
selected through a fair process, such as a lottery, to avoid
“skimming” only the best academic students or athletes.
(2) Transfers must not adversely affect racial balances in
either sending or receiving districts. (3) Sendingdistrictsare
protected against unreasonable financial hardship and loss of
revenue by a maximum annual enrollment loss provision of
between one and five percent, based on the size of the district.

This“controlled choice ” plan isnota voucher system and
does not provide public funds for private schools. Rather it
extends parents’ abilities to “vote with their feet.” The bills’
sponsars believe that choice will empower parents in terms of
dealing with their children’s schools on a more equal foot-
ing# Still, this empowerment s limited by the parents’ means
to transport their children and the cap on annual transfers,

Controlled choice is just one of many choice models.*
The California legislature deferred consideration of choice
initiatives to interim study.

Commission Reports

Enhancing local flexibility has been the subject of several
recent California blue-ribbon commissions. The governor's
Commission on Educational Excellence, for example, was
directed to cull an effective reform strategy from the practices
of exemplary schools and by examining issues associated with
categorical programs, financial accountability, performance
incentives, school safety, and the complexity of school fund-
ing. The Association of California School Administrators
(ASCA) charged its Commission on Public School Admini-
stration and Leadership to determine how emerging man-
agement trends in America’s best run companies can benefit
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California’s schools.. Finally, the Califomia Business
Roundiable, an organization of chief executive officers from
more than 90 of California’s largest corporations, produced a
report, Restructuring California Education: A Design for
Public Education in the Twenty-First Century, that proposes
widespread changes in the way education is organized and
instruction is delivered.

Each report proposes changes in the organization and
contro! of California’s schools. Ideas in the reports run from
small adjustments to a complete reconstitution of the current
system.*® Each group, for example, advocates more parental
choice. Each recommends some form of preschool. The
govermnor’s commission promotes greater district consoli-
dation, with the state superintendent making rec-
ommendations regarding minimum and maximum district
sizes and optimal grade configurations. The ASCA commis-
sion praposes reinstituting financial bonuses for district con-
solidation and breaking up the largest school districts into
more manageable units. The Roundtable would completely
reorganize the provision of educational services by establish-
ing primary schooling for all 4-6 year olds, consolidate
elementary and secondary education on core academics, then
provide optional specialized educational programs for 17-18
yearolds thatis tailored to their initial career aspirations. Each
group, as mentioned previously, would replace county offices
of education with regional service centers.

The strongest theme to emerge from all three reports,
however, is the need to decentralize schooling, that is, to
return more operational authority to school sites and to distrib-
ute decision making at the site level among administrators,
teachers, parents, and community representatives. In the
Roundtable report, for example, discretionary funds would be
provided directly to schools by the state (which would not be
partof the district’s general appropriation). This money could
be spent for staff development, technology services, curricu-
lum materials, counseling, hiring non-tenure track teachers,
and other items related to the development and delivery of the
instructional program. To approve these school-level expen-
ditures, the Roundtable would create school-level governing
boards. Conirol of these boards would extend to approving a
school’s educational program and establishing mini-schools,
that is, autonomous schools-within-schools.

The ACSA commission proposed an experimental
“hands off™ model where provisions of the education code and
local contract are waived in order to enhance educational
innovations. Local voters would be able to increase local
taxes to support local schools. The govemor’s commission
signalled the return of authority to local governing boards as
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one of three principles undergirding all its recommendations.
In addition, the commissioners recommended that the func-
tions of all school site advisory councils be consolidated into
a single council, to better integrate a student’s entire educa-
tional program. All three reports view the state’s role as set-
ting standards, monitoring progress, and stepping in when
failures occur.*®

The organization and control of California’s public
schools are indeed complex. They also are adynamic compo-
nent of the patchwork of public education. As electoral
initiatives, changes in funding mechanisms, the augmentation
of accountability programs, and proposals regarding restruc-
turing and choice demonstrate, the organization and control of
California’s schools receive substantial, even if not central,
policy atiention and remain an important arena of school
reform activity.
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Chapter 6

Curriculum

and Special Programs

Numerous California and national studies on curricu-
larchange have been undertakenin the lastdecade. All smdies
find large changes in curriculum in both the 1970s and 1980s.
To date, there is no consensus on the primary causes of these
changes. A 1985 national study of school board members
asserted that school boards are responsible for curricular
changes, but school board members reported that the major
impetus for change came from the state, not the local, level.

Other studies have linked local curricular changes with
nonschool-related phenomena. For example, California’s
Proposition 13 played a significant role in curricular retrench-
ment during the late 1970s and early 1980s. Still other studies
point to legislative initiative as the precursor for local school
curricular changes.

It is clear in recent California history that state-level
forces, external to schools, have played the dominant role in
curricular change in the state’s public schools. There are
significant external forces, including the University of Cali-
fomia, California State University, State Board of Education,
superintendent of public instruction, legislatre, govemor,
and national associations of curricular experts that exert
strong influences on high school curriculum. In combination,
these forces are altering local curriculum in elementary,
middle, and high schools. These actions by the legislature,
State Department of Education, State Board of Education, and
institutions of higher education will be examined in turn.

State Legislative Action

Infusions of state dollars, primarily due to the passage of
Senate Bill 813, California’s omnibus school reform bill, have
enabled school districts to restore major curricular offerings
that were eliminated during the immediate post-Proposition
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13 era. More specifically, districts were given incentives (0
expand the length of their school day. (Many schools were
previously forced by financial exigencies to a five-period
day.) Now the vast majority again are able to offer at least six
periods.
Senate Bill 813 also increased high school graduation
requirements to:

3 years of English

2 years of mathematics

2 years of science

3 years of social science

1 year of foreign language or fine arts

2 years of physical education (previously required)

Statelcgislation (ACR 14, 1983) urged the State Board of
Education 1o require each school district governing board to
compare ils existing graduation requirements and curricular
standards to model curriculum standards that the legislature
mandated the State Board of Education to develop. Senate
Bill 1213 (1985) added a semester of economics to existing
high school graduation requirements.

State Board of Education
and State Department of Education

The State Board of Education adopted model high school
graduation standards which are somewhat tougher than exist-
ing legislative requirements; they include: four years of Eng-
lish; two years of science (a year each of physical and life
science); three years of mathematics (including algebra and
geometry); three years of social sciences, including one year
of world civilizations, one year of U.S. history, one semester
of government, and one semester of economics; two years of
the same foreign language; one year of visual and performing
arts; and one year of computer studies.

In addition, the State Department of Education launched
an integrated series of actions designed to ensure that new
courses—indeed, the entire K-12 curriculum—would be
substantially upgraded in academic rigor. These curricular
initiatives scparate California from most other states which
have not had similar curricular change strategies. Asaresult,
new course offerings in Califomnia tend to be substantively
rigorous.!

For several years, California has developed curriculum
frameworks in all basic subjects. Curriculum frameworks are
state-disseminated documents developed in concert with
local teachers, district and county office curriculum coordina-
tors, state and national curriculum content experts, and uni-
versity professors. They are designed in part to identify which
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* In virtually every subject-matter area, remedial
courses have been reduced substantially as the high
school curriculum becomes more rigorous and uni-
form, :

* 'The long downward spiral in enrollments in voca-
‘tional education hascontinued to the 198889 school
year.

* Inaddition to the general revenue limit that provides
unrestricted financing for schools, California has 70
separate categorical programs or funding sources.

« State categorical funding totaled $3.9 billion in
1988-89.

content to cover, to provide an ordering of subject-matter
content and sequence of topics, to identify themes with
applicability across a range of issues and areas, and to suggest
teaching strategies. The frameworks are not mandated for use
by local districts, but since the onset of state education reform
efforts in 1983, the frameworks have assumed greater impor-
tance and influence.

Science and mathematics were the first content areas
addressed under a systematic effort to upgrade California’s
curriculum. The main focus in the new school mathematics
framework was on development of underlying quantitative
concepts and the ability to use them, teaching for understand-
ing, and applying mathematics to everyday personal and
professional life. The emphasis was on mathematical con-
cepts and understandings that all students need such as:

*  Problem solving, that is, using mathematics for real-

* life issues, rather than solely doing exercises. Prob-
lem solving involves not just word problems or one
type of problem. Rather it involves applications in
new contexts.

*  Sense of numberness, quantity.

» Facility with various approaches to computations
and knowledge of how to select the most efficient
approach.

»  Measurement and geometry; patterns and functions;
statistics, probability, and logic.

¢ Classroom calculator use so that teachers can em-
phasize number sense, estimation, and appreciation
for and understanding of quantities, rather than just
arithmetic algorithms. Calculators are used to de-
crease the time devoted to computations and thus to
increase the time spent on problem-solving activi-
ties.

»  Computer technologies.
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New pedagogical emphases include the need to:
Teach problem solving by instructing students to
formulate and analyze problems, including how to
select strategies to solve problems, find solutions,
and verify and interpret solutions. A major teacher
role is to encourage and help students “attack prob-
lems” by thinking about possible strategies and solu-
tions.
Teach for understanding (including mental arithme-
tic and estimation) versus teach for memory.
— emphasize understanding
— teach a few generalizations rather than
numerous rules
— develop conceptual schemas of interrelated
concepts
— take more time to develop understanding
Incorporate concrete, manipulative materials
widely, especially in the early elementary grades, to
develop underlying quantitative concepts. This
especially fits the “concrete” cognitive development
stage of young students.
Use situational lessons, that is, lessons in which
groups of students solve problems in which numer-
ous quantitative concepts and arithmetical calcula-
tions are required.
Use cooperative learning groups.
Reinforce concepts and skills.
Use questioning and responding techniques thatem-
phasize critical-thinking skills.
The major emphasis for the new science framework
is on scientific literacy for all individuals. Scientific
literacy is seen as the marriage of content knowl-
edge, scientific process skills, attitudes about sci-
ence, and the ability to use that expertise to under-
stand the relationship of science to issues and prob-
lems of everyday life. Again, the focus was on
scientific literacy for all individuals and the use of
science in practical, real-life situations. The frame-
work includes the following:
The goal of understanding the nature of science and
technology, the nature of scientific inquiry, and the
ability to read, comprehend, and judge science and
scientific issues as presented in public media.
Overall objectives of content knowledge, science
process skills, problem-solving capabilities, self-
confidence in science, and ability to analyze ethical
issues relating to science.
Integration of biology (cells, plants, protists, ani-
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mals, human beings, ecosystems, genetics, and
evolution), earth science (astronomy, geology and
natural resources, meteorology, and oceanography),
and physical science (matter, mechanics, and en-
ergy). Integrate these content domains by showing
connections between them and how they exemplify
the *‘big ideas” underlying science, such as energy,
evolution, patterns of change, scale and structure,
stability, and systems and interaction. Understand
these issues in conceptual, historical, and thematic
contexts, including the interrelationships among
science, mathematics, and techrology.

Emphasis on interactions among science, technol-

ogy, and the individual, including the processes and

products of science; interrelationships among sci-
ence, technology, and society; and careers in science
and technology.

Ethical issuesrelated to science and its analysis, such

as acid rain and using animals for research.

Safety,including laboratory safety and manipulative

laboratory skills.

Scientific process skills, including:

—aobserving, communicating, comparing, measur-
ing, and organizing (grades K-3)

—relating items such as time and space, forming hy-
potheses, controlling and manipulating vari-
ables, and experimenting (grades 3-6)

—inferring, synthesizing, generalizing, recognizing
patterns, and formulating explanatory models
and theories (grades 6-9)

—applying and using knowledge to solve problems
(grades 9-12)

New instructional emphases for science included the need to:

Emphasize scientific problem engagement, hands-
on activities, and laboratory approaches to teaching
science.

Increase time for science in elementary and middle
grades.

Use appropriate computer technologies, including
science simulations.

In 1988, the new history-social science framework was

produced. Its main focus was the study of continuity and
change. This new curriculum was designed to have students:

(1) study the interrelationships among domestic and interna-
tional politics, economic changes, technological advances,

demographic shifts, and the stress of social change, and to do

this for the past, present, and future; and (2) to develop an
understanding of the connections between ideas and behav-
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iors, between the values and ideals people hold, and their
consequences; and to understand that values and ideas have
consequences, that history is not the passive ebb and flow of
events but can be and has been shaped and changed by the
ideas and actions of individuals and governments. The
framework also included a new and more intense emphasis on
history, including a history focus for 6 of the 12 years of
schooling,

The primary goals of the new history-social science

framework include:
1. Knowledge and cultural understandings such as:

* historical literacy

« geographic literacy

* sociopolitical literacy

* economic literacy

+ cultural literacy

« ethical literacy

2. Democratic understandings and civic values such as:

» national identity

« constitutional heritage

« civic values, rights, and responsibilities

3. Skills and social participation such as:

* basic study skills

« critical-thinking skills

* participation skills

Key themes of the new history-social science framework

were intended to:

s  Focuson the chronological study of history placed in
geographic settings. History and geography are
disciplines that must be integrated. Events and
changes occur at specific times in specific places.

» Integrate the teaching of history with other humani-
ties and social science disciplines such as religion,
culture, art, architecture, law, literature, science,
diplomacy, politics, economics, and sociology.
Also to enrich the study of history with literature of
and about the period under investigation.

»  Emphasize understanding major historical events
and periods in depth rather than skimming broad
ranges of events and times, that is, depth and under-

" standing over breadth and simple coverage.

» Include an explicit multicultural perspective
throughcut the history-social science curriculum.

«  Expand and enrich history-social science instruction
in the elementary grades by including issues beyond
local neighborhoods and communities.

¢ Include three years of world history and U.S. history,
but cover different topics and time periods at each
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grade level.

* Include a specific focus on values and ethical issues,
such as:

— encourage the development of civic and demo-
cratic values

— study and discussion of the fundamental prin-
ciples and rights embodied in the U.S.
Constitution and Bill of Rights

— discuss the importance of religion in human his-
m .

— present controversial issues honestly and accu-
rately within their historical or contemporary
context

* Include critical-thinking skills at all grade levels,

» Incorporate a variety of content-appropriate teach-
ing methods that engage students actively in the
leaming process, including cooperative leaming,
reading, discussing, writing, and the increased use of
new technologies.

In 1988, the new language arts curriculum framework
waspublished. The goal of the English-language arts program
was to develop a literate, thinking society. The assumption
here is that language is fundamental to human learning and
understanding. Language should not be seen as the sum of
particular parts, such as vocabulary, spelling, grammar, and
the like, but rather as holistic. Indeed, current research shows
that individuals use language in broad goal-oriented ways:

»  Constructively, by creating new meanings through

integrating new and old knowledge.

*  Actively, by relating newly learned items to individ-
ual goals and purposes.

» Interactively, by communicating new leaming to
others.

«  Strategically, by using language to perform tasks ef-
fectively.

*  Fluently, by approaching new reading and writing
tasks easily and confidently.

The critical elements of the new language arts pro-

gram include the following:

¢ A theory that individuals learn t0 read and learn to
learn by reading.

+  Establish a books- or literature-based program. If
the goal is a literate society, then meaningful student
encounters with books and literature are needed.
— Use core literary works to develop a common

cultural background from whichstudents can
leam about humanity, values, and society

— Read literature beyond the core that extends and
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captures individual interests

— Read recreational and motivating materials by
encouraging reading in classrooms, libraries,
and homes

» Integrate instruction in reading, listening, speaking,
writing, and thinking. Also integrate decoding,
spelling, grammar, reading comprehension, and
writling mechanics.

= Develop composition, writing skills, and a K~12
writing focus. Students learn to write by writing,
editing, and rewriting,

« Develop oral language proficiency.

New pedagogical approaches include:

»  Anemphasis on lots of reading
— teachers reading aloud to students
— students engaged in periods of sustained silent

reading of self-selected materials

*  Sustained, silent reading periods.

*  Reading for problem solving and understanding.
Common themes across all these new frameworks
include the following:

¢ A problem-solving orientation, understanding past
problem solving.

 Belief that basic skills, facts, and knowledge are
leamed best by engagement in problem solving
rather than by direct instruction.

» Integration of content, skills, and disciplines.

*  Multicultural emphasis.

»  Complex thinking skills.

»  Specifically addressing ethical issues, controversial
topics, and values, both past and present.

+  Depth over breadth.

*  More content and substance in elementary grades
within mathematics, science, history, and language
arts.

Common pedagogical emphases include:

= Engaging students in issues, problems, and dilem-
mas.

»  Reading, listening, discussing, and writing across
different content areas as ways to learn basic skills,
facts, and knowledge as well as to solve problems,

* Reading, listening, discussing, and writing about
great books within literature, history, and the like.

«  Cooperative learning,

* Auention to cognitive development and new ap-
proaches to and understanding of how to enhance
children’s cognitive capabilities.

*  Learning activities that “engage” students.
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In 1989, the state once again began to revise the science
framework and published a draft version late in the year. In
short, these State Department of Education initiatives are
designed to change and improve the curriculum in all of
California’s schools, from kindergarten through twelfth
grade. The goal is quite ambitious and entails a long-term
change process that will last a decade or two.

While the frameworks cover the K-12 curriculum, they
are developed for the purpose of substantively influencing the
textbook adoption process. Since California adopts texts only
for K-8, emphasis has been given to the K-8 portion of the
frameworks. Senate Bill 813, however, targeted grades 9-12
and required the Department of Education to develop more
detailed model curriculum standards for those grades. Senate
Bill 813 also mandated that each local district compare its
9-12 curriculum to the state model curriculum standards.
Model curriculum standards, which cover science, mathemat-
ics, language arts, social science, including U.S. and world
history, and foreign language and fine arts, were disseminated
in 1985.

The curriculum framework development and textbook
adoption endeavors are multiple-year processes and, at least
theoretically, are arranged in a sequence so that one coincides
with the next. Frameworks are released about one year before
the textbooks proposed for adoption need to be approved by
the State Board of Education,

A secondary purpose of the curriculum frameworks is 1o
suggest to local districts the manner in which a subject-matter
curriculum should be conceptualized and how it should be
assessed. The close linkage between these frameworks, the
textbook adoption process, and the state testing program
gamers added influence for the frameworks locally, even
absent a state mandate for their use.

In addition, frameworks have generally been well re-
ceived by school districts and utilized by local curriculum
specialists, at least partially because they are judged to be
thoughtfully designed.

The State Department of Education is also now finalizing
model curriculum guides in science and mathematics for
grades K-8. Guides contain more detail than frameworks,
actually providing examples of classroom strategies for teach-
ing in each content area. Since the mathematics curriculum
especially, but also the science curriculum, varies substan-
tially from standard school curricula and practice, the State
Department of Education, responding 1o pressure from local
districts, recently decided to produce these model curriculum
guides.
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The overall goal is to change drastically the entire con-
cept of curriculum for grades K-8 and for the bottom 80
percent of students, from fragmented content areas to an
integration of the content, processes, and meaning of each
content area around topics and issues related to every day life.
The objective is to teach students how to use and to apply
content knowledge and process skills to problems and chal-
lenges commonly encountered, thus connecting academic or
school curriculum to their experiences outside school.

The philosophy of curriculum at the state level is broad
and not simply content bound. Curriculum includes (1)
specific content, (2) lesson strategies, (3) learning activities,
(4) instructional materials, (5) leamning outcomes, and (6)
" assessmentinstruments. Curriculum content alsoismorethan
askills continuum (for example, reasons for wars); itincludes
specific content (for example, reasons for the Vietham War
and World War II). Curriculum alignment involves matching
all six pieces. The notion that a board decides curriculum and
teachers implement it is notaccepted. The state’s philosophy,
rather, is that curriculum is more integrated and cannot be so
neatly separated.

The goal for students is knowledge, skills, problem-
solving capabilities, self-confidence in a subject area, ability
to deal with ethical issues related to a subject area, and
citizenship and social skills. The state believes thatclassroom
activities should address all these goals.

In order to raise standards and expectations for students,
teachers, and schools, the State Department of Education also
has established a three-phase accountability program for the
state’s public high schools. Phase one involved setting state
poals for improvement on specified “quality indicators.”
Phase two involved preparing individual performance reports
foreach high school and district and comparing their perform-
ance with state goals. Phase three involved encouraging each
local school and district to develop its own local accountabil-
ity reports with appropriate goals.

Mandated school report cards add a further element to
these reporting strategies. This mandate was part of Proposi-
tion 98 (1988) that altered California’s state constitution by
guaranteeing a minimum proportion of the state general fund
budget to K-14 public education. The accountability report
card was considered an important component of Proposition
98, to maintain public accountability for the additional funds
the initiative would target to education. The report card must
include an assessment in each of the following 13 areas:
Inputs—

1. Estimated expenditures per student, and types of services
funded
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2. Teacher and staff training, and curriculum improvement
programs

3. Availability of qualified substitute teachers

4. Availability of qualified personnel to provide counseling
and other student support services

Process—

5. Safety, cleanliness, and adequacy of school facilities

6. Classroom discipline and climate for learning

7. Progress toward reducing class sizes and teaching loads

8. Quality and currency of textbooks and other instructional
materials

9. Assignment of teachers outside their subject areas of
competence

10.Adequacy of teacher evaluations and opportunities for
professional improvement

11.Quality of instruction and leadership

Outcomes—

12.Student achievement in and progress toward meeting
reading, writing, arithmetic, and other academic goals

13.Progress toward reducing dropout rates

The categorics of data required for this report card are

close to the full complement of data variables that constitute

the core variables for a full-fledged educational indicator

system. The first school accountability report cards will be

produced sometime during the 1989-90 academic year.

Potentially, these reports could become penetrating analyses

of the educational systems in all of California’s schools and

districts.

Textbook Adoption

The overall goal of California’s textbook adoption process is
to align curriculum statewide, including texts, curriculum
frameworks, and California Assessment Program (CAP)
tests. Broadly conceived, curriculum includes content, teach-
ing materials (texts), pedagogy, and testing and other assess-
ment instruments.

Textbook adoption committees use the content of state
curriculum frameworks to prepare criteria for textbook pub-
lishers. The final phase of the textbook adoption process
includes recommendation by a state curriculum commission
to the State Board of Education. During these final evaluation
phases, the state superintendent cooperates closely with key
staff serving on commitiees to evaluate the texts and to agree
on a recommendation, which he ultimately makes to the
board.

The specific purpose of the state textbook adoption cycle
is to have districts use state-adopted texts and, now, to im-
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prove overall curriculum by using better texts. Another pur-
pose today is to induce publishers to produce better, sounder,
more rigorous texts. In 1985, for example, State Superinten-
dent Bill Honig and the State Board of Education rejected and
returned to publishers for improvements both science and
mathematics texts.

The state adoption model is “driven” by the content of the
curriculum frameworks, so the state provides the content from
which publishers develop texts and from which each district
selects the resources they wish to use to implement these
frameworks. The results of the entire process are then evalu-
ated at the state level with California Assessment Program
(CAP) tests.

The California Assessment Program

The purpose of the California Assessment Program (CAP) is
to“lead” and assess the curriculum at state and local levels by
weaving common threads of content and higher-level think-
ing skills now embodied in state curriculum frameworks and
texts. Since CAP is mandated for all students in grades 3, 6,
8, and 12, and scores are released to the press, local schools
and districts pay close attention to their scores. Annual CAP
reports include three years of data and are sent to schools in
November or December of each year.

California’s educational reform expanded CAP to in-
clude cighth grade. The content tested was also expanded
from reading and mathematics to science, social science, and
adirect writing assessment. Reading also stressed content by
including passages of science and social science, and thus
reinforced the subject-matter portions of CAP. The grade
eight CAP is the first to cover the full range of content areas
for CAP testing. History/social science was added in
1984-198S, and science was added in 1985-86. Beginning in
spring 1987, the grade eight test included a direct assessment
of students’ writing. .

A new twelfth grade CAP test was administered during
the 198788 school year. First, the basic-skills focus of
reading and mathematics was replaced by a more application-
oriented and higher-level thinking skills focus. In subsequent
years, science and social science will be added as new content
areas. The twelfth grade CAP test also includes direct writing
assessments.

Plans exit to implement a full battery of new CAP tests to
provide California with one of the most comprehensive and
advanced student testing programs in the country. These tests
will be complemented by an expanded set of Golden State
Examinations, which are academic tests for college prepara-
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tory courses in high school. These tests are further comple-
mented by state-mandated, but locally designed and admini-
stered tests of competency in minimum basic skills. Com-
bined, these tests provide extensive information on student
achievement in California, excluding primarily student per-
formance tests for assessing higher-level cognitive processes,
and the state is conducting development work in that area.

Annual CAP reports to schools and districts are used to
compare academic achievement from one year to the next.
The reports delineate each subject area’s skills so that a school
can easily determine areas of strength and weakness to be
addressed the following year. Unlike many other standard-
ized tests, which are composed of a small number of items and
whose security is much more vulnerable, CAP is a “matrix
sample” test in which each subject area is tested by a large
number of items, only a small portion of which are taken by
any single student. The selection of test questions, therefore,
varies for individuals within the same classroom. While this
system does not allow the development of individual pupil
scores, it provides a highly reliable and robust measure of the
subject matter in question.

The philosophy of the State Department of Education is
that CAP is a model for what children should learn and an
instrument for feedback 10 communities and legislators. CAP
is a cumiculum-oriented program of accountability to let
schools know how well they are doing.

Higher Education

Historically, high schools have been attentive to changes in
admission requirements of the postsecondary institutions and
other higher education-initiated curricular directions.

Academic Senates of the three segments of public higher
education jointly adopted and have widely disseminated their
Statement on Competencies in English and Mathematics
Expected of Entering Freshmen,? intended to assist students
in preparing for college, their parents and counselors in
advising and course selection, and high school teachers and
administrators in planning curriculum,

The University of California, California State University,
and many prestigious private colleges and universities now
award extra weight in computing grade point averages for
admission for “Honors” and *“Advanced Placement” classes
in order to encourage students to take more difficult courses.

The University of California’s entrance requirements
have long been viewed as a primary determinant of high
school curriculum. Because the required course sequence has
six components, listed under the letters a-f, these high school
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courses arecommonly referred toas “a-f courses™ The current
University of California a-f requirements include:

4 years of English

3 years of mathematics

1 year of laboratory science

1 year of U. 8. history or U.S. history and government

2 years of the same foreign language

4 years of approved electives

Becanse of the magnitude of the change and the impor-
tance of its impact, the new entrance requirements imple-
mented in 1988 by the California State University are of
specialinterest. From 1965 through 1983, the California State
University admission criteria for first-time freshmen did not
include specific high school course requirements.

Students were eligible for admission if they possessed a
high school diploma and had a sufficiently high score on
CSU’s Eligibility Index, a weighted combination of high
school grade point average (GPA) and either the total score on
the Scholastic Aptitude Test (SAT) or the composite score on
the American College Test (ACT). The Eligibility Index was
monitored and adjusted periodically. Students with GPAs
above a specified level were eligible for admission irrespec-
tive of their score on the standardized test. '

The intent of these requirements was to create a pool of
eligible students equal to the top one-third of the high school
graduating class, consistent with the state’s Higher Education
Master Plan (1960) directive that CSU serve the top one-third
of California public high school graduates.

In 1981, CSU trustees, concerned that many students
were coming to their system’s campuses ill-prepared for
college, added specific course requirements in English (four
years) and mathematics (two years). These revisions were
firsteffective for students entering CSU in the fall of 1984. In
addition, in November 1984 the trustees directed the chancel-
lor to develop recommendations concemning additional
courses that should be required for entrance.

In response to that directive, the chancellor submitted a
report to the trustees which led to the adoption in November
1985 of a resolution requiring acomprehensive course pattern
of college preparatory subjects to become effective for first-
time freshmen applicants commencing in the fall of 1988. The
trustees subsequently adopted the following comprehensive
pattern of college preparatory subjects as an element of
admission requirements. These additional requirements were
to be effective in the fall of 1988 for all regular admittees:

4 years of English (presently required)

3 years of mathematics (2 years presently required)

1 year of U.S. history or U.S. history and govemment
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1 year of laboratory science

2 years of foreign language (or competency)

1 year in the visual and performing arts

3 years of approved electives

As the California State University began to implement
these new entrance requirements, it became clear that not all
high schools were offering, nor were enough students taking,
the required course pattern. Therefore, CSU modified its
initial requirements by allowing conditional admission under
the following schedule.

Those conditionally admitted will still be required to
complete the requirements prior to graduation from college
but can do so by taking university courses that serve the dual
purpose of applicability to CSU’s general education require-
ment as well as removing the deficiency:

Fall 1988 At least 10 of the required 15 units, among
which are included at least 6 of the 7 units in
English and mathematics.

At least 12 of the required 15 units, among
which are included at least 6 of the 7 units in
English and mathematics.

At least 14 of the required 15 units, among
which are included at least 6 of the 7 units in
English and mathematics.

At least 14 of the required 15 units, among
which are included at least 6 of the 7 units in
English and mathematics.

Fall 1992  Full implementation.

The California State University system has thus moved to
a set of entrance requirements that closely approximate en-
trance requirements for the University of Califomia. Al-
though concem has been expressed about the potential nega-
tive impact on minority students in higher education, CSU has
been remarkably flexible in aliering the timeline for full
implementation.

In sum, a variety of forces external 10 high schools in
California have combined, in an unprecedented manner, to
create a cumulative pressure for change in school curriculum.,
Although proposed changes have been generated from an
array of sources, the changes are remarkably consistent and
send reasonably clear signals to schools. Change of such
magnitude does not come easily, however, and will undoubt-
edly require long-term, sustained effort to implement. The
following section examines California high school responses
1o these pressures for change.

Fall 1989

Fall 1990

Fall 1991
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High School Curricular Changes

The cumulative effect of external pressures for a more aca-
demically oriented curriculumn has led high schools to adopt a
more rigorous curriculum. Increases in enrollment in aca-
demic courses and concomitant declines in remedial courses
and electives, along with declines in other areas of the curricu-
lum not required for high school graduation or for entrance
into the University of Califomnia or California State Univer-
sity, have occurred.

Course-Taking Patterns

Figure 6.1 displays changes in high school course enrollments
fortwo time periods. The first displays a longer-range, seven-
year view depicting enrollment changes by subject area from
1982-83 to 1988-89. This period begins just prior to
California’s curriculum improvement efforts and implemen-
tation of omnibus school reform legislation, The second
displays data from the two most recent years, 1987-88 to
1988-89.

The information in Figure 6.1 reflects changes in subject
area enrollment, corrected for changes in the overall student
population. This is the manner in which PACE has reported
course changes in prior years. It accounts for the total number
of students in each course and the total number of students
enrolled in high school. It enables one to assess whether raw
number changes in course enrollments reflect simply the
effects of overall enroliment changes or represent a shift in
student course-taking pattemns. :

It is important to note that overall subject trends may
mask course enrollment pattems occurring within subareas.
For example, in the seven-year data, English enrollment is
down by almost a third, but there are substantial variations
within English. Advanced placement English enrollment is
up by half and comprehensive English enrollment is upalmost
14 percent, butreading enrollment has declined by four-fifths.
Similarly, while enrollment in mathematics has declined
overall by roughly 14 percent, general math is up 11 percent,
and advanced math (including intermediate algebra, solid
geomeiry, trigonometry, intermediate algebra/trigonometry,
probability/statistics, modern abstract algebra, analytic ge-
ometry/pre-calculus, calculus) is up 30 percent.

The largestreal enrollment gains between 1983 and 1989
were recorded by economics (348%), physical science
(208%), computer education (100%), life science (52%),
advanced placement English (50%), world history (41%),
chemistry and physics (39%), and advanced math (30%). The
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biggest losses were experienced by reading (-80%), music
(-55%), vocational and business education (52%), English
composition (-44%), and physical education (-30%).
Missing from this analysis , however, is an accounting of
the total number of courses, of all types, taken by high school
students. In California, this can be an important omission. As
it happens, Califomia high school enrollment is increasing,
but the total number of courses taken by these smdents is

FIGURE 6.1

Percentage Changes in Subject Matter Enrollment,
1982-83 to 1988-89 and 1987-88 to 1988-89
(corrected for changes in total student enrollment)

% Change % Change
Subject 1983 to 1989 1988 10 1989
ENGLISH -31.51 -8.77
Comprehensive English 13.86 -246
AP English 50.02 290
Composition —4491 -17.04
Reading -79.94 -26.44
FOREIGN LANGUAGE = 13.39 -4.01
SOCIAL SCIENCE -23.06 -5.84
Economics 347.98 14.35
World History 4148 -1.60
MATHEMATICS -14.38 490
General Math 10.84 042
Beginning Algebra -1.21 —6.64
Advanced Math 29.71 -2.39
COMPUTER EDUC. 99.96 -13.36
SCIENCE 15.68 -6.22
Life 52.13 -8.82
Physical 208.45 -793
Biology 1.79 -3.30
Chemistry 38.64 -3.86
Physics 38.65 -3.13
PHYSICAL EDUC. -29.75 —495
ART -11.72 -1.92
DRAMA 19.73 -2.29
MUSIC -54.74 ~5.05
VOC/BUSINESS EDUC. -51.82 -14.32

Source: PACE analysis of California Basic
Educational Data System (CBEDS) data.
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decreasing. Figure 6.2 illustrates this point. Cumulative
student enrollment increased 7.31 percent between 1982-83
and 1988-89. During this period, however, the total number
of courses taken by these students declined 17.82 percent. In
other words, as the student body grew larger, the number of
courses taken grew smaller. In 1988-89, the number of
students attending high school increased by almost 38,000. At
the same time, students took approximately 271,000 fewer
courses than they did the previous year. Over the seven-year
period, 92,000 more students are taking 1.7 million fewer
courses.

Figure 6.3 presents a second method of analyzing course
enrollment patterns that accounts for informaticn regarding
the number of total courses taken. It does this by viewing
enrollment in subject areas as a percentage of the number of
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FIGURE 6.2 Percentage Changes in Student Enroll-
ment and Courses Taken, Grades 9-12, 1982-83 to

1988-89 and 1987-88 to 1988-89

Grades 9-12 1982-83 1987-88
to 8889 to 88-89

Student Enrollment 7.31 2.86

Courses Taken -17.82 =33

Source: PACE analysis of California Basic Educational
Data System (CBEDS) data.

courses taken by high school students, rather than as a percent-
age of the number of high school students alone. In other
words, instead of simply comparing science enroliments year
by year, which places science enrollment in the context of

FIGURE 6.3 Subject Enrollment as a Percentage of Total Course Enrollment, 1982-83 to 198889

Subject 1982-83 1988-89 % Change
ENGLISH 18.97 17.50 -1.75
Comprehensive English 6.43 9.48 4743
AP English 0.22 041 86.36
Composition 1.06 0.81 ~23.58
Reading 312 1.04 -66.67
FOREIGN LANGUAGE 4.17 6.13 47.00
SOCIAL SCIENCE 13.14 13.45 2.36
Economics 0.22 122 454.55
World History 1.80 3.25 80.96
MATHEMATICS 11.09 12.54 13.07
General Math 1.76 . 254 4432
Beginning Algebra 274 3.54 29.20
Advanced Math 1.57 2.62 66.88
COMPUTER EDUC. 040 1.02 155.00
SCIENCE 6.57 9.86 49.62
Life 0.69 1.33 92.75
Physical 0.53 205 286.79
Biology 1.92 255 ~ 3281
Chemistry 0.69 1.23 78.26
Physics 0.29 0.52 79.31
PHYSICAL EDUC. 14.20 1340 -5.63
ART 2.87 3.34 16.38
DRAMA 0.46 072 56.52
MUSIC 3.82 245 -35.86
VOC/BUSINESS EDUC. 15.94 10.76 -32.50
OTHER 8.33 8.55 264

Source: PACE analysis of California Basic Educational Data System (CBEDS) data.
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overall student enrollment (as reflected in Figure 6.1), the
analysis reflected in Figure 6.3 places science enroliment
within the context of all course enrollments. This enables us
to see how the character of the curriculum is changing regard-
less of the annual numerical changes in individual subject
areas .
Figure 6.3 displays subject areas and selected subareas of
the high school curriculum. It reports each area as a percent-
age of all courses taken. For example, we can see that science
represented approximately 6.6 percent of all courses taken by
high school students in 1982-83; whereas this percentage
increased to approximately 9.9 in 1988-89, an increase of
almost 50 percent. The pattern is similar with social science,
mathematics, and foreign language. One conclusion from this
information is that between 1983 and 1989 core, academic
subjects came to play a larger role in California’s high school
curricuolum. The magnitude of these changes can be ascer-
tained by reading the percentage changes under column three,
on the far right, in Figure 6.3.

Both perspectives—subject enrollments in the context of
student enroliment, and subject enrollment in the context of
other course enrollment—are important. If science enroll-
ment is declining, for example, schools may need fewer
science teachers and fewer labs. If at the same time science
enrollment accounts for a larger percentage of the overall
curriculum, then one can characterize the curriculum as more
science oriented, which would coincide with goals espoused
in recent national and professional reform reports. The
important next step is to ascertain why high schools students
are taking fewer courses. For the moment, however, the
character of the California high schoo! curriculum appears to
emphasize more science; ‘mathematics; foreign language;
comprehensive English; and social science, like economics
and world history, in keeping with California’s core curricu-
lum reforms instituted in 1983.

Class Size

Figure 6.4 portrays average class sizes by subject area. Class
sizes range from an average of 25.6 in vocational education
courses to 38.7 in physical education. Academic course
enrollments in science, mathematics, English, social studies,
and foreign language, span a narrow range from 27 to 29.
These numbers represent the number of students a typical
teacheractually has in class, or the typical teacher load. These
figures show that, in California, the typical high school
teacher still sees between 135 and 145 students per day, alarge
number.
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Performance Reporting

The State Department of Education disseminates statewide
course enrollment information designed to monitor progress
toward a more intense academic curriculum of history, gov-
emment, science, mathematics, and literature. This informa-
tion is included in the “Performance Report for California
Schools,” part of the state’s accountability program (which
includes the use of quality indicators, school performance
reports, and a school recognition program, see Chapter 5).
Beginning in 1983-84, each successive annual edition of the
performance report compared current and historical data to
reveal trends in the performance of California schools over
time.

The 1988 report, however, establishes a new base year.
Thus, comparisons with prior yearscannotbe made. Why was
a new base year necessary? There are several reasons,
according to the State Depariment of Education. First, a new
twelfth grade CAP test was administered. The new test is
substantively different in content and administration proce-
dures, and scores are reported in a different manner. Second,
significant changes were made to the student information
section of the CAP test, yielding data that were not compa-
rable to similar information collected previously. Finally, the
department asserted that improvement on the quality indica-
tors was so great between 1983 and 1987 that it was no longer
possible to make normative judgements about school per-
formance.} The information in the 1988 report has been
renormed and thus direct comparisons with prior years are not

FIGURE 6.4 Average Class Size, Selected Subjects,
1983-89

Average Number of

Subject Students Enrolled in
Each Class

Science 289
Mathematics 284
English ' 272
Social Science 28.7
Foreign Language 28.2
Vocational Education 256
Physical Education 38.7

Source: California Basic Educational Data System
(CBEDS) data, 1988-89
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included. Thus, Figure 6.5 indicates course enroliment pat-
terns from the performance report for 1987-88 only. As an
indicator of past performance, Figure 6.6 includes changes
from 198384 to 198687, a period of focused state and local
school reform activity. However, the two figures are not
directly comparable,

National Trends

During the 1980s, state-initiated educational reform activity
has been widespread. Primary among these efforts were new
state graduation requirements that included a core of aca-
demic subjects, much like those instituted in California by
Senate Bill 813. In 1984-8S, for example, the Educational
Testing Service found that 41 states had raised standards for
the number and types of courses required for high school
graduation.* Driving these reforms was a nationwide consen-
sus that a more rigorous education could enhance the United
States” ability to compete economically worldwide. This
concem regarding economic competition affected the nature
of the school reforins by emphasizing mathematics, science,
and technology in the curriculum.’

Figures 6.7 and 6.8 compare national course-taking pat-
ternsamong high school graduatesin 1982 and 1987. Accord-
ing to an Educational Testing Service (ETS) analysis, the
numbers show strong gains in mathematics and sciencecourse
taking, except in calculus and physics. Thus, the increases in
California are part of a wider national phenomenon. In
addition, with few exceptions, gains in course taking were
registered by minority as well as majority students in all
mathematics and science courses, but the black and Hispanic
rates, as in Califomnia, are still below white and Asian rates.

Increases in academic course taking also are apparent
among all student tracks—academic, vocational, and general.
By 1987, for example, over two-thirds of vocational and
general track students had taken Algebra I, 20 percent of
vocational students and 30 percent of general track students
had taken geometry. The ETS report asserts that vocational
course enrollments have not been cut to accommodate in-
creased academic requirements but allows that pressure on
vocational courses may increase as new slate requirements
apply to more students through the remainder of the decade.®

Among college-bound seniors, ETS found increases in
the percentage taking three years of mathematics and social
studies, and two years of foreign language, as recommended
by the National Commission for Excellence in Educationinits
often-cited report, A Nation at Risk. Seventy-five percent of
college-bound seniors were taking three years of science in
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FIGURE 6.5 Course Enrollments, Statewide Averages
from the Performance Report for California Schools

Statewide
Average
Course Enrollments 1987-88
Mathematics
3 or more years 66.1%
Advanced mathematics 36.1
English
4 or more years 69.6
Science
3 or more years 364
Chemistry 369
Physics 154
Advanced science : 48.2
History/Social Science
4 or more years 258
Foreign Language
_ 3 or more ycars 223
Fine Arts
1 year art/music/drama/dance 525
University of California Requirements
Enroliments in a-f courses 4.6
Graduates completing a-f courses 282
Units required for graduation 225

Statewide averages are based on twelth grade statewide en-
rollments unless otherwise noted. The values for advanced
mathematics and advanced science represent the statewide
rate of enrollment per 100 juniors and seniors. The values for
chemistry and physics are the statewide enrollment.

Source: State Department of Education, Performance

1988. Moreover, the increase in English course credits
registered for all high school students from 1982 to 1987
(Figure 6.9) was concentrated among the noncollege bound.

California Compared to the Nation

California was among the first states 10 raise graduation
requirements and to altempt to improve the quality of science,
mathematics and other courses. Many states also have im-
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FIGURE 6.6 Course Enrollment Trends, Statewide Averages from the Performance

Report for California Schools
Statewide Averages
Course Enrollments 1983-84 84-85 85-86 86-87
Mathematics

3 or more years 67% 74% 8% 82%

Advanced mathematics 28 32 33 36
English

4 or more years 73 86 88 90
Science

3 or more years 33 36 40 53

Chemistry 25 31 37 40

Physics 10 12 14 16

Advanced science - NA NA 49 50
History/Social Science

4 or more years 33 37 40 43
Foreign Language

3 or more years 22 22 26 27
Fine Arts

1 year art/music/

drama/dance 65 67 70 75
University of California
Requirements

Enrollments in a-f courses NA 38 4 43

Graduates completing

a-f courses NA NA 28 26
Units required for graduation NA NA 17 22

Statewide averages are based on twelth grade statewide enrollments unless otherwise noted.
The values for advanced mathematics and advanced science represent the statewide rate of
enrollment per 100 juniors and seniors. The values for chemistry and physics are the statewide

enrollment.

Source: State Department of Education, Performance Report for California Schools 1988.

proved assessment programs and information systems de-
signed to assess the effects of state educational reforms.”
The Council of Chief State School Officers, with support
from the National Science Foundation, has undertaken the
task of compiling state-by-state indicators of mathematics and
science education.® The project is designed to improve the
quality of data on science and mathematics education avail-
able to policy makers, develop a national data base to assess
the condition of science and mathematics education, and
provide for state-by-state comparisons. Data are collected by

state departments of education using regular state-designed
systems for collecting data. The reporting plan was designed
by state representatives and CCSSO staff. A preliminary
report, including data collected in 1988, was released in
October 1989. Key figures are reproduced below which place
California in a national context of school reform.

Figure 6.10 displays enrollment in science courses in
grades 9-12 by level. These data answer the question, “What
level of science courses are students taking to meet graduation
requirements?” The four categories include earth, physical,
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FIGURE 6.7 Percentage* of High School Graduates Who Took Selected Mathematics Courses, by Race/Ethnicity,
1982 and 1987

White Black Hispanic Asian All Groups
1982 Graduates
Algebra | 68.1 515 55.1 66.2 65.1
Geometry 512 28.5 25.8 64.3 45.7
Algebra Il 38.7 242 20.8 56.4 35.1
Trigonometry 13.6 6.0 64 282 120
Pre-calculus 6.7 22 30 13.7 58
Calculus 55 14 1.8 13.2 47
1987 Graduates
Algebra I 78.2 70.7 76.6 66.2 712
Geometry 64.2 43.6 443 823 61.0
Algebra Il 514 323 332 68.3 46.1
Trigonometry 21.7 123 11.5 -47.0 204
Pre-calculus 13.0 50 8.0 41.3 124
Calculus 59 24 4.1 33.0 6.1

*Percentages are weighted to yield population estimates.

Source: Adapted from Educational Testing Service, What Americans Study (Princeton, NJ: ETS, 1989) which cites “Nation
at Risk Study as part of the 1987 High School Transcript Study,” Tabulations, May 19, 1988, Westat Inc., for the U.S.
Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Tables 32 and 34

FIGURE 6.8 Percentage* of High School Graduates Who Took Selected Science Courses, by Race/Ethnicity, 1982
and 1987

White Black Hispanic Asian All Groups

1982 Graduates

Biology 773 70.9 672 822 75.3
Chemistry 342 20.5 154 514 30.8
Physics 16.0 6.9 5.6 33.8 13.9
1987 Graduates

Biology 91.0 84.7 85.9 93.3 89.6
Chemistry 48.0 30.3 318 723 454
Physics 21.1 10.6 11.2 50.0 20.1

*Percentages are weighted to yield population estimates.

Source: Adapted from Educational Testing Service, What Americans Study (Princeton,NJ: ETS, 1989) which cites “Nation
at Risk Study as part of the 1987 High School Transcript Study,” Tabulations, May 19, 1988, Westat Inc., for the U.S.
Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Tables 40 and 42.
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and general science; first-year biology; second-year biology
and all chemistry and physics; and other. The far-right column
gives the percentage of high school students taking a science
course during 1988-89. Twenty-nine states are compared,
including California, Texas, New York, Ohio, Pennsylvania,
and Illinois. California’s enrollments are below the median
for this group in each category except “other.” The numbers
show that California science enrollments, while having in-
creased since 1983, are still below the median of similar states.

Figure 6.11 displays information for mathematics enroll-
ments in the same way as Figure 6.10 did for science. These
data are aggregated into four categories. Column 1, review
and informal math, includes basic, consumer, and applied
math, and pre-algebra, basic gcometry, and basic Algebra I1.
Column 2 includes Algebra I. Column 3 includes geometry,
Algebra II, trigonometry, calculus, and advanced placement
calculus. Column 4 includes all other math courses, and the
far-right column indicates the percentage of all students
taking a mathematics course during the 1988-89 school year.
California’s mathematics enrollments are below the compari-
son median in general math and advanced math (columns 1
and 3), equal the comparison median for Algebra I, and are
above the mid-point in “other” math. Seventy-six percent of
California high school students enrolled in a math class in
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1988-89. The median enrollment in mathematics among
comparison states was 82 percent.

These national comparisons suggest that California still
has significant improvements to make in high school course
taking behavior, and that the recent gains are insufficient. If
California is to maintain its position as a leading, high technol-
ogy economy state, its youth needs adequate preparation in
mathematics and science and other arcas that develop techni-
cal, thinking and problem solving skills. The numbers re-
portedabove show that there have been large system improve-
ments during the past six years and that continued improve-
ments are needed in the future,

Categorical Funding

California has one of the most elaborate structures of categori-
cal funding in the United States. There are 70 separate
categorical funding sources. Categorical funds are revenues
made available to local school districts by state and federal
governments for specific purposes. Since Proposition 13 in
1978, California has virtually no local property tax leeway for
current operating expenditures. Consequently, most of the
categorical programs do not require local matching funds.

FIGURE 6.9 Average Number of Credits Earned by High School Graduates in Various Subjects, 1982 and 1987

1982
Subject Arca Graduates
English 3.80
History 1.68
Social Studies 142
Mathematics 2.54
Computer Science 0.11
Science 2.19
Foreign Language 1.05
Non-Occup. Vocational Ed. 1.84
Occup. Vocational Ed. 2.14
Arnts 1.39
Physical Education 1.93

*Change is positive unless otherwise indicated.

1987 Percentage
Graduates Change*
4.05 6.58%
191 13.69
1.44 141

298 17.32
042 281.82
2.63 20.09
147 40.00
1.66 -9.78
2.09 -2.34
141 144

2.00 3.63

Source: Adapted from Educational Testing Service, What Americans Study (Princeton, NJ: ETS, 1989) which cites *“Nation at
Risk Study as part of the 1987 High School Transcript Study,” Tabulations, May 19, 1988, Westat Inc., for the U.S. Department
of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Table 8.
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FIGURE 6.10 Enrollments in Science Courses in Grades 9-12 by Level

Total  Earth Sci,, Bio 2nd Year,
Students PhysicalSci., % Biology %  Chem,Phys. % Other % Total
State 9-12 GeneralSci. 9-12 1stYear 9-12 Yrs.1&2 9-12 Science 9-12 %
Alabama 203,101 46,437 23 53,806 26 43,957 22 1,095 1 72
Arkansas 96,680 27,350 27 33,481 34 14,509 15 3,008 3 79
Califomia 1,267,035 241,401 19 300,075 24 186,731 15 39,520 3 61
Delaware 27,7192 7469 27 6,565 24 5,134 18 116 4 69
Hawaii 43858 12692 29 1121 23 - 7413 17 1734 4 73
Idaho 58,359 13,654 23 13,224 23 8,560 15 2,492 4 65
Illinoist 500,680 99,474 20 120,534 24 97,499 19 2,466 5 84
Indiana 285,387 62,130 22 70,556 25 64,213 23 2,928 1 70
Towa 135963 31,712 23 37,534 28 30,920 23 1,129 1 75
Kentucky 181,861 20,265 11 46,609 26 48,675 27 202 1 64
Louisiana 201,564 62,198 31 49438 25 40,046 20 18,295 9 84
Minnesota 215671 47,114 22 48,195 22 49,626 26 4,226 2 69
Mississippi 130,119 12,699 10 39,759 3 44,796 34 263 2 75
Missouri 236,860 68,629 29 50,966 22 61,348 26 5,688 2 79
Montana 42,104 10,514 25 7,578 18 13,830 33 mn 2 78
Nebraskat 78,132 22,636 29 26,219 34 21,848 28 4,389 6 96
Nevada 49,032 9,437 19 9,229 19 10,854 22 2,728 6 66
New Mexico 76,688 24,612 32 25,289 33 . 12,291 16 772 1 82
New York 743,290 198,799** 27 243,630 33 167,919 23 37,612 5 87
N.Carolina 322,087 86,259 27 81,678 25 48,723 15 3,667 1 68
N. Dakota 33,627 9,038 27 9,102 27 9,826 29 613 2 85
Ohio 549,160 131,157 24 130,806 24 105,723 19 20,383 4 71
Oklahoma 164,630 29,883 18 39,286 24 34,797 21 15,325 9 72
Pennsylvania 500,536  97,291** 19 134,953 27 123,877 25 0 0 )|
S.Carolina 177,948 47,984 27 44,331 25 31,165 18 2,426 1 71
Texas 891,628 229,457 26 232,628 26 122,756 14 14913 2 67
Virginia 283,213 12,302 4 70,683 25 76,526 27 1,310 5 57
Wisconson 236,207 57,738 24 56,566 24 46,907 20 5,676 2 7
Wyoming 27.285 4,751 17 4,460 16 3,71 14 1,285 5 52
Median 24 25 19 2 !

* State does not collect or cannot report data for category.
** Estimated from totals for 7-9.

1 Iilinois data collected 198687 school year; Nebraska data includes first and second semester enrollments.

Source: Council of Chief State School Officers, Washington, D.C.
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FIGURE 6.11 Enrollments in Math Courses in Grades 9-12 by Level
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Total Formal Formal Other
Students Review & % Level 1 % Levels % Math % Total
State 9-12 Informal 9-12 (Algebral) 9-12 2-5 9-12 9-12 9-12 %
Alabama 203,101 57491 28 33,334 16 54,543 27 * * 72
Arkansas 99,680 * he 29,769 30 36,309 36 * * 66
California 1,289,986 275,793 21 270,851 21 363,961 28 70,903 5 76
Delaware 27,792 9,314 34 4,084 15 7,864 28 21 1 77
Hawaii 43858 27,122 62 5559 13 9,857 22 * * 97
Idaho 58359 11264 19 13,630 23 17912 31 1271 2 76
Illinoist 500,680 95,873 19 103,371 21 192,617 38 * * 78
Indiana 285,387 88,766 31 43,641 15 90,883 32 * » 78
Towa 135963 22,790 17 30,177 22 58,747 43 11,521 8 91
Kentucky 181,861 644,76 35 32,785 18 61,751 34 » * 87
Louisiana 201,564 27,528 14 59,941 30 90,472 45 * * 88
Minnesota 215,671 24,670 11 44,338 21 86,841 40 * * 72
Mississippi 130,119 31,510 24 27,246 21 48,455 37 * * 82
Missouri 236,860 50,018 21 52,161 22 86,249 36 6,373 3 82
Montana 42,104 8,144 19 12,558 30 12,080 29 * * 78
Nebraskat 78,132 16,597 21 21,010 27 38,066 49 6,498 8 105
Nevada 49,032 13,502 28 10,976 22 12,255 25 * * 75
New Mexico 76,688 30,594 40 29,188 38 16,128 21 * * 99
New York 743,290 169,863 23 138,868 19 250,620 34 46,046 6 81
N. Carolina 322,087 100,312 31 568,49 18 1149,94 36 * * 84
N. Dakota 33,627 5,078 15 7,630 23 13,892 41 281 1 80
Ohio 549,160 155,282 28 100,813 18 198,491 36 3415 1 83
Oklahoma 164,630 36,195 22 37,469 23 54,310 33 2,895 2 79
Pennsylvania 500,536 67,752 14 104,895 21 237,591 47 * * 82
S.Carolina 177,948 81,251 46 28,676 16 57,077 32 3,757 2 96
Texas 891,628 300,872 34 194,137 22 307,406 34 47 0 90
Virginia 283,213 83,829 30 59,356 21 110,170 39 1,081 0 90
Wisconson 236,207 81,323 34 50,164 21 67922 29 * * 84
Wyoming 27,285 6,913 25 1,779 7 5,084 19 264 1 51
Median 25 21 34 82

* State does not collect or cannot report data for category.

t Illinois data collected 198687 school year; Nebraska data includes first and second semester enrollments.

Source: Council of Chief State School Officers, Washington, D.C.



76

FIGURE 6.12

Selected Categoricsils, 1988-89 School Year

Program Amount (thousands)
Special Education 1,103,149
State Teachers Retirement System 507,385
Desegregation-Court Ordered 315,551
Desegregation-Voluntary 47233
Child Care 315,447
Transportation (including Special Ed.) 289,970
Adult Education 239,488
School Improvement Program 229,752
ROC/Ps 212,059
Economic Impact Aid 196,952
Instructional Materials 97,499
Urban Impact/Meade Aid 86,600
Child Nutrition 55993
Mentor Teachers 49,750
Gifted and Talented Education 22,510
Driver Training 20,136
Small District Transportation 20,090
Miller-Unruh Reading 19,869
Year Round Incentives 15,000
Educational Technology 13,055
Dropouts/High Risk Youth 12,500
10th Grade Counseling 7,603
Vocational Education 5.200
Demo Programs Reading & Math 4,367
Small District Bus Replacement 3,151
Ag. Voc. Ed. Incentive 3,000
Specialized Secondary Schools 2,101
Staff Development 1,509
Indian Education Centers & Programs 1,226
Foster Youth Services 821
Bus Driver Instr. Training 811
Environmental Education 604
Voc. Ed. Student Organizations 500
CA International Studies 480
Drug/Alcohol Abuse/Prevention 440
School Business Pers. Staff Devel, 250
Intergenerational Education 165
School/Law Enforcement Partnership 150
Classroom Teacher Instructional

Improvement Grants 50
TOTAL $3.9 billion (rounded)

Source: Legislative Analyst.

Conprrions oF EpucaTioN IN CALIFORNIA 1989

There are several operational definitions for categorical
programs. The one PACE uses excludes district revenue
limits, teachers’ retirement, instructional time incentives,
necessary small schools, summer school, revenue limit
equalization, and county office revenue. These are funding
formulas and not essentially programs.

In Conditions of Education in California 1988, PACE
undertake a lengthy description and analysis of California’s
categorical programs. Readers are referred back to that
publication for a discussion of recent legislative action affect-
ing categoricals, rethinking California’s strategy, implica-
tionsof recent federal research, and alteatives for improving
Califomnia categoricals.

Figure 6.12 is illustrative of the variety and size of
selected categorical programs. Several issues related to
California’s current categorical aid structure, including the
need to rethink and restructure categorical programs, are
discussed in Chapter 8. There are too many categorical
programs, many of the numbers used to allocate funds are out-
of-date, and the system needs an overhaul.

!Allan Odden and David Marsh, How State Education Reform
Can Improve Secondary Schools (Berkeley, CA: University
of California, Berkeley, Policy Analysis for California Educa-
tion, December 1987).

2 Academic Senates, 1984,

3 State of California, Department of Education, Performance
Report for California Schools 1988 (Sacramento, CA: State
Department of Education, 1988), 3.

4Educational Testing Service, What Americans Study (Prin-
ceton, NJ: ETS, 1989), 2.

3 Ibid.

¢ Ibid.

" Rolf Blank, “State-by-State Indicators of Science and
Mathematics Education: Preliminary Report” (Washington,
DC: Council of Chief State School Officers, State Education
Assessment Center, October 1989), 1.

8 Ibid.



Chapter 7

Student Performance

C alifornia, like the nation, has seen a major decline in
the intellectual performance of its students. This nationwide
decline has been difficultto document precisely because of the
absence of a standard metric in the K~12 grades. States test
different grades and use different tests, which are comparable
only through imperfect equating techniques.

Nevertheless, the collective evidence, including widely
used and commonly applied college aptitude and achievement
tests, is indisputable: a significant drop in student perform-
ance occurred. This declineinitially was evidentinthe 1970s.
It appears to have bottomed out in the early eighties.

This chapter focusses largely on two questions: (1) what
is the California trend in educational achievement? (Are test
scores of the state’s students improving or not? How do
California students compare with those throughout the na-
tion?), and (2) are California’s minority students closing the
achievement gap, and how do they compare with minority
students throughout the nation?

Elementary and Secondary Test Scores

During the past 10 years, California third, sixth, eighth, and
twelfth graders improved their scores on the statewide Cali-
fornia Assessment Program (CAP) test in reading, writing,
and mathematics (Figure 7.1). While the general pattern is
one of steady improvement, it does not hold uniformly for all
grades and years.

Third Grade: For the past two years, third grade scores in
reading, writing, and math have declined slightly (Figure 7.2).
In spite of these recent declines, (five points in reading, nine
points in writing, and seven points in math) the decade-long
trend is clearly favorable. Improvement over the 10-year pe-
riod totals 27 points in reading and 28 points in writing and
math.

Sixth Grade: Sixth grade scores also demonstrate consider-
able improvement over the 10-year period (up 12 points in

77
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FIGURE 7.1 Average CAP Scores by Grade Level and Content Area, and Difference in Scores by Year, 1979-80
Through 1983-89

Average test score, by year Year to Year Change
79-80 83-84 87-88
Grade level and to to fo
content area 79-80 80-81 81-82 82-83 83-84 84-85 85-86 86-87 87-88 88-89 88-89 88-89 88-89
Grade 3
Reading 250 254 258 263 268 274 280 282 282 277 427 49 -5
Written Language 250 255 260 266 272 279 285 287 284 278 +28 46 -6
Mathematics 250 254 261 267 274 278 283 285 281 278 428 +4 -3
Grade 6
Reading 250 252 254 253 249 253 260 260 265 262 +12 413 3
Written Language 250 253 257 259 260 265 271 271 273 269 +19 +9 -4
Mathematics 250 253 258 260 261 264 268 268 270 267 417 +6 -3
Grade 8
Reading — —_ — — 250 240 243 247 252 256 — +6 +4
Written Language — — — —_ 250 246 248 254 263 — — — —
Mathematics — — — —_ 250 251 253 259 264 269 — +19 45
History/Social Science — — — — — 250 243 247 253 259 — +9 +6
Science — — —_ —_ — — 250 256 263 267 — +17 +4
Grade 12
Reading 63.1 634 632 631 622 629 627 636 250 248 — +12*¢ 22
Written Language 624 631 632 630 626 632 634 641 — 250 — — —
Spelling 688 690 695 695 694 697 701 706 — — — — —
Mathematics 668 680 677 677 674 683 687 700 250 256 — +22* 46

Note: The scores for grades three, six and eight are reported in scaled score units. These scores range from approximately 100
10400, witha statewide average of 250. The base year for grades three and six was 1980. The grade eight test was firstadministered
in 1983-84 and history-social science was added in 1984-85. The scores for grade twelve until the 198788 school year
represented the percentage of questions answered correctly.

* Changes calculated by State Department of Education.

SOURCE: California State Department of Education.
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FIGURE 7.2 Reading, Writing, and Math CAP Scores for Grade 3, 1979-80 Through 1988-89
Q.
B i Y
280 #l‘/ e =§
8 “Na
s Pl T
Y/ =- Readin
270 Ve €ading
74
265 y -y O Written Language

~¢- Mathematics

255 g/

250 W

245

240
79-80 . 80-81 81-82 8283 8384 8485

SOURCE: California State Department of Education

reading, 19 points in written language, and 17 points in
mathematics). Also like third grade scores, those of sixth
graders declined slightly in 1988-89 (Figure 7.3).

Eighth Grade: Eighth grade scores in the basic subjects have
risen steadily since 1983-84, when the eighth grade test was
inaugurated (as part of California’s educational reform activi-
ties). Score increases total six points in reading, 13 in wriiten
language, and 19 in mathematics. In addition, history/social
science and science are tested at the eighth grade level. Scores
in these areas also have increased, rising 9 points in history/
social science and 17 points in science (Figure 7.4).

Twelfth Grade: Grade 12 scores have not shown the same
overall pattern of improvement found in the lower grades. In
all four of the subjects tested (reading, writing, spelling, and
mathematics) twelfth graders’ scores were essentially level
from 1979-80 through 1986-87.

In 1987-88, the test was changed, and the scoring system
waschanged from percentage correct to scaled scores, making
the scores before and after 1987-88 difficult t0 compare

85-86 8687 8788  88-89

(Figure 7.5). Twelfth graders lost two points on their reading
scores between 1987-88 and 1988-89 and gained six points in
mathematics. A State Department of Education analysis,
equating scores before and after the change, estimates that
over the last five years, twelfth grade CAP reading scores have
increased by approximately 12 points, while math scores
increased 22 points,

In past years, the California State Department of Educa-
tion has conducted studies in which CAP scores have been
equated with other standardized tests used throughout the
United States. In recent years, these studies have indicated
that, at most grade levels and in most of the tested subjects,
California students ranked near the national average. Sucha
condition probably prevails in 1989, however, these equating
studies were not carried out during the past two years, so we
do not have current comparative data from this source.

A new basis for comparing California’s elementary and
secondary students with those throughout the nation will soon
be available from the National Assessment of Educational
Progress (NAEP) data. For now, comparing California with
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FIGURE 7.3 Reading, Writing, and Math CAP Scores for Grade 6, 1979-80 Through 198889
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the rest of the nation will be limited to college admission,
advanced placement, and achievement tests, and to the sub-
population of college-bound students who take these tests.

College Admission and Achievement Tests

The long period of decline in academic performance is re-
flected dramatically in the past pattern of decreasing Scholas-
tic Aptitude Test (SAT) scores. From 1962 to 1980, national
SAT verbal and math scores declined 54 and 36 points,
respectively. From 1971 (the first year for which state dataare
available) to 1982, California SAT verbal scores dropped
from 464, which was higher than the national average, t0 424,
one point below the national average,

81-82 82-83 83-84 B84-85 85-86. 86-87 87-88 88-89

This widespread decline appears to have reached its low
point in the early eighties. Since then, SAT math scores have
risen appreciably, both in California and the nation, but SAT
verbal scores have remained close to their 1982-83 lows
(Figures 7.6, 7.7, and 7.8).

During this period, with an increased emphasis on widen-
ing access to postsecondary education, a greater proportion of
the population has been taking the SAT. Whenever the pool
of test takers expands, scores have a tendency to drop.

In seeking to use SAT scores for comparison purposes, it
is important to remember that different states’ tested popula-
tions include different proportions of their total student popu-
lations and different proportions of lower-achieving students.
These differences make state-to-state comparisons difficult if
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FIGURE 7.4 CAP Scores for Grade 8, 1983-84 Through 1988-89
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not inappropriate.

In state and national averages, lower scores due to more
students taking the test could offset and mask general im-
provements that may be occurring throughout the overall
student population.

One way of avoiding inappropriate conclusions is to
compare proportions of total students who score within a
givenrange. While this will not provide information about the
performance of non-college-bound students, it will provide a
comparable figure assessing the quality of preparation for the
Lop students between states or between years.

Over the last five years, the percentage of all high school
seniors (national results) who have taken and scored over 600
on the SAT has increased from 2.5 percent to 3.4 percent for

the verbal test, and from 6.5 percent to 9.2 percent for the math
test (Figure 7.9).

The SAT is designed to measure scholastic aptitude and
to predict college performance in the freshman year. While
it is comelated with academic knowledge, a more direct
measure of subject matter knowledge (for the college-bound
population) is the College Board Achievement Tests.

Unlike the equating studies for CAP and SAT scores,
both of which show Califomia close to the national average,
the scores from the College Board Achievement Tests reveal
California students taking this test to be substantially below
their counterparts nationwide.

This is the case for 11 of the 14 achievement tests. Only

- onthe Spanish,Latin,and Hebrew testsdo California students
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FIGURE 7.5 CAP Reading, Writing, Spelling, and Math Scores for Grade 12, 1979-80 Through 1988-89

Grade level and Average test score, by year
content area

79-80 80-81 8182 82-83 8384 84-85 8586 8687 87-88 83-89

Grade 12
Reading 63.1 63.4 63.2 63.1 622 629 62.7 63.6 250 248
Written Language 624 63.1 63.2 63.0 626 632 634 641 — 250
Spelling 68.8 69.0 69.5 69.5 69.4 69.7 701 706 — —_
Mathematics 66.8 68.0 67.7 67.7 674 68.3 687 700 250 256

Note: Scoring system was changed for 1987-88 administration,

SOURCE: California State Department of Education. .

FIGURE 7.6 Scholastic Aptitude Test (SAT) Scores for California and the Nation, 1971-72 Through 1988-89

National California

Year Verbal Math Verbal Math
1971-72 453 484 464 493
1972-73 445 481 452 485
1973-74 444 480 450 484
1974-75 434 472 435 473
1975-76 431 472 430 470
1976-77 429 468 427 470
1977-78 429 468 427 466
1978-79 427 467 428 473
1979-80 424 466 424 472
1980-81 424 466 426 475
1981-82 426 467 425 474
1982-83 425 468 421 474
1983-84 426 471 421. 476
1984-85 431 475 424 480
1985-86 431 475 423 481
1986-87 430 476 424 482
1987-88 428 476 424 484
1988-89 427 476 422 484

SOURCE: College Board.



STUDENT PERFORMANCE

FIGURE 7.7 Scholastic Aptitude Verbal Test Scores for California and the Nation, 1971-72 Through 1988-89
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FIGURE 7.8 Scholastic Aptitude Math Test Scores for California and the Nation, 1971-72 Through 198889
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FIGURE 7.9 SAT Scores by Number and Percent of Seniors Scoring over 450 and 600 Verbal and 500 and 600
Math, California and the Nation, 1984 to 1989

Year of Test 1983-84 1984-85 1985-86 1986-87 1987-88 1988--89
California

Verbal

# seniors 266,889 254,211 243,398 251,281 266,028 242,144
# scoring 2 450 41,425 43,676 44,031 48,048 50,108 48,075
% seniors 2 450 15.5 172 18.1 19.1 18.8 19.9
# scoring = 600 6,639 7.348 ‘ 7,696 8,787 8,700 8,509
% seniors = 600 2.5 29 32 , 35 33 34
Mathematics

# scoring = 500 44 074 46,950 47,581 52,052 54384 52,730
% seniors 2 500 16.5 18.5 19.6 20.7 204 218
# scoring 2 600 17,393 18,144 20,226 22,329 22901 22,2901
% seniors = 600 6.5 7.1 83 89 8.6 92
Nation

Verbal

# seniors 2,678,000 2,599,000 2,599,000 2,601,000 2,674,000 2,661,844
#scoring 2450 408,171 422,556 431,984 464,805 480,788 458,958
% seniors 2 450 15.2 16.3 16.6 17.9 18.0 17.2
# scoring = 600 70479 76977 48,742 88,000 83,035 84431
% seniors 2 600 2.6 3.0 31 34 3.1 3.2
Mathematics

#scoring 2500 398,010 - 423,766 423,484 457,729 488,095 465,858
% seniors = 500 149 16.3 16.3 17.6 18.3 17.5
#scoring 2600 160,634 166,939 179,586 197,971 199,688 196,002
% seniors 2 600 6.0 64 6.9 1.6 7.5 74

Source: State Department of Education
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FIGURE 7.10 Average College Board Achievement Scores for California and the Nation, 1988 and 1989

Mean Califomia Mean National Difference
Score Score (US - Calif)

Subject Area 1988 1989 1988 1989 1988 1989
English Comp. 490 491 521 523 -31 -32
Mathematics I 530 525 549 548 -19 -23
American History 509 513 529 534 =20 21
Mathematics I1 651 652 664 666 -13 -14
Spanish 549 555 536 546 13 +9
Biology 517 527 553 561 -36 -34
Literature 501 496 528 528 -27 -32
Chemistry 557 553 577 576 -20 -23
French 522 528 538 549 -16 -19
Physics 574 574 599 596 -25 -22
Gemnan 553 567 565 572 -12 -5
European History 529 534 549 547 -20 -13
Latin 561 576 557 562 +4 +14
Hebrew 646 654 637 637 +9 +17
SOURCE: College Board
score higher than the national average (Figure 7.10). unfamiliar figure.)

Moreover, this disadvantage has increased in recent
years, Since 1981, in the core areas of English, Math II,
Biology, Chemistry, and Physics, the gap between California
and the national average has widened (Figures 7.10,and 7.11).

In these subject tests, as with the SAT, the percentage of
California students scoring higher than 500 hasincreased over
the last five years (Figure 7.12). These increases have oc-
curred across all the major subjects: American History, biol-
ogy, chemistry, English, literature, and math level 2. These
scores are consistent with SAT results, indicating an increase
in the proportion of students achieving at the very highest
levels. .

Comparing California to the national average is useful,
but for several reasons it may be somewhat misleading. First,
because of its size, California composes a substantial portion
(about 10%) of the national average. Thus, comparing Cali-
fornia to the national average is, (0 an extent, comparing it to
itself. (It would, of course, be possible to remove California
from the national average, but that would create an odd and

Second, the SAT is not the primary college admission test
used in approximately half the states. Thismeans that in those
states where it is not the principal test, the much smaller
number taking it are likely to be more able students applying
to more selective, out-of-state schools.

Third, many states in the nation are not comparable to
California on such educationally important factors as the
number of students attending inner city schools, the propor-
tion of disadvantaged and minority students, and the number
of students whose native language is not English.

To provide a better basis of comparison, Figures 7.13,
7.14,and 7.15 present both SAT and Achievement Test scores
for California and five urban states which predominantly use
the SAT (Florida, Massachusetts, New York, Pennsylvania,
and Texas).

When compared to the five large urban states which
predominantly use the SAT, California performs better than
when compared to the national average. It performs better
than all of them on the verbal portion of the SAT (except for
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FIGURE 7.11 Differences Between National and California College Board Achievement Scores, 1981-1988
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a slight advantage for Massachusetts and Pennsylvania) and
scores much better than all of them on the math portion of the
SAT (Figures 7.13 and 7.14).

However, when the same comparison is made on the
Achievement Tests, California’s disadvantage relative to the
national average is the same or greater.

Figure 7.15 demonstrates again that California’s SAT
scores are slightly higher than both the national average and
the average of five comparable urban states (except, as noted
earlier, the national SAT verbal average). Buton the compos-
ite score for the 14 Achievement Tests, and on five of the
seven selected individual tests, California scores further be-
low the comparison states than the national average.

The conclusion appearsto be that while the larger number
of California students taking the more general SAT aptitude
test score nearly as well as or better than both the national
average and the average of five similar urban states, students
taking the more content-oriented Achievement Tests do not
do as well as similar students throughout the nation, and even
less well than their counterparts in comparable urban states.

Advanced Placement Exams

Another measure of achievement for coilege-bound students
is the so-called Advanced Placement examinations. Students
take any of the more than 20 nationally developed subject-area



FIGURE 7.12 College Board Achievement Tests

ConDITIONS OF EDUCATION IN CALIFORNIA 1989

Achievement Test 1983-84 1988-89 % Increase
Percent of California Seniors Scoring 2 500
American History 26 3.7 42
Biology 13 18 38
Chemistry 1.0 14 40
English 6.3 88 40
Literature 0.8 1.6 100
Math Level 2 39 47 21
Percent of National Seniors Scoring = 500
American History 0.9 13 | 33
Biology 1.1 12 9
Chemistry 1.1 1.0 9
English 3.9 44 13
Literature 04 06 50
Math Level 2 1.5 1.2 -20

Source: College Board

tests as high school students. A score of three or better is
accepted by most colleges and universities as equivalent to
having completed a college-level course in the subject.

As with the Achievement Tests, Advanced Placement
test results reveal a pattern of steadily increasing numbers of
students demonstrating high achievement over a five-year
period.

Over the past five years, the number of California high
school seniors taking A Pexamshas more thandoubled, as has
the number of students passing the exams, The proportion of
all seniors who have taken and passed AP exams has also
doubled, from 9.5 students per hundred seniors to 21.5 per
hundred (Figure 7.16).

California students compare well with the nation in this
area. The percentage of seniors who take exams in California
is 12.9 percent, compared to 7.4 percent nationally.
California’s figure of 21.5 seniors per hundred passing with a

score of three or more is almost twice the national figure of
11.2 per hundred (Figure 7.16).

Here again, a pattern of increasing achievement over time
among the college-bound population is evident. In addition,
the results of these tests indicate that California’s college-
bound population compares well with the nation.

Whatare the trends in student achievement in California?
There are clear and consistent indications that the state’s
highest-performing students are achieving atahigh level. The
proportion of California students who excel at the Scholastic
Aptitude Test, College Board Achievement Tests, and at the
Advanced Placement exams has increased steadily for several
years.

The picture is less clear, however, when examining the
scores of the entire student population. There, the results are
mixed, combining a general upward trend over time with
uneven performance at selected grades in selected years.
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FIGURE 7.13 SAT and Verbal and Math Scores for California, the Nation and Five Urban States Which  Pre-
dominantly Use the SAT, 1988
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FIGURE 7.14 Total SAT Scores for California and Five Urban States Which Predominantly Use the SAT, 1988
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FIGURE 7.15 SAT and Selected College Board Achievement Test Scores for California, Five Urban States,
and the Nation as a Whole, 1988

California Average of Five Urban States National Average
(FL, MA, NY, PA, TX)

Selected Achievement
Tests:
Composition 490 530 521
Math I 530 558 549
Am, History 509 537 529
Math II 651 666 664
Biology 517 557 553
Chemistry 557 575 577
Physics 574 591 599
Average Score for
All 14 Tests 521 546 543
SAT Verbal 424 423 428
SAT Math 484 467 476
SAT Total 908 890 904

SOURCE: Califonia State Department of Education
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FIGURE 7.16 Calfl‘ornia and National Advanced Placement Comparisons

California Counts and Percents

Test Results 1983-84  1984-85  1985-86 198687 198788  1988-89 1983-89

Total Exams 35,684 42948 50,163 59,489 70,106 78,174

(% Increase) 204 168 18.6 17.8 11.5 119

Total Persons 27,564 32,654 37,378 42435 47,939 52,226

(% Increase) 184 14.5 13.5 129 8.9 89

Total Passing 25,337 29,728 35,513 41,179 48410 52,122

(% Increase) 17.3 19.5 16.0 17.6 1.7 106
. Number Passing 9.5 11.7 14.6 164 18.2 215 126

Per 100 Seniors*

National Counts and Percents

Test Results 1983-84  1984-85  1985-86 198687 198788  1988-89 1983-89

Total Exams 239666 280972 319224 369,056 419,101 455996 90
(% Increase) 13.5 17.2 13.6 15.6 13.6 8.8

Total Persons 177406 205,650 231,378 262,081 288372 309,751 75
(% Increase) 123 159 125 13.3 10 74

Total Passing 167914 186240 215809 249,862 281,566 297,813 77
(% Increase) 109 159 15.8 126 58

Number Passing 63 72 8.3 9.6 105 112 78
per 100 Seniors*

* This number represents the number of seniors passing as compared to the total number of
seniors in the class, including those not taking an AP exam.

Source: State Department of Education
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FIGURE 7.17 CAP Scores by Ethnic Group, 1986-87 Through 1988-89

Reading Writing/Language Math

87 88 89 87 88 89 87 88 89
Grade 3 .
All Swdents 282 282 277 287 284 278 285 281 278
Limited English 217 214 217 224 217 220 242 236 239
Amer. Ind./Alaskan 272 269 263 277 269 263 276 272 261
Asian 288 292 285 288 288 281 310 307 303
Pacific Islander 268 267 268 279 270 271 275 266 270
Filipino 298 299 294 306 303 298 304 298 296
Hispanic 245 244 239 252 248 243 255 251 247
Black 237 238 234 249 245 240 239 231 227
White 308 307 302 311 307 302 306 301 299
Grade 6
All Students 260 265 262 271 273 269 268 270 267
Limited English 181 187 187 199 200 200 210 212 210
Amer. Ind./Alaskan 248 259 254 256 262 257 251 257 254
Asian 272 279 275 279 283 279 307 309 308
Pacific Islander 245 250 246 262 259 260 259 256 255
Filipino 277 278 274 286 284 283 387 285 287
Hispanic 222 229 225 238 240 235 234 236 232
Black 223 228 225 241 242 237 224 226 221
White 288 293 289 296 297 294 291 293 291
Grade 12
Amer. Ind./Alaskan —_ 217 218 — — 223 —_ 217 24
Asian —_ 235 230 —_ — 253 - 296 304
Pacific Islander — 211 208 — — 224 — 213 227
Filipino —_ 248 247 — — 266 — 246 252
Hispanic — 201 200 —_ — 212 — 197 203
Black —_ 199 196 — —_ 209 —_ 183 189
White — 285 286 — — 278 — 2N 284
Grade 8 Reading Math History/Soc. Sci Science
All Sdents 247 252 256 259 264 269 247 253 259 256 263 267
Limited English 145 148 158 190 189 203 150 152 172 165 168 183
Amer. Ind./Alaskan 211 217 223 222 230 240 212 220 232 233 241 248
Asian 266 275 282 314 322 323 270 282 288 269 280 282
Pacific Islander 223 229 233 241 246 251 225 226 243 235 244 249
Filipino 264 266 267 279 282 287 261 263 271 268 271 276
Hispanic 202 205 206 212 217 223 199 205 212 213 218 223
Black 200 205 208 200 204 214 195 201 209 206 212 222
White 279 285 294 288 294 300 281 288 294 280 297 302

* Ethnic Breakdowns grades 3 and 6 not available prior to 1986-87. Grade 12 not administered prior to 1988. Grade 12 writting
/language scoring changed for 1987-88.

Source: State Department of Education



94 ConbprTioNs oF EDUCATION IN CALIFORNIA 1989

FIGURE 7.18 Ethnic Group SAT Scores for California and the Nation, 1978-1987*

NATIONAL CALIFORNIA
Year Total White Asian Hisp. Black Total White Asian Hisp. Black
1978 Verbal 429 446 401 370 332 427 453 400 367 330
Math 468 485 510 402 354 466 488 501 396 350
Total 897 931 911 772 686 894 941 901 763 680
1979 Verbal 427 444 396 370 330 428 453 394 369 334
Math 467 483 511 410 358 473 492 502 408 363
Total 894 927 907 780 688 900 945 896 777 697
1980 Verbal 424 442 396 372 330 424 450 392 37 333
Math 466 482 509 413 360 472 491 498 408 364
Total 890 924 905 785 690 896 941 890 779 697
1981 Verbal 424 442 397 373 332 426 452 391 372 340
Math 466 483 513 415 362 475 493 503 412 367
Total 890 925 910 788 694 901 945 894 784 707
1982 Verbal 426 444 398 377 341 425 452 388 375 348
Math 467 483 513 416 366 474 492 502 413 374
Total 893 927 911 793 707 899 943 890 788 722
1983 Verbal 425 443 395 375 339 421 449 382 374 348
Math 468 484 514 417 369 474 492 500 414 377
Total 893 927 909 792 708 895 941 882 788 725
1984 Verbal 426 445 398 376 342 421 450 382 373 349
Math 471 487 519 420 373 476 493 506 419 382
Total 897 932 917 796 715 897 943 888 792 731
1985 Verbal 431 449 404 382 346 424 454 385 379 355
Math 475 490 518 426 376 480 497 505 421 386
Total 906 939 922 808 722 904 951 890 800 741
1987 Verbal 430 447 405 379 351 424 453 387 374 359
Math 476 489 521 424 377 482 499 508 419 388
Total 906 936 926 803 728 906 952 895 793 747
1988 Verbal 428 445 408 382 353 424 453 390 377 362
Math 476 490 522 428 384 484 501 509 424 392
Total 904 935 930 810 737 908 954 899 801 754
1989 Verbal 427 446 409 381 351 422 455 392 376 363
Math 476 491 525 430 386 484 504 512 426 397
Total 903 937 934 811 737 906 959 904 802 760
Ten Year  Verbal
Differnece Total +9 +10 +27 +31 +49 +6 +14 +8 +25 +63

* SAT scores by ethnic group not available for 1986.

SOURCE: California State Department of Education.
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FIGURE 7.19 Ten-Year Increase in SAT Scores for Ethnic Minorities, 1979-89
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FIGURE 7.20 Number of Graduates by Ethnic Group and Percentage of Graduates Completing University of Cali-
fornia a-f Requirements '

Ethnic Class of "85 Class of '86 Class of "87 Class of '88 Increase in
Group Grads % Grads % Grads % Grads % a-f proportion
Amer. Ind./

Alaskan 1,833 12.3 1,658 16.5 1,729 15.6 1,872 209 70%
Asian 16,693 423 17882 455 19,543 486 21,622 50.8 20%
Black 19,011 172 17,387 455 18,809 206 19444 224 30%
Filipino 4,483 30.5 4976 33.0 5,199 35.0 5,957 38.5 26%
Hispanic 41,958 154 43,556 159 45872 159 48,040 19.5 27%
Pac. Isl. 1,205 18.8 1,153 225 1,097 211 1,207 234 24%
White 140,263 275 141,414 27.7 145,165 30.1 150,376 318 16%
Total 225,448 254 229,026 26.1 237414 28.1 249,518 303 19%

Source: State Department of Education
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FIGURE 7.21 1989 California SAT Scores: Distribution by Gender

Verbal Math
Male Female Total Male Female Total

Number % Number % Number % Score Number % Number % Number %
53 0 54 0 107 O 750-800 1,147 2 22 O 1439 1
490 1 367 1 87 1 700-740 2914 5 1,128 2 4042 3
1,361 2 1,122 2 2483 2 650-690 4627 8 2503 4 7,130 6
2,729 5 2333 4 5062 4 600-640 5753 10 3927 7 9680 8
4,320 8 4088 7 8408 7 550-590 7519 14 6,197 10 13,716 12
6,797 12 6,572 11 13,369 12 500-540 8,101 15 8622 14 16,723 14
8610 16 9,179 15 17,789 15 450490 7,720 14 9489 16 17209 15
9,053 16 9928 16 18981 16 400440 6,639 12 9570 16 16209 14
8,169 15 9,624 16 17,793 15 350-390 5361 10 8396 14 13,757 12

6547 12 7997 13 14544 13 300-340 3403 6 6,257 10 9,660
4,171 8 5192 9 9,363 8 250-290 1,799 3 3250 5 5049 4
3,012 5 3,784 6 6,79 6 200-240 329 1 609 1 938 1
55,312 60,240 115,552 Number 55312 60,240 115,552
429 416 422 Mean 510 - 461 484
115 112 113 Standard Deviation 123 113 121

Source: College Board
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FIGURE 7.22 Changes From Previous Year in FIGURE 7.23 Changes From Previous Year in
Grade 8 CAP Reading Scores* Grade 8 CAP Math Scores*
9 T
10 -
8 T
9 1
7+
8 <+
6 + 741
5 + 6 +
4 4 54
4 4
3 4
3 4
24
2 4
1 + 1 4
0 0
85-86 86-87 87-88 88-89 85-86 86-87 87-88 88-89

B Asians [0 Whites B Blacks B Hispanics B Asians [ whites B Blacks B Hispanics

* Data for Asians unavailable for 1985-86. * Data for Asians unavailable for 1985-86.
Source: State Department of Education ) Source: State Department of Education
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FIGURE 7.24 CAP Scores of Limited English Proficient (LEP) Students, Grades 3, 6, 8, and 12, and Index of LEP
Progress,* 1979-80 Through 1987-88

Language Fluency 79-80 80-81 81-82 82-83 83-84 84-85 85-86 86-87 87-88
Reading

Grade 3

English only 264 268 272 277 281 286 291 292 290

LEP 166 169 176 186 197 206 215 217 214

Index of LEP Progress* 629 63.1 64.7 67.1 70.1 720 739 743 738

Grade 6 -

English Only —_ — 264 265 262 267 273 274 278

LEP — — 156 159 161 170 182 181 187

Index of LEP Progress* — — 59.1 60.0 615 63.7 66.7 66.0 673

Grade 8

English Only —_ — — —_ 262 — 256 261 264

LEP — — — —_ 124 —_ 136 145 148

Index of LEP Progress®* — — —_ — 473 —_ 53.1 55.6 56.1

Grade 12

English Only —_ — — — — 64.6 64.6 654 262

LEP —_ —_ —_ — — 43.2 429 4.5 131

Index of LEP Progress* — — — — — 66.9 66.4 68.0 50.0
Writing

Grade 3

English Only 264 268 274 280 284 291 296 297 292

LEP 168 172 181 191 203 213 221 224 217

Index of LEP Progress*  65.6 652 66.1 68.2 7.5 732 7437 7534 743

Grade 6

English Only — — 262 269 2N 276 282 283 284

LEP —_ — 171 179 181 190 200 199 200

Index of LEP Progress* — — 653 66.5 66.8 68.8 709 703 704

Grade 8

English Only — — — —_ 261 —_ 259 266 272

LEP —_ — —_ — 138 — 153 166 17

Index of LEP Progress* — - - — 529 — 59.1 624 629

Grade 12

English Only — — —_ - — 64.7 65.1 65.8 —

LEP — — —_ —_ — 45.5 449 46.8 —_

Index of LEP Progress* — — — — —_ 70.3 69.0 71.1 —

(Continued on Following Page)
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FIGURE 7.24 CAP Scores of Limited English Proficient (LEP) Students, Grades 3, 6, 8, and 12, and Index of LEP

Progress,* 1979-80 Through 1987-88

Language Fluency 79-80 80-81 81-82 82-83 83-84 84-85 85-86 86-87 87-88

Grade 3

English only 260 264 269 281 285 290 291 286

LEP 191 199 211 229 237 242 242 236

Index of LEP Progress* 73.5 154 784 81.5 83.2 834 83.2 82.5

Grade 6

English Only —_ —_ 264 270 273 277 278 279

LEP —_ - 143 201 207 212 210 212

Index of LEP Progress* — - 731 744 758 76.5 76.5 76.0

Grade 8

English Only —_ —_— —_ 259 —_ 262 269 272
-LEP —_ —_ —_ 166 — 179 190 189

Index of LEP Progress* — —_ — 64.1 —_ 68.3 70.6 79.5

Grade 12

English Only —_ —_ — —_ 69.3 69.7 7.0 257

LEP —_ —_ —_ —_ 564 56.7 58.7 175

Index of LEP Progress* — — — — 814 81.3 827 68.1

Source: California .Depanment of Education

ARE CALIFORNIA’S MINORITY STUDENTS
CLOSING THE GAP?

The extent to which society at large and the schools in
particular are helping minority students to catch up to the
educational achievement levels of white students continues to
be a major policy concern and a focus of the educational
reform movements in California and elsewhere,

The answer to the question of whether California’s mi-
nority students are closing the achievement gap is mixed and
ambiguous, in part because CAP scores forethnic groups only
recently have become available.

The data available from both CAP and the SAT indicate
that:

»  The achievement gap continues to be substantial for
blacks and Hispanics. Inrecent tests, their scoresare
typically 15 to 30 percent below white scores on
various parts of CAP and the SAT (Figures 7.17 and
7.18).

¢ Asian students are much closer to whites on the
reading, writing, and verbal parts of both CAP and
SAT tests—typically scoring on the order of five
percent below whites—and they score higher than
whites on the math portions of both tests.

»  For the college bound portion of the student popula-
tion, some significant progress has been made in
closing the gap. Since 1979, white students in
California have improved their total SAT scores by
only 14 points, while Hispanic and black students
have increased their average scores by 25 and 63
points, respectively. The pattern is similar nation-
wide. Asian students in California have increased
their combined SAT scores by eight points during
that same period (Figures 7.18 and 7.19).

From 1985 to 1988, minority students were also increas-
ing the rate at which they complete the rigorous “a-f” course
of study required foradmission to the University of Califomia
(Figure 7.20). Increases in terms of both numbers and per-
centages of students completing “a-f” courses were recorded
for all ethnic groups. Asians have consistently provided the
greatest proportion of graduates meeting the requirements
(more than haif of all Asian graduates have done so in 1988).
Following were Filipinos with 38.5 percent, whites with 31.8
percent, and Pacific Islanders with 23.4 percent.

In terms of growth, however, white students have made
the smallest gains of any group during this period. Making the
largest gains on white students are Native American students
with a 70 percent increase; blacks, with a 30 percent increase;
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and Hispanics, with a 27 percent increase.

In California and the nation, scores of males were higher
than those of females on both math and verbal tests. This is
true in terms of mean scores and also in terms of the numbers
and percentage of students scoring at the highest levels, with
two exceptions. The percentages of men and women scoring
above 700 on the verbal test are identical in California and the
nation. Inaddition, women ar¢ more strongly represented than
men in every score bracket above the mean on the written
language subtest (Figure 7.21).

Overall, during the last three years black and Hispanic
students have registered year-to-year gains in reading thatare
~ the somewhat less than those of white students; however,
gains in math scores for the same period are higher for white,
black, and Hispanic eighth graders than for Asians. White
students have made the largest gains in reading (Figures 7.22
and 7.23).

CAP data on limited-English-proficient (LEP) students
appear to give an encouraging picture. Inthe last 10 years, the
percentage of LEP students has nearly doubled in the elemen-
tary grades. Their CAP reading and math scores have im-
proved at a greater rate than those of native English speaking
students.

Between the 198485 and 1987-88 years, elementary
LEP students’ combined reading, writing, and math scores
have increased from 10 to 83 percent more rapidly than the
scores of English-only students (Figure 7.24). Over the past
three years, eighth grade LEP students’ scores in reading and
math have increased 58 percent faster than have all students’
scores (Figure 7.17).

However, the two largest groups in the LEP population
are Hispanics and Asians. These groups have, as noted above,
quite different average scores and rates of improvement.
Therefore, the average scores of the LEP group are probably
the net result of the diverging patterns of Asian and Hispanic
students.

In all, these scores indicate that some gains are being
made in closing the minority gap, especially for college-
bound high school students and students who are not profi-
cientinEnglish. However, the gap continues to be substantial,
and overall performance, especially at the elementary level,
indicates that there is still substantial room for improvement.
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WHAT DO THE FINDINGS MEAN?

The following list of conditions illustrates the breadth of
issues that have an influence on the academic performance of
students:

* By the year 2000, California will have 1.6 million
more K-12 students, requiring 46,000 maore teachers
and 2,100 more schools just to keep educational
services at their present Ievel.

¢ More than one in every five California children is
reared in poverty, with concomitant educational
deprivations; and that number is increasing.

«  California is the most ethnically diverse state in the
nation, Minority student enrollment already com-
prises a “majority™ of total school enroliment, and
this trend will continue.

Given these conditions, what conclusions can be drawn
from the preceeding performance measures of California’s
public school students?

Overall, the academic performance of California’s stu-
dents is close to the national average, neither dramatically
below nor reassuringly above it.

As measured by CAP tests, the performance of elemen-
tary and secondary school students has shown a generally
upward trend over the past decade. However, the patternis a
halting and uneven one across grades, subjects, and years.

Over the last few years, California college-bound seniors
have improved their SAT scores in math and surpassed the
national average in verbal; nonetheless, neither California nor
U.S. students have regained the ground lost over the last 20
years.

A larger absolute number and a greater proportion of the
student body is scoring at the highest levels of achievement on
SAT,College Board Achievement ,and Advanced Placement
exams.

The proportion of minority students who graduate from
high school who meet the University of California’s high
school course requirements is increasing faster than for white
graduates.

Asian students are scoring well, improving rapidly in
reading, and continue to score excellently in math. Black and
Hispanic students are gaining little ground in reading, but
continue 1o close the achievement gap in mathematics.

At the same time, limited-English-proficient students, al-
though their scores are low, are generally progressing very
rapidly, more rapidly than English-proficient students, in both
reading and math.



Chapter 8

Fiscal Resources

Califomia’s public school system is the largest in the
nation and requires the largest fiscal base. Total school
funding for 1989-90 is estimated to be $23.4 billion (Figure
8.1). More than five million students (counted in units of
average daily attendance or ADA! ) receive educational
services at an average cost of $4,677 per student.>2 However
viewed, this represents an awesome commitment. Few states
expend this amount for all state and local governmental
functions combined. In other words, financing California
public schools is one of the largest fiscal undertakings in the
United States. Its sheer magnitude, however, makes explain-
ing school funding to the public a difficult task.

California school funding also has increased substan-
tially during the 1980s (Figure 8.1). Nevertheless, after
adjusting for enrollment growth and inflation, school funding
during this decade displays an uneven course, Between 1981
and 1990, total funds for Califomia public schools increased
by $11.1 billion, or 90.8 percent. Since just 1983, when
California enacted its comprehensive educational reform,
Senate Bill 813, funding has increased by $10.7 billion, a
sizeable seven-year increase, by any standard.

However large these overall totals may be, they must be
adjusted by enrollment changes and inflation (both of which
increased during the 1980s) to determine whether real re-
sources per child, measured in terms of purchasing power,
have increased. Results are sobering when these adjustments
are made. First, studentenrollment (ADA) increased substan-
tially during this decade, rising by more than 788,000 between
1981 and 1990, an increase larger than the total student
population of the Los Angeles Unified School District. Thus,
a large portion of new money for schools simply provides
educational services to an increasing number of students. At
the same time, a larger portion of new school allocations
raised overall funding per pupil. Specifically, funding per
pupil increased from $2,909 in 1981 to $4,677 in 1990, an
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‘adjusted for nauonal comparabnhiy )' Cahfohna o

spends appmxunately $3,263 per pupil less than
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FIGURE 8.1 Total K-12 Education Revenues, Nominal and Real, 1980-81 to 1989-90

Total Funding (a) 1980-81 Dollars (b)

Total Percent Percent
Year Funding ADA Per ADA Change Per ADA Change
1980-81 $12,2629 m. 4,215,399 $2,909 114 % $2,909 1.6 %
1981-82 12,528.0 m. 4,202,000 2981 25 2,744 (4.6)
1982-83 12,635.5 m. 4,231,431 2,986 0.2 2,619 (5.6)
1983-84 13,3484 m. 4,260,873 3,133 49 2,628 03
1984-85 14,9954 m. 4,352,597 3,445 10.0 2,758 49
1985-86 16,776.3 m. 4,469,821 3,753 89 2,894 49
1986-87 18,240.5 m. 4,611,637 3,955 54 2,959 22
1987-88 19,702.8 m. 4,722,792 4,172 5.5 2,985 09
1988-89 21,759.6 m. 4,859,162 4478 73 3,055 23
1989-90 23,399.1 m. 5,003,461 4,677 44 3,039 ©.5)
Cumulative Change
Amount $11,136.3 788,062 $1,768 $130
Percent 90.8% 18.7% 60.8 % 4.5%

(a) Includes local debt, excess property taxes, and state property tax subventions. Includes all General Fund and special fund
monies in Item 6110, contributions to the State Teachers” Retirement Fund (STRF), and state capital outlay. Also includes
payments on general obligation bonds and PMIA loans. Includes funds from the Petroleum Violation Escrow Account for the
replacement of school buses for 1988—89 and 1989-90. Also includes State Legalization Impact Aid Grants for 1987-88 through

1989-90. Excludes revenues from bond sales and funding for State Library programs.

(b) Adjusted by the GNP deflator for state and local government purchases.

SOURCE: Legislative Analyst, July 19, 1989, Revised Figures.
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FIGURE 8.2 Education and General Fund Budget Changes 198889 to 1989-90

Total Revenues (millions) Percent Change
1988-89 1989-90
K-14 Education $14,714 $16,000 8.7
Higher Education
Excluding Community Colleges $ 3,988 $4,309 8.0
Health and Welfare $11,425 $12,343 8.0
Youth and Adult Correction $2,098 $2488 18.6
Other $4,127 $4,610 11.7
Total General Fund $36,352 $39,750 9.3

SOURCE: Governor's Office, July 1989

increase of 60.8 percent, which is less than the total increase
of 90.8 percent. Thus, about one-third of new funds covered
enrollment increases, while the rest increased overall funding
per child,

But when the per-pupil figures are adjusted for inflation,?
the purchasing power increase is small, rising from $2,909 in
1981 to $3,039 in 1990, a jump of $130 or just 4.5 percent
(Figure 8.1), Thus, inflation-adjusted figures suggest that
even though an additional $11.1 billion have been allocated to
public schools since 1981, real resources in California have
increased by less than five percent.

Another fact shown in Figure 8.1 is that inflation-ad-
justed per-pupil funding changes have taken a*“roller-coaster”
ride during the 1980s. Funding increased some years,
dropped for a few years, then stayed about the same, increased
again, then dropped again. This inconsistent fiscal pattem
impedes effective management of local educational systems.

In short, while California public school funding has
increased by over $11 billion since 1981, it has risen only 4.5
percent in inflation-adjusted per-pupil terms, and the patiern
of growth has been inconsistent from year to year.

Perhaps the most startling item in Figure 8.1 is that even
withthe $1.6 billion increase from 1989 to 1990, helped in part
by the unexpected state revenue surplus of spring 1989,
funding per pupil actually declined in real terms. Such
numbers underscore the magnitude of California’s public
school system and the effects of rapid enrollment growth,
which is estimated to be 144,299 additional students in
1989-90.

Comparing fiscal changes between 1988-89 and
1989-90, however, is somewhat misleading because about
$400 million extra dollars were allocated to schools in June
1989; these funds will be counted in the 198889 fiscal year
but spentin the 1989-90 fiscal year which began July 1, 1989,
Thus, it is more accurate to compare funding changes over a
two-year period, from 1987-88 (the year before Proposition
98 and the 1989 state fiscal surplus) to 1989-90. Figure 8.1
shows that over this two-year period real funding per pupil,
including both years of Proposition 98 funds, still increased
only a small amount: 1.8 percent. Thus, even when large
amounts of new revenues are allocated to public schools in
this state, its large size (five million students), rapid enroll-
ment growth (about 150,000 new students per year), and
modest inflation (below 5%) require these funds simply 10
maintain the status quo.

The numbers in Figure 8.2 show that education, com-
pared with other state functions, did not receive either an
inordinately or disproportionately large funding hike for
1990. While the overall general fund rose 9.3 percent between
1988-89 and 1989-90, K~14 funding—the educational secior
directly affected by Proposition 98—is budgeted to rise by
only 8.7 percent, less than increases in Youth and Adult
Corrections and “Other” functions, both of which have budg-
eted increases higher than the general fund increase. While
the budgeted increases for higher education (excluding com-
munity colleges) and health and welfare are less than that for
K-14 education (8% compared 10 8.7%), the increases are not
that much less and are substantial on their own. The bottom
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FIGURE 8.3 Sources of K-12 Education Funding, 1980-81 to 1989-90 (In Millions)

Local Other
Property State Federal Local Total
Year Tax Levies Aid Aid Lottery Income Funding
1980-81 $2,4007 $7.8004 $1,1514 $ 9014 $122629
1981--82 29336 7,762.3 998.4 833.7 12,528.0
1982-83 29418 7.884.8 963.2 845.7 12,635.5
1983-84 29755 8,478.8 1,063.1 831.0 133484
1984-85 3,298.4 9,674.6 1,135.0 887.4 14,9954
1985-86 3,595.5 10,508.9 1,1972 $506.2 968.6 16,776.3
1986-87 3.804.2 11,857.3 1,229.3 4109 938.6 18,240.5
© 1987-88 4,099.1 12,633.5 13125 650.9 1,006.8 19,702.8
1988-89 4,405.3 13,941.1 1,5704 763.1 1,079.7 21,759.6
1989-90 4,680.8 15,003.0 1,749.4 808.3 1,1579 23,399.1

SOURCE: Legislative Analyst, July 19, 1979, Revised Figures.

line is that while Proposition 98 undoubtedly provided educa-
tion more revenues for 1989-90 than would have been pro-
vided without it, the additional amount is small, and K-14
education simply received an average funding increase com-
pared to other functions.

SOURCES OF PUBLIC SCHOOL REVENUES

California public school revenues are derived from local,
state, and federal sources (Figure 8.3). The state provides the
largest share. Local funds equal approximately one-third of
state funds, while federal and other sources amount to even
smaller proportions. Figure 8.3 also shows that state funds
increased by an average of $1 billion each year from 1983 to
1990, a sizeable but not inordinate annual increase. While
local property tax revenues were stagnant from 1982 to 1984,
they have been rising since then, increasing by almost $2
billion since 1982. Federal revenues have stayed about the
same during the 1980s, floating down slightly each year
between 1980 and 1983, then rising about 10 percent every
year since 1983. When federal revenues are adjusted for
inflation, the 1990 figure is less than the 1981 figure.
Lottery revenues rose above expectations in the first year,
dropped the second year, then rose substantially the third year.
They are estimated to be $808 miltion in 1990. Lottery funds
have risen from $113 per pupil in 1986 to $161 in 1990, still
a small amount. This contrasts with the public’s perception
that the lottery provides a large proportion of funding. Ac-

cording to one recent poll, 22 percent of the California
public thinks the lottery is the single largest provider of school
funds.

In percentage terms, the state is the major fiscal agent for
California public schools (Figure 8.4). In 1990, state appro-
priations will compose 64.1 per-cent of total school funding,
compared to a national average of about 50 percent. Thus, the
state role in funding California schools is much larger than it
isnationwide. Thereason is Proposition 13, which limitslocal
property tax rates to one percent of assessed value and limits
assessed values to only minute increases except when prop-
erty is sold. According to the poll mentioned above, 34
percent of the public thinks property taxes are the major
source of school funding.

The public is relatively uninformed about the nature of
school funding in California. Few tax-payers know that the
state provides most school funds. The public also is unaware
that school funding per child, after adjusting for inflation, is
now only marginally larger than it was in 1981. Most believe
that both the lottery and Proposition 98 injected large sums of
funds into the public schools; not many know that both of
these events produced surprisingly, yet predictably, small
revenue increases.

Even at the state level, there is disagreement over K-12
funding as it relates to the general fund. But as Figure 8.5
demonstrates, educational funding as a percentage of state
general fund expenditures has remained relatively constant
since 1984, for both K~12 and higher education. While K-12
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FIGURE 8.4 Percent Revenues for K-12 Education by Source, 1980-81 to 1989-90

Year Local State Federal Other Lottery
1980-81 19.7 63.6 94 73 na.
1981-82 234 62.0 79 6.7 n.a.
1982-83 233 624 7.6 6.7 n.a.
1983-84 223 635 80 6.2 n.a.
1984-85 220 64.5 7.6 59 n.a.
1985-86 214 62.6 72 58 3.0
1986-87 209 65.0 6.7 51 23
1987--88 (est.) 20.8 64.1 6.7 5.1 33
1988-89 (est.) 20.2 64.1 7.2 50 35
1989-90 (budg.) 200 64.1 715 49 35

SOURCE: Legislative Analyst, July 19, 1989, Revised Figures.

funding relative to general fund expenditures dipped in the
recession period of the early 1980s, it bounced back to 39.1
percent when educational reform funding increases began.
From 1987 to 1988 it dropped 0.5 percentage points to 38.3
percent. The 1988 figure, however, approximates the 1986
figure. Further, a one percent drop represents only $328
million in 1988, a not insignificant amount but less than the
amount of the lottery. Figure 8.5 shows that each year since
California’s 1983 educational reform, K~12 expenditures as
apercentage of general fund expenditures have been about the
same, it also shows that K-12 funding would constitute a
declining share of the general fund budget only if the drop

between 1987 and 1988 had been maintained into 1989 and
beyond.

NATIONAL COMPARISONS

Another way to gange California’s fiscal support for public
schools is to compare it to national and other state averages.
On most national fiscal comparisons, California ranks below
average.

First, California educational spending as a percentage of
its personal income is one half of a percentage point below the
national average (Figure 8.6). For 1988-89, it is estimated

FIGURE 8.5 Education and California General Fund Expenditures

Year Total General K-12 K-12 Expend Higher Ed. Higher Ed.
Fund Expend Expend as % of Total Expend. as % of Total
1980 $18,519.7 $6,989.9 37.7% $2,949.7 15.9%
1981 20,995.4 7.456.9 355 3,385.6 16.1
1982 21,606.3 76385 354 34315 15.9
1983 21,661.7 7,742.7 35.7 34304 158
1984 22,834.8 89246 39.1 3,5258 154
1985 25,721.6 9991.5 38.8 4,124.1 16.0
1986 28,8413 11,0724 384 45179 15.7
1987 31,487.6 12,2109 388 48262 153
1988 33,020.8 12,638.3 383 51118 15.5
1989
1990

SOURCE: Department of Finance
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FIGURE 8.6 California Revenue for K-12 Education as a Percent of Personal Income

California National
Revised Revised

Personal Revenue  Percent of Personal Revenue Percent of
Year Income* Estimates** Income Income* Estimates** Income
1980-81 $276,110 $9,260 34 $2,254,076 $102,777 4.6
1981-82 308,730 9,478 3.1 2,514,231 110,274 44
1982-83 328,033 12,050 37 2,663,432 120,433 4.5
1983-84 352438 13,300 38 2,834 385 128,331 45
1984-85 389,183 14,982 38 3,101,163 139,635 45
1985-86 422,142 16,745 40 3,317,239 151,333 4.6
1986-87 453,404 18,692 4.1 3,521,393 162,433 4.6
1987-88 492,989 19,871 40 3,768,125 174,219 4.6
1988-89*** 534,893 22,000 4.1 4,039,053 185,122 4.6
*in millions

**increased by about $500 million to reflect late June 1989 appropriation adjustments

*»*cstimate based on previous six year average

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Commerce, Survey of Current Business, August 1988 and revised revenue estimates from
National Education Association, Estimates of School Statistics, Washington, DC: NEA, selected years.

that California will spend 4.1 percent of its citizen's personal
income on education compared to the national average of 4.6
percent. The numbers also show that K-12 spending in
California relative to personal income dropped more from
1980 to 1982, years of deep recession, than they did nation-
wide, California figures also show that between 1982 and
1986, years in which Senate Bill 813 was implemented, K-12
spending as a percentage of personal income rose substan-
tially and began to approach the national average. It is
difficult to predict the future magnitudes of these figures
either for the state or the nation. Nevertheless, the clear
conclusion is that California devotes a lower percentage of
personal income to public elementary and secondary schools
than does the nation. (Itshould be noted that this statistic is not
only a function of state taxing and spending efforts, it also is
related to the relative number of school-age citizens to the
total population.)

Second, California spends somewhat below the national
average per pupil and below several states that have similarly
large enrollments and economic systems and are as techno-
logically sophisticated as Califonia. Asshown in Figure8.7,*
California’s expenditures per ADA estimated by the National

Education Association (NEA) for 1988-89 arc $4,075, nearly
$500 below the national average of $4,509. Eventhough NEA
attempts to adjust all state figures to ensure comparability,
differences in state school funding structures make this a
difficult objective to achieve.® Because of adjustment diffi-
culties, it is probably best toclaim that California today spends
somewhat below the national average expenditure per pupil.

The numbers in Figure 8.7 also reveal that on a per-pupil
basis, California spends below New York, Illinois, Pennsyl-
vania, and Michigan. Of the six states with the largest
enrollments, California’s per-pupil expenditures are above
only Texas, astate with historically low educational spending.
California spends approximately $3,263 less per pupil than
does New York. Assuming a class size of 30, this translates
into $98,000 less per classroom. California spends $1,500
less per pupil than does Pennsylvania. Indeed, when com-
pared to several states in the midwest and northeast, California
spends considerably less per pupil.

Anecdotal evidence suggesits that these funding differ-
ences produce differences in programs and services. Most
elementary schools in the higher-spending midwest and
northeast would have, in addition to one teacher for every 20
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FIGURE 8.7 Comparison of Selected School Finance Variables California Versus Five Other Large States
Estimated 1986-87 1986-87 Per Capita Estimated Student
Expenditures State/Local State/Local Elementary Average Classroom Enrollment Per
Per Pupil In Expenditures Secondary Expenditures Teacher Salary Classroom
ADA, 1988-89 For Public As a Percent of Total 1988-89 Teacher
Schools Per State/Local Expenditures 1988-89
$1000 of
_Personal Income
California $4,075 $38.98 21.0% $ 35,285 227
(4.6 million)
Texas 3,842 49.70 28.6% 26,513 17.1
(3.0 million)
New York 7,338 50.46 22.1% 36,500 146
(2.3 million) '
Illinois 4,513 37.65 23.2% 31,195 174
(1.6 million)
Pennsylvania 5,621 4463 270% 30,720 16.2
(1.5 million)
Michigan - 4,576 49.96 25.3% 34,419 213
(1.5 million)
National Average 4,509 4442 24.0% 29,567 17.5

SOURCE: National Education Association, Estimates of School Statistics, 1988-89; U.S. Bureau of the Census, Governmen-

tal Finances, 1986-87.

1o 25 students and personnel supported by categorical grants,
amusic and art teacher, perhaps a science teacher, a physical
education teacher, maybe a reading specialist, a librarian (if
not a two to three staff library and media resource operation),
and day care and preschool in many places. Most California
elementary schools have a teacher for every 30 students and,
at most, an extra specialist. At the middle school level,
schools in the midwest and northeast would have seven- and
eight- rather than six-period days and a comprehensive set of
electives, including advanced foreign languages. California
middle schools usually have six periods and a minimum array
of electives. In short, California’s lower spending produces
fewer program offerings.

Moreover, California spends less on public schools as a
percentage of personal income than do most of the other five
large-enrollment states. In 1986-87 California spent $38.98
per $1,000 of personal income, compared to $50.46 in New
York, $49.96 in Michigan, and $49.70 in Texas; the national

average was $44.42, above California and below these other
states.

Further, California expenditures on public schools as a
percentage of total state and local govemmental expenditures
for all functions was less than in any of these other five states,
with the California figure at 21 percent and the Texas figure
just under 30 percent, compared (0 a national average of 24
percent. In short, on a comparative basis, California’s public
schools receive less priority for state and local resources than
do public schools in the next five largest public-school-
enrollment states.

The data in Figure 8.7 also show that California’s teach-
ers earn, on average, near the top of the scale on a comparative
state basis, but California teachers also experience among the
largest class sizes. While lower teacher salaries could provide
revenues to hire more teachers, California teacher salaries are
highin large part because of the high cost of housing and living
in the state.S
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Overall, the data-in Figure 8.7 suggest that California
places a lower priority on public school funding than do
several other large-enrollment states, spends below the na-
tional average, has above-average teacher salaries, and places
more students in each classroom.

CURRENT EXPENDITURES

District general fund expenditures in 1986-87, the most
recent year for complete data, totaled approximately $14.8
billion (Figure 8.8). Of thatamount, $6.6 billion (44.6%) was
expended for teacher salaries, $495 million (3.3%) for admin-
istrator salaries, $828 million (5.6%) for other certified sala-
ries such as music and art specialists, $490 miilion (3.3%) for
instructional aides, $2 billion (13.5%) for other support per-
sonnel such as guidance counselors, $2.2 billion (15.1%) for
employee benefits, $656 million (4.4 %) for books and in-
structional supplies, $1.1 billion (7.2%) for services and
operating and maintenance expenses, and $427 million
(3.2%) for capital outlay.

FIGURE 8.8

School District General Fund Expenditures, 1986-87
Category Amount (Millions)
Total $14,836.3
Teachers Salaries 6,613.2 (44.6)
Administrator Salaries 495.1( 3.3)
Other Certified Salaries 8279 ( 5.6)
Instructional Aides 4904 ( 3.3)

Other Support Personnel 2,003.6 (13.5)
Employee Benefits 2,247.6 (15.1)
Books and Supplies 656.0 ( 4.4)

Services and Operating Expenses 1,075.3 ( 7.2)
Capital Outlay 427.2( 3.2)

SOURCE: State Department of Education

These figures, however, say little about expenditures on
a program basis, like the regular instructional program or
compensatory and special education. Further, these figures
provide little insight into how the approximately $2 million
per school site is spent. If teachers at an average school, so an
argument goes, collectively earn about $914,000 in salaries
and benefits, what happens to the rest of the money?

In order to answer this question, expenditures by object
(such as those provided in Figure 8.9) are needed for each
program in a school, so that expenditures by object and
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program can be analyzed simultaneously and in relationship
to each other. While California currently is phasing in an ac-
counting system that will produce such data, the system is still
a few years away from full implementation.

However, using 1985-86 data from selected school dis-
tricts that accounted for expenditures by object and program,
the State Department of Education recently conducted a study
and produced statewide average expenditures per school. The
results are intriguing (Figure 8.9).

Expenditures per school averaged $2.046 million. These
can be divided into classroom expenditures, site-level expen-
ditures, district and county administration, and State Depart-
ment of Education. Classroom expenditures compose 63
percent of total school operating expenditures. Within that
category, classroom teachers constitute 45 percent of total
school expenditures; specialized teachers such as special
education, music, and art constitute 5 percent; pupil support
personnel including counselors, psychologists, nurses, and
librarians constitute ancther 4 percent; and books, materials,
and supplies constitute the last 4 percent of classroom expen-
ditures.

Site expenditures other than classroom cxpenditures
compose 31 percent of total school operating expenditures.
Operations, maintenance, transportation, and food constitute
19 percent of this total figure; instructional support, including
curriculum specialists and supervisors and media technicians,
constitutes another 5 percent; and school site leadership
(administration) constitutes the last 7 percent.

District and county administration composes 5.5 percent
of total school expenditures, and the State Department of
Education composes the remaining 0.5 percent. If site lead-
ership is added to these administrative expenses, administra-
tion totals just 13 percent for each school on average; opera-
tions, maintenance, transportation, and food, 19 percent; and
classroom expenditures, including pupil support personnel,
68 percent.

SCHOOL FINANCE EQUALIZATION

The predominant California school finance issue in the 1970s
was the Serrano v. Priest court decision and its mandate to
reduce wealth-related expenditure disparities to a $100 band
above and below a statewide average expenditure per pupil.
Indeed, most states across the nation still grapple with
strengthening school finance equalization formulas designed
to reduce both disparities in per-pupil spending and any
relationship between expenditures per pupil and local prop-
erty wealth per pupil. California is less concerned with this
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FIGURE 8.9 Expenditures Per School, 1985-1986

Expenditure Percent
Category per School of Total
A. Classroom Expenditures $  1286,000 63%
22 Classroom Teachers 914,000 45%
2.5 Specialized Instructors 102,000 5%
7.0 Instructional Aides 94,000 5%
2.0 Pupil Personnel Support 84,000 4%
Books, Supplies, Equipment 92,000 4%
B. Other Site Expenditures 629,000 31%
Operation, Maintenance,
Transportation 395,000 19%
Instructional Support 95,000 5%
School Site Leadership 139,000 7%
C. District/County Administration 120,000 5.5%
D. State Department of Education 11,000 0.5%
Total Operating Expenditures $ 2,046,000 100%
School Facilities/Capital $ 133,000

SOURCE: State Department of Education

issue largely because the state has statutorily established a per-
pupil expenditure level for all districts (since Senate Bill 90 in
1973 and Proposition 13 in 1978). Analytically, California
has a full state funding school finance structure, called a
revenue limit formula, under which the state determines a per-
pupil revenue limit, mandates that limit (albeit with adjust-
ments discussed below) for all districts, and finances it with a
state-controlled combination of state and local funds.

Since per-pupil expenditure disparities existed prior to
Serrano, and since the state has not yet brought every district
to the same spending level, a question arises regarding how
“equalized” is the California school finance system. Figure
8.10 presents data to help answer this question. The data are
presented by district type since the revenue limit is different
for elementary, high school, and unified districts. Pursuant to
a 1984 Serrano appeal court decision that allowed the $100
expenditure band to be adjusted by inflation, thedatashow the
percentage of students in districts with a base revenue limit
that is within the inflation-adjusted $100 band above and
below the statewide average revenue limit.

The data in Figure 8.10 indicate that in 1989-90, 95.9
percent of all students fall within this equalization standard
and that the percentage of students within the band has been
increasing steadily but slowly for each district type since
1983. While similar data are not available from many other
states, few states would be able to match this degree of
expenditure equalization. In California, 95.9 percent of all
students in the state attend school districts thathave arevenue
limit within $238 of the statewide average revenue limit.
During the 1989 budget deliberations, the Serrano equaliza-
tion adjustment was fully funded; this adjustment is designed
to bring all district revenue limits to the statewide average.
Thus, revenue per pupil equalization should increase even
further from its already high degree of equalization.

Whatever its equalization progress, California’s school
finance system is unusually complicated. The base revenue
limit alone does not determine the base revenues per pupil
available to each student. The base revenue limit is subject
literally to hundreds of adjustments, including adjustments
for district type, school size, enrollment declines, small dis-
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trict transportation, meals for needy students, equalization
adjustments, longer school day and year incentives, minimum
beginning teacher salary incentives, tenth grade counseling
incentives, caps on revenues for enroliment growth, and the
like. Further, aone-time per-pupil grant of $54 for all districts,
regardless of district type, was enacted for 1988-89 and
another one of $20 for 1989-90. In short, the base revenue per
pupil is the revenue limit plus a multinde of adjustments.

Tens of pages of figures are needed to determine a
district’s final total revenue limit, despite the seemingly
simple formula structure. Few people in the state fully
understand the manner in which the formula functions, and the
adjustments—all with historically developed reasons—give
the current system the appearance of the former federal tax
code: complex and perhaps unfair. The governor's Commis-
sion on Educational Excellence was charged with making
recommendations to simplify this complex formula. Few
recommendations were implemented, and the budget delib-
erations of 1989 actually made the formula even more com-
plex.

In addition to its complex revenue limit formula, Califor-
nia has nearly 70 additional categorical programs, each with
adifferent funding mechanism. In fact, categorical funds total
about 20 percent of overall school funding for 1989-90. Most
of the funding formulas for the major categorical programs
also are complex, For example, before this year, funding for
several programs was determined by what a district received
in 1978-79 (the year of the Proposition 13 bailout), with
several types of inflation and, sometimes, pupil growth adjust-
ments from then until now. The result was a byzantine
categorical funding system. Further, the inflation or cost-of-
living adjustments were almost always different from those
used for the base revenue limit formula, varied across differ-
ent categorical programs, and often were zero for the largest
categorical programs.

Categorical funding was further complicated during the
1989 budget deliberations. First, a group of legislators noted
that the pupil counts for many categorical programs had not
been updated since 1979; thus, districts that had experienced
increases in potentially eligible students were not receiving
increased categorical dollars. Second, a new concept of
categorical funding was proposed, namely, equalization. A
group of legislators claimed, erroneously in PACE's opinion,
that Serrano required equalization of categorical as well as
basefunds. While this argument was not lotally supporied, the
lack of adequate pupil updates for categorical funding gave
the equalization argument some surface validity. Asaresult,
the state has a major new funding program called Supplemen-
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tal Grants that is based on the degree of both base funding and
categorical funding equality. Districts below the statewide
average in base revenues as well as below the statewide
average in categorical revenues receive the largest supple-
mental grants, :

Itistime forthe state to take a hard look atboth itsrevenue
limit and categorical funding formulas. Both are unnecessar-
ily complicated, outdated, and, in many cases, unfair. The
supplemental grants render categorical funding particularly in
need of redesign. While the 1989 legislature updated pupil
counts for the state’s compensatory education program
(Economic Impact Aid),changes of amore farreaching nature
are needed.

One simple reform, borrowing on mechanisms most
states use, is to base categorical funding on the current or
immediate past year number of students eligible for a cate-
gorical program service. An additional option is to have the
state pay the excess costs of providing extra services for
special-nceds students. Another reform (analyzed fully in
Conditions of Education in California 1988) is to move to a
pupil weighting system under which all students eligible fora
categorical program service are given an extra weight indicat-
ing the amount of extra service needed; the revenue limit
formula would then be used to determine funding on a total
weighted pupil basis. The important issue is that California’s
multitude of categorical programs require scrutiny, perhaps to
streamline and consolidate them, but certainly to redesign
their outmoded and unfair funding formula structures.

FUTURE REVENUE NEEDS

What are the future revenue needs of California public
schools? Figure 8.11 begins to outline dimensions of an
answer 1o this straightforward question. Simply stated, the
revenue needs are enormous. Using the Commission on State
Finance's enrollment (ADA) growth and inflation figures,
California public schools will need an additional $2.1 billion
next year (1990-91) simply to cover an additional 171,200
students and inflation of 5.4 percent. This large increase
would only keep the system even fiscally; it would provide for
no additional reforms, no class size reductions, no new pro-
grams. It would be a “stay even” fiscal increase.

For the subsequent year, 1991-92, the stay-even increase
rises to $2.44 billion. For 1991, the stay-even increase reaches
$2.54 billion. In fact, just to cover enrollment growth and
inflation over the next 10 years, school funding will need to
increase by $26 billion, or more than double. These sobering
figures suggest that maintaining an even fiscal keel will be a



FiscaL RESOURCES

111

FIGURE 8.10 Percent of Students Within Inflation Adjusted $100 Band*® of Base Revenue Limit by District Type

District Type 1983-84 1984-85 1985-86 1986-87 1987-88 1988-89 1989-90
Elementary 84.5% 92.2% 93.0% 94.0% 94.3% 91.8% 92.4%
More than

100 ADA

High School 80.3 86.8 87.1 89.1 894 89.1 90.2
More than

300 ADA

Unified 94.5 97.0 97.0 97.1 97.2 969 98.0
More than

1,500 ADA

All Districts 90.6 94.7 94.9 954 95.6 949 95.9

* Inflation adjusted band: 1983-84=8202; 1984-85=8212; 1985-86=$221;
1986-87=3227; 1987-88=8238; 1988-89=3248; 1989-90=$260

SOURCE: State Department of Education

FIGURE 8.11 Projections of K-12 Education Revenue Requirements, 1989-90 Through 1998-1999 (In Millions)

Increase Increase Total Increase  Increase Over Percent

Student (ADA) For Student For From Previous 1989-90 Budget Increase Over
Year Increase Growth Inflation Year of $23.4 Billion 1989-90 Budget
89-90 132,500
90-91 171,200 $844.0 $1.2636 $2,1076 $2,107.6 9.0%
91-92 186,300 9714 1,469.2 24406 4,548.2 194 %
92-93 191,500 1,651.7 1,489.6 25413 7.089.5 303 %
93-94 163,900 951.4 1,737.9 2,6893 9,778.8 418 %
94-95 120,800 7424 1,950.9 2,693.3 12,472.1 533%
95-96 115,900 756.0 2,195.3 2951.0 154234 659 %
96-97 128,300 889.9 24613 3,351.2 18,774.6 80.2 %
97-98 119,600 882.9 2,711.8 3,594.7 22,369.3 956 %
98-99 110,000 860.7 2,746.1 3,606.8 25,976.1 111.0%

SOURCE: PACE analysis from Legislative Analyst and Commission on State Finance Data.
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stiff challenge for California. These large sums will be
difficult to garner in either political or lay arenas.

These stay-even figures ignore the fiscal consideration of
suggested educational system improvements. For example,
California has the second largest class sizes in the nation (next
to Utah). But reducing class size is expensive; it costs ap-
proximately $250 million to reduce class size statewide by
one student per teacher. So it would cost about $1.25 billion
to reduce class size by five students per teacher, excluding
building costs. Even if such reductions were provided only to
students and grade levels where they would most likely make
adifference, an extra $1 billion for system improvements will
be hard to find.

Enacting proposals to transform teaching into a full
profession, either as proposed by the Commons Commission’
or the Carnegie Forum® also will take additional funds. In
Rochester, New York, the Board of Education adopted most
of these proposals, raising beginning salaries to $25,000 and
top salaries for lead teachers on a 12-month contract to
$70,000. If Califoia were to move along these lines, an
additional $1 billion to $2 billion would be needed.

Finally, Chapter 3 shows that student enrollment in-
creases in California will be comprised of increasing numbers
of poor, limited-English-proficient, leaming disabled, emo-
tionally handicapped, latch key, and other children—all of
whom require more than a usual level of educational services.
It is difficuit to predict the level of extra money needed for
such services, but it easily could reach the $500 million to $1
billion level.

Thus, given current structural arrangements, enroliment
growth, inflation, and an increasing number and percentage of
students needing extra educational services, system improve-
ments pose an enormous revenue challenge to California
public schools. It will be difficult to generate such revenues.
Similarly, it will be difficult to capture revenues of this
magnitude through cost-cutting and efficiency strategies.

Construction of School Facilities

Building classrooms and schools represents another fiscal
requirement for educational funding, in addition to operating
revenues. To meet Califormia’s huge student enrollment
increases, the legislative analyst estimates that 2,100 addi-
tional schools will need to be built at a cost of $11 billion.”
There are a variety of options available to school districts for
financing school facilities, although the most common is the
State School Building Lease-Purchase program. InJuly 1989,
however, there were between $4.3 billion and $4.7 billion in
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local school district applications for these funds and no money
left to finance those requests, and this despite voter approval
of $1.6 billion in bond measures in two 1988 elections. Even
if there were funds to meetcurrentrequests, money would still
need to be found for the $1.3 billion to $1.4 billion per year in
anticipated future requests. As aresult, other funding options
need to be considered.

Other options for financing school facilities include local
general obligation bonds, the Mello-Roos Community Facil-
ity Act of 1982, and imposition of developer fees on new
residential and commercial or industrial construction. Notall
districts experiencing growth in student enrollments are able
to take advantage of these programs. As a result, growing
districts throughout the state rely heavily on the use of port-
able classrooms to meet facility needs. In fact, the manufac-
ture of portable classrooms for California school districts is
estimated to be at least a $200 million a year business.
Another approach for dealing with the growing shortage of
classroom space is to use a year-round school calendar (as
discussed in Chapter 5). By using school facilities 12 months
a year rather than the traditional 9 months, many districts have
been able to increase the capacity of their schools by 20 to 33
percent. Because of the tremendous resource needs for
providing adequate facilities for California’s school children,
each of these financing options is discussed below.

The State School Building Lease-Purchase Program

Since the inception of public education in California, financ-
ing and constructing public schools have been local responsi-
bilities. However, after World War II many school districts
were unable to generate the resources necessary to build
facilities to house the rapid student growth they were experi-
encing. The State School Building Aid Laws of 1949 and
1952 used state general obligation bonds to establish a loan-
grant program for school construction. Today, most school
construction in Califomnia is funded through the Leroy F.
Greene Lease-Purchase Law of 1976.!° Administered by the
State Allocation Board, this program has distributed, or ap-
proved for expenditure, approximately $4.3 billion for school
construction funds since 1983-84. Funds are distributed to
school districts by the State Allocation Board which deter-
mines standards for eligibility as well as establishes cost and
construction standards for school facilities. The board also
has the power to fix rates, rents, and other charges associated
with facilities constructed under the program, provided they
donotexceed the annual sum of (a) adollar, (b) interest earned
on funds in the county school Lease-Purchase fund for the
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district, (¢) unencumbered bond funds of the district, and (d)
net proceeds from the sale or lease of any school buildings or
land no longer needed for school purposes.

Since 1982, revenues for this program have come from
two major sources. The principal source has been $3.35
billion in general obligation bonds approved by voters in five
clections. Figure 8.12 displays the date and value of bonds
approved at each of these elections. Figure 8.13 displays the
distribution of these bond revenues by year. As Figure 8.13
shows, the annual allocation of Lease-Purchase bond funds
has increased dramatically in recent years. As a result, no
funds are currently available for the 1989-90 fiscal year.

FIGURE 8.12
State School Building Lease-Purchase Program
Bond Measures Approved by Voters: 1980-1988

Date Amount (§)
November 1982 500 Million
November 1984 450 Million
November 1986 800 Million
June 1988 800 Million
November 1988 800 Million
Total 3.35 Billion

SOURCE: Governor's Budget, Various Years

FIGURE 8.13 Annual Distribution of State School
Building Lease Purchase Program: General Obligation
Bond Proceeds

Year Distribution ($)
1982-83 125 Million
1983-84 185 Million
1984-85 190 Million
1985-86 250 Million
1986-87 400 Million
1987-88 600 Million
1988-89 1,600 Million
Total 3.35 Billion

SOURCE: Governor's Budget, Various Years

The second source of revenue for the Lease-Purchase
Program has been appropriations from Tidelands Oil Reve-
nues. The legislature appropriated $100 million in offshore
oil revenues in 198081, and another $200 million in
1981-82. Although funding was approved for 1982-83 and
198384, state budget shortfalls resulted in no funds being
appropriated from this source to the Lease-Purchase program.
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Since 1984-85, the legislature has approved the allocation of
up to $150 million a year from the Tideland Oil Revenues to
the State School Building Lease-Purchase program. How-
ever, the actual appropriation has varied depending on the
Tideland Oil Fund revenues. Figure 8.14 displays the
appropriations from the Tideland Oil Fund to the School
Building Lease-Purchase Fund from 1980-81 through
1989-90. The authorization for transfer of $150 million an-
nually expires after 1990-91 unless extended by the legisla-
ture.

FIGURE 8.14

Annual Appropriation of Tideland Oil Funds to the
State School Building Lease-Purchase Fund: 1984-85
through 1988-89

Fiscal Year Appropriation ($)
1980-81 100,000,000
1981-82 200,000,000
1982-83 0

1984-84 0

1984-85 150,000,000
1985-86 150,000,000
1986-87 231,359,000
1987-88 98,652,000
1988-89 0

1989-90 0

Total 930,011,000

SOURCE: Governor's Budget, Various Years

Lease-Purchase funds are distributed to districts on the
basis of “unhoused ADA.” Unhoused ADA is determined by
taking 97 percent of a district’s projected enrollment and
“loading” that figure into existing classrooms. The projected
enrollment that cannot be “loaded” into existing facilities
constitutes the unhoused ADA and is the primary determinant
for eligibility for new construction funds."! The application
process includes three phases. In Phase 1, districts submit
documentation regarding eligibility for construction funds.
Districts must submit enrollment projections, a five-year
“mini-plan” for district growth, a district map, and a set of
applications. Preliminary site approval from the State Depart-
ment of Education also occurs during this phase.

During Phase I, a district acquires the school site and
completes its planning. Architects’ drawings must be ap-
proved by the State Department of Education and by the office
of the state architect. The role of the Department of Education
is limited to issues of student safety and the educational
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appropriateness of school facilities,'? while the state architect
is responsible for reviewing the architectural plans for the
facility. Environmental Impact Reports are completed, and
other site-related issues are resolved during Phase II. Full
construction funding is approved in Phase III once final
approved plans and cost estimates are submitted and all sites
have been acquired. :

Once Phase I approval is granted, a district is given
authorization to bid the project. When the bids have been
received, the lowest bid is submitted to the State Allocation
Board. Construction can begin once the bids have been
approved by the board. Fifty-four steps are required to gain
final approval to construct a school site. Because of the array
of forms that must be submitted and the labyrinth of agencies
that oversee the project, it is not uncommon for approval to
take three to five years from the time a district submits its
initial application until the school is completed and ready for
occupancy.

Because of limited funding and the length of time re-
quired 10 construct a school using Lease-Purchase funds,
many districts 1ook to alternative sources of money to finance
some or all of their school facility needs. Below, alternatives
to the State School Building Lease-Purchase program are
described.

Local General Obligation Bonds

Prior to 1978, local school districts could finance facility
construction by issuing general obligation bonds, which were
paid for by imposing a district-wide property tax. In June
1978, Proposition 13’s passage prohibited local governments
from levying ad valorem property taxes in excess of Propo-
sition 13's one percent limitation.!* This prohibition was
relaxed in June 1986 when California voters approved Propo-
sition 46, amending the state constitution and authorizing
local governments to impose ad valorem property taxes to
amortize bonded indebtedness for capital projects. Since that
time, 70 bond elections have been held by local school
districts. Voters in 39 (55.7%) of those districts provided the
necessary two-thirds majority required for approval. These
39 elettions represent over $680 million in bonds for con-
struction or rehabilitation of school facilities.!*

Many school officials contend that if districts could pass
general obligation bonds with asimple majority vote, as many
as 90 percent of these elections would be successful, reducing
the strain on the State Lease-Purchase program. As of July
1989, there were two proposed constitutional amendments

ConpITioNs OF EDUCATION IN CALIFORNIA 1989

regarding this issue before the legislature. Senate Constitu-
tional Amendment 2 (1989, Leonard, R-Upland) would re-
duce the vote requirements for general obligation bonds to a
simple majority if the tax to amortize the bond payments is less
than five cents per hundred dollars of assessed valuation, and
for a period of 10 years or less. Assembly Constimtional
Amendment 2 (1989, O'Connell, D-Santa Barbara) would
alsoreduce the vote requirements for general obligation bonds
to asimple majority. Assembly Constitutional Amendment2
does not have rate and time limitations; instead it would
abolish developer fees. Both bills are currently in committee.
If either bill is passed by the legislature, it will appear on the
June 1990 ballot.

The Mello-Roos Community Facility Act of 1982

The Mello-Roos Community Facility Act of 1982 authorizes
school districts to establish community facility districts,
within which bonded indebtedness may be incurred and a
property tax levied. These funds may be used forbuilding new
schools or to modemize existing school facilities.'® The prin-
cipal advantage of a Mello-Roos district is that it does not have
to encompass the entire school district. Since a community
facility district can be formed to include only the area that
would benefit from the planned facility, there would seem to
be a greater likelihood of garnering the two-thirds majority
needed for approving the bond measure.

Since 1983, 30 school districts have held Mello-Roos
elections. Nineteen (63.3%) of those were successful, ac-
counting for over $1 billion in school construction funds for
the 17 districts involved. Just over $370 million in Mello-
Roos bond measures were rejected in 11 other district elec-
tions during the same period.

Developer Fees

In 1978, Senate Bill 201 (Government Code 65970) author-
ized the levying of fees on developers of new homes for school
projects. This measure was part of the response 10 Proposition
13’s ban on ad valorem property taxes. In the early 1980s, the
incidence of these fees, levied by counties and cities as well as
school districts, increased, prompting protests from develop-
ers. In 1986, the legislature passed Assembly Bill 2926 which
allowed school districts to directly levy fees on new homes as
well as on commercial and industrial projects. In exchange,
school districts were prohibited from levying most otherkinds
of fees. The fees were capped at a single statewide rate which
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today amounts to $1.56 per square foot for residential projects
and $0.26 per square foot for commercial and industrial
projects.)” In addition, these developer fees must be used for
school construction or modemization projects; they cannot be
used for school operations.

An important element of developer fees is the “match”
requirement for districts receiving building funds from the
State School Building Lease-Purchase Fund. The match
requires districts to contribute the amount they could receive
through developer fees as their share of the school construc-
tion costs for approved projects. The procedure for determin-
ing when a district is in “the match” is complex. Generally,
once a district’s application has received Phase I approval, a
districtis “in the match” and must rebate to the state anamount
equal to the amount that could have been collected if the
maximum allowable developer fees had been imposed on all
projects in the district. This match condition lasts until the
district receives its certificate of occupancy for the school
facility.

There are some exceptions to the match requirement. For
example, with approval from the office of local assistance, a
districtcan deduct from the match requirement certain costs of
interim portableclassroom facilities while they are waiting for
approval and construction of a school. The match also may be
temporarily suspended if the district has fully qualified to
move to the next phase but the state runs out of bond funds and
cannot meet its obligations. Districts that do not collect
developer fees, or that impose fees lower than the maximum
allowed by law must still provide the full match from local
funds. :

Districts that do not participate in the State School Facil-
ity Lease-Purchase program may use all the developer funds
they receive for their own construction needs. A number of
large districts have opted toconstruct schools solely with local
resources and, as aresult, keep all their developer fees for local
construction. A number of other districts use a variety of
methods to fund school construction, financing some projects
through the State School Building Lease-Purchase Program
and others through local sources. Unfortunately, there is no
accurate data on the number of schools that are built in
California without state assistance, although officials esti-
mate that there are roughly 200 districts currently planning or
constructing school facilities which are not part of the state
School Building Lease-Purchase Program. The Office of
Local Assistance is in the process of conducting a statewide
accounting of all public school facilities, but that study is still
as much as a year from completion,
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Year-Round Schools

The legislative analyst has proposed year-round schools as a
way (0 partially offset the gap between school construction
needs and available funding. By operating a school facility 12
months a year rather than the traditional 9 months, school
districts are able 10 increase the number of students enrolled
at that facility by 20 to 33 percent. The legislative analyst
suggests that if one assumes a minimum capacity increase of
20 percent, $800 million in school construction funds would
finance the equivalent of $935 million in new facilities. The
analyst thus recommends that the legislature enact laws re-
quiring that the State School Building Lease-Purchase Pro-
gram funds be allocated to school districts as if the facility
would operate on a year-round basis.!® This would not require
year-round schools, it would simply provide funding on that
basis and require a district to finance the additional construc-
tion requirements of a traditional nine month calendar.

Conclusion

California is facing a crisis in school construction. The
demand for new facilities is growing by $1.3 billion to $1.4
billion a year. Itis estimated that local school districts will be
able to finance between $300 million and $400 million a year
through their own sources but will have to rely on the state for
asmuch as $1 billion a year during the foreseeable future. The
state already faces $4.3 billion to $4.7 billion in unmet school
site construction needs. Two possibilities exist for relieving
this crisis: change the voter approval requirement for local
general obligation bonds from a two-thirds majority to a
simple majority, and continue to sell additional state general
obligation bonds for school construction purposes. While
state bond measures require only a simple majority for pas-
sage, the rapid increase in state bond issues for all purposes
limits this as a tool for completely solving the school construc-
tion crisis. Even if voters do approve a constitutional amend-
ment to allow passage of local bond measures with a simple
majority vote, that is no guarantee that districts will be able to
gain approval from their voters for such bonds. Since these
funding altemnatives are unlikely to fully resolve the crisis,
districts will most likely continue to rely on portable class-
rooms orconsider year-round schools as an altemative to new
construction.
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CALIFORNIA SCHOOL FINANCE
AND THE PROPERTY TAX

As the preceeding analysis demonstrales, the state’s public
clementary and secondary educational system requires large
revenue increases to build and refurbish schools and to main-
tain current service levels. Given present state and local fiscal
structures, however, providing these revenues will be diffi-
cult. Proposition 13 limits revenue raising locally while
Proposition 9, the Gann limit, restricts spending at the state
level. This fiscal straitjacket severely constrains the abilities
of local governments and the state to provide needed funds for
education and other important public services.

However, if approved by voters in June 1990, Senate
Constitutional Amendment (SCA) 1 would alleviate some
spending restrictions of the Gann limit. Also, as indicated in
Chapters 1 and 2, modifications to Gann and Propaosition 13
are needed to restore some local fiscal decision making. More
importantly, SCA 1 represents a tangible realization by state
policy makers that order needs to be restored to California’s
state and local taxing and spending structures.

But the need o change Proposition 13 arises as much
from a need to raise additional funds as it does from a growing
understanding that Proposition 13 transformed the California
property tax into one of the most inequitable taxes in the
nation. Enacted by initiative in June 1978, Proposition 13
rolled back assessed valuations to the market values of
1975-76 then limited increases to two percent a year or (0
market value when property was sold. It fixed the tax rate at
one percent of assessed valuation. The “spirit of Proposition
13" was to limit property taxes to one percent of market value.

Analytically, Proposition 13 shifted California’s prop-
eny lax away from a market-value-based sysiem to an acqui-
sition-based assessment system, because property is assessed
at market value at different times, namely, when it changes
ownership. Drawing on data over a 10-year period, Phillips'?
recently analyzed the effects of this approach.

In the first year afier Proposition 13’s enactment, assess-
ments dropped to market value (as of 1975-76) and the tax rate
stood at one percent. Further, residential and nonresidential
property was assessed at the same level, producing a high
degree of horizontal equity, that is, all property on the tax rolls
was assessed at the same ratio to market value. But within a
few years, horizontal equity had deteriorated. By 1981,
Phillips shows that the tax base (assessed value) relative 1o
market value dropped by nearly 50 percent. Median assess-
ment to market-value ratios ranged between .38 and .77 in
most metropolitan areas and did not exceed .75 in any non-
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metropolitan area. In short, between one-quarter and one-half
of the tax base appeared to escape property taxation.

These overall drops, which differed across as well as
within local governmental lines, were paralleled by growing
differences across and within categories of property. First,
single-family homes tended to have higher assessment to
market values than nonresidential property, in part indicating
ahigher turnover rate among homes than businesses. Second,
using data for San Francisco as an example, Phillips showed
that within residential property, homes were underassessed
relative to rental apartments and condominiums. Finally,
using San Francisco data again, Phillips showed that the
average difference between the assessed value of a home and
the average assessment was 60 percent, suggesting large intra-
class assessment differences.

The differences for homes was essentially caused by the
year of acquisition, that is, identical properties had dramati-
cally different assessed values depending solely on the year in
which they were acquired. These assessed valuation differ-
ences translated directly into tax impact differences, with
recent buyers burdened with substantially larger tax payments
than long-term owners. By 1986, the effective tax for a long-
term owner was just 0.31 percent of market value, while a
recentbuyer faced a burden more than three times higherat 1.0
percent.

Such differential assessments and effective overall tax
impacts had peculiar benefit patterns. First, elderly home-
owners—rich and poor alike—benefitted. According to Phil-
lips, their property tax burden fell from eight to three percent
of income. Young families with children, on the other hand,
who-tend to buy new homes, did not benefit. In fact, their
effective property tax rate increased from 1978 to 1986, and
their property taxes as a percentage of income ranged between
three and four percent, compared to tvo percent for long-term
owners.

Further, assessment to market values were inversely
related to property value, meaning that individuals with
homes of higher value had lower relative assessed valuations.
So the rich benefitted more than those with middie or lower
incomes. Finally, Phillips showed that big business benefit-
ted more than small business.

The major factors behind these differential impacts were
year of acquisition (the primary culprit), differential rates of
market value increase, and the rate of new building. But data
showed that the “winners” from Proposition 13 were high-
income individuals, senior citizens rather than young fami-
lies, long-time homeowners rather than new home buyers, and
big rather than small business. In nearly all cases, the
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difference related mainly to tumover rates, a variable with no
economic value but which now is the key factor determining
property tax burden in California.

In summary, Proposition 13 (as an acquisition-based
system of property tax assessment) significantly lowered the
property base over time and violated horizontal equity in
directions that make the tax more regressive overall.

Proposition 13 also reduced overall yield from the prop-
erty tax. When first enacted, Proposition 13 reduced property
tax yield by approximately $7 billion. But the state had about
thatsame level of surplus funds and was able to**bail out” local
governments in Proposition 13’s immediate aftermath. Over
time, though, property tax yield has fallen relative to market
value. Upto SO percent of the yield has been lost. While the
result has been to further reduce the impact of the property tax
in California, the reduction has been at the cost of substantial
inequity—many still pay one percent of market values, others
now pay as little as 0.25 percent of market value. Neverthe-
less, when comparing statewide figures, the ratio of property
taxes paid by residential versus nonresidential property has
stayed about the same, increasing a small amount for small
nonresidential property. It seems that business expansion and
lots of new construction have kept the relative ratios of prop-
erty taxes paid between the two sectors atabout the same level.

Correcting Tax Inequities

California faces tough choices in correcting inequities created
by Proposition 13. If the state reassessed all property at
market value and kept the tax rate at one percent, all inequities
would be remedied. Tax burdens, however, would shift dra-
matically from young families to senior citizens, from poor to
rich individuals, from small to big business, and probably
from residential to nonresidential property. Further, all prop-
erty owners would have to pay more taxes, although more
recent property owners would pay less of an increase than
long-term owners. Under this strategy, those experiencing
increased burdens would be numerous, making such a shift in
policy politically difficult.

Changing assessments and keeping the tax rate at one
percent also would produce a windfall of new revenues. If
assessments were made current and revenues held constant,
the tax rate could be rolled back from 1.0 percent to about 0.67
percent. This would reduce the level of increased burden for
most recent property owners, but many taxpayers would
experience increases.

Nevertheless, this approach has (wo advantages. First, it
restores property tax equity and economic rationality to the
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tax. Second, and as important, it would restore some local
fiscal decision making. Proposition 13 limited the local prop-
erty tax to one percent of assessed value and effectively
eliminated local fiscal decision making because the rate
stayed at one percent. The overall effective rate now is
somewhere between 0.5 percent and 0.6 percent. Thus, if
assessed valuations were raised to market value, opportunity
would be created for local governments to raise local rates if
approved by local voters.

To avoid a tax increase and still produce tax equity,
assessments could be rolled back to 1975-76 levels, as they
were immediately following Proposition 13’s enactment.
That, however, would entail a loss of approximately $4.7
billion in 1985-86 local governmental revenues, raughly a 50
percent loss. While achieving equity gains, the revenue loss
simply is not realistic. California services already have fallen
in quality across almost all functional categories.

Over the long run, political barriers to change become
more formidable. Thus, California’s most realistic option—
still a difficult choice—is to restore assessments to market
value gradually over time and to couple this move with a tax
rate roll-back provision, Forexample, assessed values could
be increased to market value over a five-year period; each
hike, moregver, would be accompanied by a rate roll-back (in
ordertokeeprevenues ataconstant level), save foraninflation
adjustment as well as new properties on the tax rolls, Impor-
tantly, this option also would restore local fiscal control and
decision making in the state, an added benefit which while not
outweighing the short-term trauma of shifting property tax
burden among property owners, might be worth the effort in
the long run.

CONCLUSION

Funding California’s schools in the next decade will be a
challenge. About $2 billion per year over the next few years
are required to maintain current service levels. During this
same period, another $1 billion per year are needed to refur-
bish or build schools that will house new students entering the
system. In addition, the state’s mechanismns for raising and
spending dollars need an overhaul.

Gann restrictions on state spending need loosening; SCA
1, which effectively will allow the state to spend all revenues
that the current tax structure produces, is an important step in
this process. At some point, Gann ought to be eliminated
altogether. Finally, both for reasons of equity and local fiscal
decision making, Proposition 13 needs to be changed. In
short, refurbishing California’s overall state and local fiscal
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structure is the first needed step in addressing California’s
school finance challenges. Because this requires constitu-
tional alterations, change is in the hands of the electorate.
Once those changes are made, focused attention on the school
finance formulas themselves—the overly complicated reve-
nue limit formula and the antiquated and inequitable categori-
cal aid formulas—is called for. These formulas need stream-
lining, updating, and simplifying. Technically, California’s
school finance problems can be remedied. Finding the requi-
site political leadership and public will is more difficult.

In this instance, ADA is higher than total enrollment because
it includes summer school, adult education, ROC/P, and
county offices not included in the fall enroliment count.
?Includes all general fund, special funds, and capital outlay.
3 The GNP deflator for state and local governmental pur-
chases.

$ Figure 8.8 uses the most recent data for each category of
information.

% The National Education Association and California defini-
tions of average daily attendance (ADA) are different.
California’s ADA, which includes excused student absences,
is more like NEA's average daily membership (ADM).

§ Helen Cagampang, Walter Garms, Todd Greenspan, and
- JamesGuthrie, Teacher Supply and Demand in California: Is
the Reserve Pool a Realistic Source of Supply, (Berkeley, CA:
University of California at Berkeley, Policy Analysis for
California Education, PACE, 1986).

7 California Commission on the Teaching Profession, Who
will Teach Our Children? (Sacramento, CA: Commission,
1986).
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Prepared: Teachers for the 21st Century (New York, NY:
Carnegie Forum’s Task Force on Teaching as a Profession,
1986).

3 Legislative Analyst, The 1989-90 Budget: Perspectives and
Issues, 1989, 170.

19Education Code, Chapter 22, Part 10.

1! School Services of California, California School Finance
Provisions: 1989-90, Sacramento, CA..: School Service of
California, 1989,

12 Joint Committee on School Facilities, Summary Report of
the Committee Hearing: The State School Construction
Process, Sacramento, CA.: California Legislature, April 7,
1989,

3The only exception to this was for existing bonded indebt-
edness,

14 School Services of California, California School Finance
Provisions: 1989-90.
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Provisions: 1989-90.
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The savings is less than 20 percent because some fixed costs
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fornia Policy Choices vol 4, John Kirlin and Donald Winkler,
eds., (Los Angeles: University of Southem Califomia, School
of Public Administration, 1988), 143-169.



Chapter 9

Special Feature:

The Conditions

of Children in California

After reviewing findings from the first four editions of
PACE’s Conditions of Education in California, it was appar-
ent that environmental factors outside the classroom are
changing the nature of schooling, with major implications for
state educational policy making. Increasingly, California
schools must meet the needs of children from backgrounds
and experiences they were not set up to serve and historically
have not served well. For example, the 1984-88 editions of
Conditions of Education in California documented a major
increase of children living in poverty and pupils who did not
speak English as their primary language. Among the related
set of elements that shape children’s experiences are level of
family income, parent employment, language proficiency,
health care, drug abuse, and family support systems such as
child care and mental health services.

The analysis in Conditions implied that the momentum
and success of school reform relied increasingly on under-
standing and connecting educational policies with other poli-
cies for children. This requires a broader public policy per-
spective regarding the interaction of education and children’s
policies and closer linkages between schools and other
children’s services agencies.

Yet public response often focuses on individual patholo-
gies. Newspaper headlines highlight dramatic developments;
task forces investigate problems and suggest solutions; social
advocacy groups focus attention on teenage suicide, latch key
children, substance abuse, and other disturbing conditions.
Though important, these efforts typically have failed to link
particular problems to the overall experience of childhood;
nor have they triggered comprehensive planning to address
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serious problems threatening children in California. Essen-
tially, they have failed to ask a simple, pravocative question:
What is it like to be a child in Califomia?

Consequently, PACE conceived a report that would help
create a broader conception of children’s policy as well as
bridge educational policy to other children’s policies. For
example, the school could be a location of more services such
as health and child care. But our main task was to provide a
comprehensive overvicw of children’s conditions rather than
the condition of the service system and institutions that help
children. We brought together 26 authors from all areas of
children's policy, and they analyzed social indicators as well
as critical data gaps. We assembled indicators that reflect
children’s values, attitudes, and lifestyles, as well as the more
typical policy indicators of family structure or substance
abuse. The resulting report is entitled Conditions of Children
in California.

Several themes emerge from this unique analysis. These
are provided in the chapter highlights that follow. We uncov-
ered both positive and negative trends, but most startling is the
speed and degree of change. A majority of California’s chil-
dren are healthier, wealthier, and better educated than at any
time in history. But some trends that bode least well for
children have accelerated the most rapidly.

The conditions of services currently delivered to children
are plagued by three broad problems: underservice, lack of
prevention, and service fragmentation. These problems
warrant a reasscssment of the entire system (public and
private) that provides children’s services and a reconsidcra-
tion of the appropriate role of the school.
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Chapter 1: Introduction
Michael S. Wald

« This report is an attempt to assemble a set of social
indicators that suggest an overall portrait of the quality of life
of California’s children. It synthesizes material not readily
available to policy-makers, points out gaps in available data,
and where appropriate, offers limited policy recommenda-
tions.

« Dataareincluded on physical and mental health, physical
safety, sexual behavior, and academic achievement. Because
children are largely dependent upon settings and services
~ controlled by adults, the report also attemplts (o evaluate the
conditions of the settings in which children develop—fami-
lies, day care facilities, schools, and neighborhoods— and
addresses the systems that serve children, such as health and
welfare services, justice systems, and private organizations.
»  Recent polls indicate that three out of four American
adulis feel that problems facing children are worse today than
indecades past. Most think that parents and the schools are not
doing a satisfactory job of child-rearing. Moreover, the chief
executives of 225 American corporations have expressed
concern about the likelihood of “an expanding educational
underclass.”

« Inspite of these perceptions, it is clear that most children
in the nation and in California are healthier, wealthier, and
better schooled than were their earlier counterparts. Is there
really cause forconcem? Is the condition of children better or
worse? Or both?

» The size, composition, and trends of California’s chang-
ing population are emphasized throughout the report. In the
next ten years California will add one and a half million to the
present population of seven million children, an increase of 20
percent. Children from ethnic orracial “minority” groups will
constitute an increasing majority of California children,

s There is a growing disparity, largely along racial/ethnic
lines, between advantaged and disadvantaged children.
Though the economic well-being of most California children
increased considerably in the decade before 1970, the gap in
income between the poorest families with children and other
families with children has grown in the past ten years.

« Inconsistency in the quality of publicly financed, institu-
tional child care is another theme in this volume. In addition
to a lack of qualitative uniformity, it appears that public
systems that serve poor children are in worse condition than
those that serve middle class or wealthy children.

* A final theme that emerges is that California lacks any
systematic means of gathering data about children’s well-
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being and of establishing, coordinating, and evaluating pro-
grams designed to meet children’s needs. We know particu-
larly little about the almost uncharted private sector of
children’s services, or about the livesof children between ages
one and four,

»  Except for schooling, child care, and some preventive
health programs, most state policy is directed at children with
manifest and severe problems. While there are good reasons
to target programs at those most immediately in need, such
programs commonly provide too little, oo late really to
improve the condition of children. Despite widespread recog-
nition that a number of preventive programs are both cost
efficient and best for children, such programs remain scarce.
» California appears to be in a period of retrenchment inits
commitment to children. From the 1940s until the 1970s, this
state exerted national leadership in developing attitudes to-
ward children’s needs, developing novel responses to the
challenges of children’s health care, day care, delinquency,
abuse, and neglect. While California retains leadership in
some areas, that leadership has faded over the past ten years.
Despite thechanging contextsin which children live, few new
initiatives have been mounted on behalf of California’s chil-
dren.

+ The new problems confronting California’s children
reflect the changing family structure, the impact of immigra-
tion, and the emergence of a small group of very disadvan-
taged parents whose children are at great risk of inadequate
physical, emotional, academic, and social development.
These new problems will require new policy initiatives, and
perhaps new structures for the development of public policy.
This report is intended to help guide policy-makers who
would venture in these directions.

Chapter 2: A Sociodemographic Portrait
John W. Evans, Michael S. Wald, Claire Smrekar,
Mare J. Ventresca, with Laura Walkush

»  Thewell-beingof California’s huge child population isof
increasing impontance to the nation. At present, one in every
nine American children isa Californian. Ten years from now,
one in every eight children will live in this state.

s  The child population in Los Angeles county alone totals
more than two and one-quarter million persons—more than
the child populations of over forty states and more than the
tolal populations of twenty states. Los Angeles county is
home to more than a third of the children in California.

+ California’s share of the nation’s minority children is
particularly large. One in every three Hispanic American
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children lives in California, and twoin five Asian children live
here. Inten years, half thechildren in the state will be Hispanic
or Asian, with non-Hispanic whites comprising a shrinking
proportion of the child population.

« The California children of the late 1970s, together with
immigrant children, comprise a larger young cohort that will
dramatically shift the numbers of children in particular age
groups. In ten years, the youngest age groups may begin to
decrease in size, even as the number of teenagers continues to
increase for some time.

»  Despite their burgeoning numbers, California’s children
comprise only one fourth of the state population, whereas they
were one third of the population twenty years ago. Moreover,
the percentage of households containing children is declining,
due to some decline in the percentage who ever marry, some
increase in the percentage of childless couples, and a change
in the total age distribution,

= California’s child population is so different from the
nation’s in size and ethnic diversity that federal social welfare
policies are not optimally suited to this state.

»  The well-being of children in this state depends increas-
ingly upon the willingness of those without children to com-
mit public and private resources to children. Failing this, the
resources available to each child will decline. ‘

Chapter 3: Family Life
Michael S. Wald, Jokn W. Evans, Claire Smrekar,
and Marc J. Ventresca

* Today's children live in more diverse family settings.
Increases in divorce, in single mothers, and in alternative
parenting arrangements have altered the traditional family
lifestyle. There is evidence that divorce increases the risk that
achild will experience problems in academic, emotional, and
social development.

» Family conditions have a& major impact on children’s
emotional well-being, and on their scholastic and social
success. While the impact upon children of various family
influences are complex, two salient factors emerge from the
data as significant influences on a child’s well-being: family
structure and teenage parenthood.

« The average number of children in a houschold has
declined. Seventy-seven percent of all families with children
under 18 have one or two children; only 23 percent have three
ormore. Black, Hispanic, and Southeast Asian families tend
to have more children than others.

»  Although 75 percent of children live with two parents
(including stepparents), 50 percent will live in a single-parent
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household sometime before the age of 18, The estimated
average length of stay in a single-parent home will be six
years.

»  Major causes of changes in family structure are an in-
crease in divorce and arise in the numbers of births of children
to single mothers.

»  Divorce rates have doubled since 1960. One third of the
children in California will experience parental divorce before
age sixteen. Divorce is often attended by economic and psy-
chological pressures that diminish the parent’s supervision of
children, and may thus contribute to school failure, drug and
alcohol abuse, and early sexual activity.

*  One in four California children is born to an unmarried
mother. More than half of black children are bomn to single
mothers.

» Theincome of single mothers is substantially lower than
that of married parents. Almost half of all single mothers live
at or below the poverty level.

» Despite widespread concern about the conditions of
childrenbom to tecenage mothers, there is little research on the
progress of these children. However, available evidence
indicates that teenage parenthood is often detrimental to the
parents and to their children.

Chapter 4: Economic Status
Michael S. Wald, John W. Evans, and Marc J. Ventresca

« The economic status of children depends on several
factors: 1) family income, 2) number of children in the family,
3) proportion of family income spent by parents for their
children,4) amount society invests in children, and 5) amount
of money children can earn from work.

« Between 1959 and 1969, the economic well-being of
most children increased considerably. Since 1969, and espe-
cially since 1979, economic well-being of children has dete-
riorated.

¢ More than one in every five California children—1.78
million children—livesina family whose income isbelow the
federal poverty level. Many more children live just slightly
above the poverty line. The number of children living in
poverty doubled between 1969 and 1987. '

« In 1981, the proportion of children in poverty was lower
in California than in the nation as a whole. By 1986,
California’s percentage of poor children was higher than the
nation's. Asa group children are worse off than adults—since
1969 there has been a greater percentage of children than
adults living in poverty.

+ The future number of children in poverty is likely to
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increase in California, largely as a result of increases in
divorce, single parents, inadequate educational preparation,
and low paying jobs for people reaching their child-bearing
years,

» Theincomedisparity between those children living in the
poorest families and children living in other families has
widened in the past 10 years,

» Poor families are disproportionately female-headed.
Families headed by single mothers are four times more likely
to be poor than are two-parent families. Three-fifths of
female-headed families with children under six are living in
poverty. But poverty rates for children in California would
have increased between 1969 and 1984 even without an
increase in single-parent families.

*  Working single mothers, most of whom do not receive
child support from the father, earn wages lower than those of
other women. Their wages generally are not high encugh 1o
raise them above the poverty level.

«  Most California children (52%) in poverty live in two-
parent families in which at least one parent works.

» For a family of four or more, in 1988, if both parents
worked full-time at the minimum wage, their combined in-
come still fell below the poverty line. Families with younger
family heads, those under 30, and especially those under 285,
are much more likely to be poor.

»  Largely as a result of immigration, the face of California
poverty differs from that of the nation as a whole. That face
is far less black and far more Hispanic. And the family
conditions of California’s poor children are especially varied.
Typically, the poor among California’s Hispanic and Asian
children live with two parents, poor white children live with
adivorced mother, and poor black children live with amother
who never married. Hispanic poverty is primarily caused by
low wages even if both parents work. White poverty com-
prises the largest subgroup of children in poverty nationally
(44%), but only 26% in California.

«  Thechildren of the poor are three times more likely to die
in infancy, four times more likely to become pregnant as
teenagers, and are more likely 1o suffer serious illness, abuse,
neglect, and to drop out of school than are their non-poor
counterparts. Family income thus serves as a useful proxy for
a child’s well-being.

*  Many poor children are not receiving the benefits of state
and federal programs designed to help them, Thougha greater
proportion of poor children are covered by AFDC in Califor-
nia than in most states, still less than half of eligible families
receive AFDC income. Moreover, a smaller percentage of
poor children receives the benefits of food stamps, free school
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lunches and public housing in California than in the nation as
a whole.

* Because the composition of California’s poor differs
from national norms, with so many California Hispanic and
Asian poor, federal policies are not optimally suited to this
state. Moreover, even state policies toward the poor may not
take into account the great ethnic diversity. Most poor
Hispanic families, for example, will not be assisted by in-
creased welfare payments, but could move out of poverty
through higher-paying jobs.

Chapter 5: Child Care and Early Childhood Programs
W. Norton Grubb

» Less than a third (28.6 percent) of California families
have the father working full ime and the mother at home.
Approximately 1.14 million California children are in some
type of child care, though only 15 percent are in child care
centers. Many parents assemble patchwork arrangements,
combining their work schedules and small amounts of care by
relatives, so that their children need notbe in formal child care.
In families where both parents work, one-third have at least
ong part-time worker.

*  Very litle is known about the quality of child care. Most
parents prefer care in their own homes, but often find this is
difficult to arrange. Resolution of the ideological debate
about quality and adequacy of care seems unlikely in the
absence of consensus concerning the proper goals of child
care.

¢ Almost all parents who use child care services report that
they are satisfied with the quality of the arrangements, How-
ever, 21 percent of households using child care reported
problems severe enough to change arrangements. About 48
percent of those who changed used family day care.

* In 1986 the average cost of full-time child care for pre-
school children was $3,023 a year. For a family of four at the
federal poverty level, 50 weeks of care for one child consumed
27 percent of income, while two children in care pushed the
family’s child care bill above half of income. Even moderate-
income families are hard-pressed by child care costs.

= Theincrease in California’s children (ages 6-14),and the
entrance of more women into the work force, makes it likely
that demand for child care will increase.

» California’s child care system and early childhood pro-
gramsare likely to grow increasingly inadequate both inscope
and quality, despite this state’s leading role in the develop-
ment of policy in this area. In the view of most observers and
advocates, the current system is plagued by disarray and
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deficiencies.

¢ Lack of information or availability appears to prevent a
significant number of parents from using centers or family day
care. Other families encounter insurmountable problems with
cost, scheduling and location. Public programs serve less than
9 percent of eligible poor children.

= California now faces a clash between increasing demand
and inadequate funding for child care. The discovery of new
child care needs—after school care, infant care, and care for
handicapped children—exacerbates the feeling that public
subsidies are inadequate. Moreover, real resources committed
to publicly-subsidized programs have fallen 20 percent in the
past ten years. These declining expenditures appear to have
resulted in fewer children being served, as well as in the
deterioration of the quality and evaluation of services.

» Limits on local property taxes have increased the state
funding burden. California has had a system of centralized
funding and diversified programs. It now seems appropriate,
however, for the state to adopt the reverse: diversified funding
and consolidated programs.

« Every report on children has called for an integrated
program of children’s services and a coherent state policy. But
administrative divisions and the “California model” of highly
targeted child care programs make such an approach difficult.
+ The search for alternative revenue sources has generated
many creative efforts to increase support among local govern-
ments and corporations. Valuable as such efforts are, they
cannot now generate substantial revenues for child care. Ef-
fective revenue diversification would require changes in fed-
eral policy and in state law, and a new consciousness on the
part of corporations and other private donors,

Chapter 6: Education
James W, Guthrie

*  Onaverage, California students daily spend more waking
hours inschool (approximately 15,000 before graduating) than
in any other single endeavor. Even so, this is about one third
less time in school than children in many foreign nations
spend.

+  Children find their schools and classrooms crowded, and
the education system as a whole wobbles under the weight of
trying to raise revenues, construct classrooms, and train teach-
ers for the state’s large (5 million) and growing number of
students.

» The racial and ethnic diversity of children in California
schools is unprecedented. Certainly no other state, and proba-
bly no other nation, has students from as wide an immigrant
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spectrum as does California. Approximately 16 percent of
public school students were bom in another nation.

= Despite the breadth statewide of cultures and races, many
children, and most white children, attend local elementary
schools and classrooms with students like themselves. This
racialisolation occurs primarily because of income disparities
and residential housing patterns, not because of a deliberate
state policy.

¢ Large and growing proportions of California’s school
children are from social backgrounds frequently linked with
low academic achievement. Almost one quarter of them are
from poor households and one seventh are not proficient in
English.

» California’s children attend classes with many more
classmates than do other American children. These large
classes reduce the time for individualized instruction.

« California invests only minimally in children’s school-
ing. The state spends less per pupil than the national average,
less than other major industrialized states, and a stunning
$2,500 (almost $75,000 per classroom) less than New York
state. However, the huge numbers of children involved state-
wide, plus constitutional impediments to added spending,
render it unlikely that public investment will be increased in
the short run.

+  Academic achievement of California’s top-performing
students compares favorably with that of their counterpars
throughout the nation. Black and Hispanic school achieve-
ment, while still below average, has beenincreasing. Elemen-
tary students study and perform well in standard academic
subjects, e.g., reading, mathematics, and written language.
Secondary students increasingly ensoll in rigorous academic
courses.

»  These favorable facts mask unsettling conditions. Only
slightly more than a quarter of high school graduates have
taken courses permitting them to attend state universities.
California students have great difficulty with problem solving
and the more complex higher order skills.

« High secondary school dropout rates doggedly persist,
and the academic performance of large numbers of secondary
school children is so poor that they are unlikely to participate
effectively, either as workers or as citizens. Despite these
conditions, students, when surveyed, express substantial sat-
isfaction with their schools.
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Chapter 7: How Children Spend Their Time and
How Community Factors Affect Their Well-Being
Donald E. Miller and John B. Orr,

with Marc J. Ventresca and Claire Smrekar

»  Neighborhoods shape the life of the child. They are the
child’s universe. And the nature of that universe—rural or
urban, homogeneous or cosmopolitan, nurturing or forbid-
ding—in large measure determines the character of that
child’s social life and access to recreational and educational
resources.
»  Children’s leisure activities are also affected by social
and economic factors such as social class, family status,
' parental values, ethnicity, physical health, and personal val-
ues.
+ Between one-fifth and one-third of school-age youth
belong to voluntary youth organizations. Many of the func-
tions previously performed by the family are now assumed by
formal youth organizations.
» The constituency of youth organizations is changing.
Children from low-income and working families are increas-
ingly targeted, and many single-sex organizations have gone
coed. ’
*  Many children spend significant amounts of time partici-
pating in organized sports programs. Among Oakland sixth-
graders, for example, half of the girls and almost three-fourths
of the boys are active in at least one sports program. Tecnage
boys spend about an hour a day in these activities, girls about
half an hour.
»  Girls today find greater opportunities for participation in
organized sports. As one measure of this trend, two girls for
every three boys now earn a varsity letter, as compared with
the one for every three who earned letters twenty years ago.
*  Recreational participation suffers from limited availabil-
ity of facilities in some parts of the state, and from limited
accessibility in other places. In Los Angeles, Hispanic chil-
dren find themselves with a surplus of baseball diamonds and
adrastic undersupply of soccer fields. Elsewhere in the state,
parents worry about the safety of recreation facilities and of
the neighborhoods in which the facilities are located.
+ California libraries are struggling to adapt 10 demo-
graphic and social trends affecting children. Though many
immigrant children remain unfamiliar with the local library,
their sheer diversity requires that in San Francisco, for ex-
ample, children’s materials be collected in 37 languages.
Throughout the state, children of some working parents are
using libraries as de facto after-school day care centers.
* Religion plays an important role in the lives of half of
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America's tecnagers. In the western U.S., one third of high
school seniors attend services once a week or more, while an
additional sixth goonce or twice amonth. Black teenagersare
more active in religion than are white teenagers.

«  Children spend more waking hours watching television
than they spend in any other single activity over the course of
childhood. Black children watch considerably more televi-
sion than do white children,

*  Youth devote about one-fifth as much time to music
listening as they do to TV watching.

» A greater proportion of youth works today than ever
before. Two out of three high school students do part-time
work, the major out-of-school activity of older teens. A fourth
of all seniors work at least 26 hours per week, with possible
detriment to their studies. Girlsand boys work about the same
number of hours, but their jobs remain sex-stereotyped.

»  Youth work mainly at minimum wage jobs and do so to
have spending money. The disposability of teenage income
reflects an intensification of teen consumerism.

e  Many of the activities in which children spend their time
are made possible by local governments and by the voluntary
sector. If opportunity is not equitably available, this reliance
on localities and voluntarism may increase the disparity of
resources across neighborhoods, cities, and counties. Chil-
dren from low-income areas are thus more likely to lack the
variety and quality of programs and facilities publicly avail-
able to children in more affluent areas.

»  Thewell-being and enrichmentof children is best assured
by the availability of a wide diversity of recreational and
educational facilities and programs.

Chapter 8: Health

Neal Halfon, Wendy Jameson, Claire Brindis, Philip R.
Lee, Paul W. Newacheck, Carol Korenbrot, Jacquelyn
McCroskey, and Robert Isman

+ Medical and public health developments in this century
have substantially improved children’s health. Infant mortal-
ity hasdeclined dramatically; treatment of childhood diseases
has improved and immunization has virtually eliminated
several previously common childhood diseases.

»  The vast majority of children in California are considered
to be in excellent or good health by their parents. Fewer than
10 percent of California children are considered to have se vere
health problems and/or chronic disabilities that limit their
activities. But parents of poor children are two or three times
more likely to report their children are in poor or fair health,
» Theconditions of children’s health requires more than an
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examination of diseases and impaired functioning. The ef-
fects of poverty, poor nutrition, parental neglect, adult drug
and alcohol abuse, child abuse, and risk-taking behavior are
currently endangering children.

«  Accidents, suicide, drugs, and violence have increased in
importancerelative to infectious diseases as problem areas. In
the 5-14 age group, intentional and unintentional injuries rank
as the leading cause of death. Adolescents are the one group
insociety with an increasing mortality rate. But, interventions
are difficult to identify, target, and sustain with sufficient in-
tensity to make a difference.

»  Existing categorical programs do not adequately address
the health needs of growing numbers of very high risk children
(children in foster homes, teenage mothers and their babies,
drug exposed children, and homeless children). Moreover,
the fragmented delivery of many health and related social
services makes multiagency integrated services exceedingly
difficult.

« There are no clearly defined or agreed upon health goals.
A revised policy would define good health, gather data related
tochildrenand family health,conductaneeds assessment, and
propose programs for addressing such needs.

»  White children, on the average, visit a doctor more than
one-and-a-half times more often than do minority children.
This lack of preventive care may lead to more serious ailments
that must be treated in hospitals or by other expensive inter-
ventions.

+ California has traditionally had a low rate of infant
mortality compared to other states, but has fallen in rank
recently (7th in 1970 to 14th in 1985). In 1985, the infant
mortality rate in California actually rose. This increase may
berelated to health care gaps or changes in adult behavior such
as drug abuse.

« Infant deaths due to prematurity and birth defects have
three clear “risk factors”—race, low socioeconomic status,
and low level of education. Black infant mortality rates are
nearly twice that of whites.

» A substantial proportion of infant mortality is prevent-
able, particularly through the prevention of low weight births
by improving the content, access and utilization of prenatal
services to low-income women who are at high risk of having
low birth weight babies.

+  Unemploymentand changes in employment patterns (for
example, small, service-oriented businesses) have left many
women uninsured. Women in families with incomes below
the poverty level, while constituting only 17 percent of repro-
ductive age, constitute 37 percent of the uninsured, even when
those with Medicaid are included among the insured. Black
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women are 1.5 times as likely as non-Hispanic whites to be
uninsured. To the extent thatlow-income births will rise, birth
outcomes can be expected to worsen until women have access
to effective prenatal care.

» Although a 1987-88 survey of drug and alcohol usc
among California students found the percentage of seventh- ,
ninth- , and eleventh-grade students who have used these
substances has declined, the numbers still remain high. More
than forty percent (42.4%) of eleventh graders reported that
they had tried illegal drugs and 61.5% said they had been
drunk at least once by the time they were age 16. Nearly half
(45.8%) of all eleven year olds said they had tried alcohol;
10% said they had gotten drunk.

*  The numbers about cigarette smoking are more encour-
aging. Nearly three-quarters of eleventh graders (73.3%)
reported in 1987-88 that they had never smoked a cigaretie.
¢ There is some evidence education programs may be
having an effect. On the 1988 survey of students, 63.1% of
eleventh graders said they had leamedin school that drugs and
alcohol are harmful.

» Drugs and alcohol continue to be serious problems,
especially in poor and minority communities. Foradolescents
confronted with school failure, an unsupportive home envi-
ronment, and perceptions of few life options, use of drugs and
alcohol often present a too-attractive altemative.

»  Sexual activity has increased among American adoles-
cents since the early 1970s. National statistics show the
average age at first sexual intercourse is 17.1 for females and
16.5 for males. By age 20, three out of four females and five
outof six males will have had sexual intercourse at least once.
« California has the second highest teenage pregnancy rate
in the country: for 15-19 year olds, it is 143 per 1,000. One
in ten of California’s pregnant teenagers did not receive any
prenatal medical care or did not begin care until the third
trimester,

« In 1985, California’s public costs for families begun by
the firstbirths occurring while the woman wasa teenager were
$3.08 billion dollars. Had these births been delayed until the
mother was 20 years old, 40 percent—3$1.23 billion dollars—
would have been saved in 1985.

« The California Immunization Program combines the
efforts of the California Department of Health, local health
departments, and the private sector to prevent, control, and
eliminate vaccine-preventable diseases.

¢ Currently, over 96 percent of California’s kindergartners
have received adequate immunizations for measles, rubella,
and mumps. DPT and polio vaccination rates are slightly
lower because of difficulties in making sure the child received
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the whole series.

»  Stronger laws more strictly enforced, such as those re-
quiring students in grades K-12 to show adequate immuniza-
tion, have been a major cause of higher immunization levels,
although poorer children and minorities are still at greater risk
of not being immunized.

* In the last decade the cost of completely immunizing a
single child through public vaccination programs has risen an
astonishing 700 percent from $5.00 to $32.00, largely as a
result of manufacturers responding to skyrocketing liability
insurance costs.

»  Added immunization programs should be targeted to
high-risk groups—toddlers, teens, and families in poverty.
New immigrants continue to suffer linguistic and cultural
barriers that inhibit their access to immunization,

e Although the vast majority of children have access to
adequate quantities of nutritious food and do not go to bed
hungry, there are indicators of a growing problem of malnu-
trition and hunger.

»  California supplements federal food programs with state
funds and serves children through programs like Food Stamps
and School Lunch. In 1985, 60 percent of the members of
households participating in the Food Stamp Program were
children. Food stamp benefit levels, however, have not kept
pace with the inflationary increases in food costs.

* Dental caries and periodontal discases are the most
prevalent diseases affecting California children. Poor and
minority groups have much greater prevalence of dental decay
than their wealthier, non-minority peers. Data from the 1983
National Health Interview Survey indicate that poor and
minority children were significantly less likely to have made
adental visit in the past year, and were far more likely to have
never seen a dentist, than higher income and white children.
» Community water fluoridation remains the most cost
effective method available for caries prevention. While
nationally 67 percent of community water supplies are fluori-
dated, only 17 percent of those in California are. Almost all
major U.S. cities have fluoridated water; however, Los Ange-
les, San Diego, San Jose, and Sacramento remain unfluori-
dated.

+  Half of dental decay can be expected to occur by kinder-
garten, yet only 10,000 preschool age children are currently
enrolled in a state program to prevent tooth decay.,

«  Although the proportion of the population with dental
insurance has increased substantially over the last 20 years,
poor and minority group children still rank low. Medicaid has
been ineffective in alleviating this problem. Medicaid chil-
dren were only two-thirds as likely to receive a dental exami-
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nation as children in general and only slightly more than half
as likely as the average privately insured child,

»  The lack of availability and accessibility of dental serv-
ices in California is worsening. MediCal needs to be restruc-
tured to include more dentist participation, alternative fund-
ing mechanisms, and publicly-funded dental care programs
where no providers exist to serve children who need care.

*  The Child Health Disabilities Program (CHDP), which
offers health assessment screening services, including a
health history, physical examination, immunizations, vision
and hearing test, nutritional assessment, and a variety of
screening and lab tests, serves only 22 percent of the eligible
children.

* Development disturbances can be physical, mental,
emotional, or acombination of these. California hastwomain
systems for delivering developmental services: special edu-
cation in the schools and assistance provided by the California
Department of Developmental Services (DDS).

« California’s schools provide special education for
400,000 mildly to severely handicapped students.

»  DDS clients have specific limiting conditions that are not
primarily physical in nature but stem from problems in the
central nervous system; for example, cerebral palsy, epilepsy,
and autism, Children with severe physical disabilities are
generally served by California Children’s Services (CCS).

* CCS considers almost all catastrophic physical condi-
tions eligible. Financial eligibility is more liberal in Califor-
nia than in many other states. Currently, children are eligible
for CCS services if family income is below $40,000 a year or
if medical care expenses exceed 20 percent of family income.
* In the last two years, CCS caseloads have increased
substantially, from an annualized rate of 74,000 during the
first part of 1984 10 one of 87,000 during the first part of 1986.
However, expenditures for CCS have not kept pace with
increased caseloads.

*  The United States has not developed a health care system
that can guarantee health care to all citizens. The coupling of
health insurance with employment means that economic
trends, such asrising unemployment, will increase the number
of uninsured children.

¢ MediCal is the primary insurer for children in poverty.
MediCal currently serves 1.5 million children and has stan-
dards of eligibility and benefits that are generous in compari-
son to other states—California provides 32 of the 33 optional
services that states can elect to provide under federal regula:
tions. However, MediCal children often do not receive qual-
ity care in comparison to those with private sector insurance.
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Chapter 9: Mental Health
Donna Weston, Linnea Klee, and Neal Halfon

« Rapidly changing social conditions have dramatically
affected the range of cultural and family situations that may be
associated with mental health problems. Although these risk
factors are still not adequately understood, changing family
structures, economic hardship, genetic and biological factors,
and the dynamics of “dysfunctional” families are important
factors.

+ Identification, diagnosis, and treatment efficacy for psy-
chological and emotional problems remain highly uncertain,
with effectiveness data scarce and difficult to interpret. Data
on frequency of different types of problems and disorders, age
of onset, severity, and other prevalence data are largely
unavailable, '

+ Estimates of severe emotional disturbance range from
about 2 percent, or 142,000 children, to 8 percent, or 568,000
children. Nonetheless, fewer than 10,000 children and adoles-
cents in California’s public schools have been identified as
severely emotionally disturbed.

«  Morethan 50,000 California children and adolescents are
in foster care. The prevalence of emotional, behavioral, and
developmental problems among these children is common.
Studies report between 30 and 80 percent of foster children
examined for psychological problems to be moderately o
severely impaired.

¢ Abused children often come from highly stressed, multi-
problem families, warranting a family and child treatment
focus.

= Alcohol use in pregnancy can lead to mental retardation
and fetal alcohol syndrome in offspring. An increasing
number of babies are being bom to women using drugs,
particularly crack/cocaine, resulting in a broadrange of devel-
opmental problems for newboms.

»  Public policy has not been targeted to the establishment
of a continuum of mental health services to meet the contin-
uum of need. Servicesare heavily weighted toward expensive
inpatient hospitalization and are not balanced with improved
residential, outpatient, and preventive services.

*  Determining the expenditures for children’s mental
health services is difficult because funds for children are
intermingled with resources for adults. Despite the broad
array of government and private funding, gaps in resources
and services remain.

Chapter 10: Child Abuse and Child Welfare Services
Richard P. Barth and Marianne Berry

¢ Increases in reports of child abuse have strained the
welfare system. In 1987, California investigated 61,090
reports of child abuse. Between 1981 and 1988, reports of
physical, sexual, and emotional child abuse rose 212% in
California.

«  Twooutof three families reported for child abuse receive
no preventive, interventive, or follow-up services. (The state
currently has no common definition of “substantiated child
abuse.”)

* Recipients of child welfare services in California are
disproportionately members of minority groups. More than
half the families whose children are under court-ordered
protection athome are minorities. Black childrenare reported
for abuse and receive formal services at twice the rate ex-
pected by their proportion in the population.

»  Homeless children have no predictable place in the child
welfare system. Since the mid-1980s, the focus on childrenat
risk of physical and sexual abuse has left the increasing
numbers of homeless and neglected children virtually without
child welfare services.

» California's policy of family reunification, coupled as it
is with inadequate support and insufficient follow-up serv-
ices, fails adequately to protect children from subsequent
abuse.

» Each year, one out of every one hundred California
children spends time in foster care. In 1988, the number of
California children in foster or residential care reached
44,337.

« Despite the large number of children in foster care,
California still has an inadequate number of foster care fami-
lies. Without increased funding for foster care, the quantity
and quality of foster parents will continue to decline as the
numbers and needs of children increase.

»  Studies show that adopted children fare better in the long
run than do children placed in foster care. Nevertheless,
compared to other states, California has a smaller proportion
of adoptions and a larger proportion of foster care placements.
Only 30% of children in foster care in 1985-86 were recom-
mended for adoption.

»  Assuming no changes in the existing level of services,
and assuming that homelessness, substance abuse, and child
abuse and neglect remain at their current level of severity, the
quality of children’s lives will diminish.

» Inorder to make informed policy and practice decisions,
California needs a statewide data management sysiem that
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tracks individual children across time and services plus a
system of key indicators of specific harms suffered by chil-
dren and critical conditions of family life.

Chapter 11: Children, Delinquency, and the Law
Thomas David and Marc J. Ventresca

+  Manyindicatorsand measures of criminal activity among
youths have posted steady declines since the early 1970s. Yet
the youth population incarcerated in state and county facilities
shows substantial and continuing increases, as do other sys-
tem indicators asthe average period of incarceration, length of
_ probation, and average probation load.

= From 1980 to 1985, the statistics on carrectional popula-
tions show significant increases. The number of juveniles on
probation rose by 66 percent; juveniles in county detention
centers, camps, and ranches grew by 24 percent, and the
juvenile population of the Youth Authority grew by 66 per-
cent. Inall, there were 85,941 Californians under age 18 who
were being controlled by various state and local comrectional
agencies. The proportion of California youth under correc-
tional supervision increased by 50 percent between 1980 and
1985.

» These data portray a system that is becoming more
formal, more restrictive and more oriented towards punish-
ment. In addition, probation caseloads have increased to
levels that make adequate supervision unrealistic and county
and state facilities face chronic and severe overcrowding.

* Juvenile justice in Califomia is not an integrated or
coordinated system, but rather a collection of agencies tied
together for the processing of juvenile offenders. There is
often a lack of linkage between prevention programs, correc-
tions, probation, and social support services.

* Policies vary greatly among counties. Some countics
have no local facilities and commit juveniles with low-level
offenses to state facilities with hardened criminals.

+  California incarcerates a higher proportion of its juvenile
offenders than do other states with comparable large and
heterogeneous youth populations.

»  Dataonthecharacteristics and conditions of youths in the
juvenile justice system are rudimentary and largely adminis-
tratively driven. There is a paucity of information about
access lo educational opportunities, training and rehabilita-
tive programs, and about the quality of life of incarcerated
youths. The diversity in legal definitions of delinquency,
inaccuracies in counting, and inconsistency in enforcement
make it difficult to fix a“true” incidence of delinquency itself.
* Contrary to popular belief, fewer California youths
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had contact with the legal system and juvenile arrests actually
declined through much of the 1980s. Arrests have increased
slightly in recent years, paced by increased drug amest rates
(22 percent), especially for narcotics (70 percent). Neverthe-
less, rates remain at levels well below those of the 1970s.

«  Asa group, juveniles in California are 45 percent more
likely 10 be arrested than are adults. Variations occur, how-
ever, among specific crime categories. Property crimes ac-
count for the majority (62 percent) of juvenile felony arrests.
Juveniles account for 26 percent of all property-related felony
arrests.

+ Boys accounted for 77 percent of all juvenile arrests.
Most juvenile arrests are white (53 percent), with Hispanics
28 percent and blacks 25 percent.

»  Older youth, boys, certain racial and ethnic minorities,
poor and urban youth are all more likely to be arrested. But
substantial variations exist by county, reflecting variations in
the structure and practice of juvenile justice, as well as
differences in county youth populations.

» The discretion exercised by law enforcement agencies
and individuals (police officers, etc.) in deciding which indi-
viduals should be entered into the system and for what
behaviors further contribute to variation in practice.

«  The average length of stay in the California Youth Au-
thority has increased from 12.7 monthsin 1975to 17.4 months
in 1988.

= Policy makers and the public at large have not reached a
consensus on how to improve juvenile justice. Opinion polls
show that although the general public wants less leniency in
the courts, there is also continued endorsement for treatment
and rehabilitation as the primary purposes of juvenile correc-
tions. ‘

*  Worthy reatment and rehabilitation objectives must be
balanced against the need to protect the public, to communi-
cate an appropriate social sanction for wrongdoing, and to
effect restitution both to victims and to society at large.

« The burgeoning population of incarcerated juvenile of-
fenders will require substantial increased operational and
capital funding from the state. As California reaches legis-
lated spending limits, increasing juvenile justice costs may
mean reducing state and local ability to pay for other social
services.
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Chapter 12: Income Support Programs
Jacquelyn McCroskey

e About two thirds of AFDC recipients are children; in
1986, an average of 1,098,000 California children per month
relied on AFDC for the basics of life.

*  Overall, AFDC recipients are younger, have less educa-
tion and higher levels of poverty, are more likely to be
nonwhite, and have younger children than do child support
recipients.

= California’s need standard for AFDC was more generous
than that of any other state in 1970, but by 1987, 13 states had
more generous need standards, thus providing access to a
broader range of families.

¢ Though locally administered, income programs are au-
thorized and primarily financed by the federal government. In
large measure, federal decisions drive the programs and shape
the context in which California’s state and county govern-
ments can operate. California must continue 1o assure that
counties have the flexibility to effectively meet widely rang-
ing local needs.

» California’s welfare reform program—Greater Avenues
to Independence (GAIN)—was designed to offer a compre-
hensive range of services, including job search, basic adult
education, English as a second language, carcer assessment,
vocational education, on-the-job training, transitional em-
ployment, pre-employment preparation, child care, transpor-
tation, and other support services. However, the program is
notyet fully implemented and budget restrictions may signifi-
cantly limit the scope and effectiveness of the intended re-
form.

*  GAIN provides a timely opportunity to rethink income
support policies and to improve the conditions of families
living in poverty. Establishing formal relations between
county welfare departments and economic development
agencies, colleges, occupational centers, child care providers,
and other major service providers will be challenging, butmay
bring a fragmented system into closer alignment, an outcome
with potential long-term benefits for California’s families.

*  Almost one million (942,248) California households
received child support in 1984-85, and approximately half
were also AFDC recipients. The average monthly child
support payment per household in California for the first
quarter of 1986 was $159.74, while the U.S. poverty guideline
was $150 per month per child.

«  State and national studies suggest the need for systemic
changes in California’s child support program, including
mechanisms for determining paternity, standard of need, and
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training of enforcement personnel. The child support pro-
gram has not been conceptualized as a complement o the
welfare program or adequately integrated into its administra-
tion.

* _ Although data collection systems are not yet at the point
where individuals can be tracked across programs, itshould be
possible to develop better methods of aggregating data across
programs serving children. In order to do so, policymakers
must redefine the optimal administrative and conceptual rela-
tionships between systems to reflect the multiple needs of
families and children rather than the convenience of depart-
mental categories (for example, relationships between in-
come support and the need for child abuse or juvenile justice
services).

»  Programs which provide basic food and shelier for chil-
dren are manifestly beneficial both for children and for soci-
ety, but there is too little research which examines how
California’s children are affected by its income support poli-
cies. The available data focus on systems and fiscal accounta-
bility issues rather than on the beneficial or deleterious child
outcomes of current or potential income support strategies.
» A changing economy, along with recognition of the
current welfare system’sinadequacies, isrekindling debate on
income support policies for children in California. Is it the
purpose of income support programs to provide a minimum
acceptable level below which nochild shall be allowed tofall,
or is it their purpose to ensure that parents achieve economic
independence? Should parents retain the economic responsi-
bilities of providing for their children regardless of ability to
fulfil those responsibilities? What kinds of strings (for ex-
ample, parental work obligations) should income support
benefits carry?

Chapter 13: Policies for Children with Multiple Needs
Shirley Brice Heath and Milbrey Wallin McLaughlin

» Thisanalysis is derived largely from the preceding chap-
ters that demonstrate problems in service provision, concep-
tualization of needs, availability of data, and implementation
of youth policies. The earlier chapters stress that such areas
as poverty, juvenile incarceration, and child care are increas-
ing, while children’s services are overloaded, underfunded,
static, and out-of-sync with dynamic societal changes,

»  Children with multiple needs are underserved because of
a lack of preventative services, failure to help children over
time, failure to meet enough of a child’s needs to assure a sat-
isfactory outcome, and lack of coordination across service
areas.
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» The policy structure itself is beset by problems result-
ing from separate funding streams, inconsistent eligibility cri-
teria, splintered organization of interest groups, and legisla-
tive jurisdictions that preserve service fragmentation.

»  More money for the existing melange of programs will
not provide the crucial improvement for children with mul-
tiple needs. Nor can any single entity, such as the schoot or
family, deal effectively with interrelated youth problems.

» California’s policies have not kept pace with the state’s
current and projected demographic picture of altered family
life. Changing demographic characteristics have driven poli-
cymakers to respond to the needs of separate institutions that
plead for segmented state action and funding.

+  Few county departments have developed mission state-
ments or department-wide master plans for children that
identify the department’s goals and objectives, integrate re-
source allocation and service delivery systems, assess the
effectiveness of their efforts, or coordinate activities of divi-
sions within departments.

»  Few schools or services assist youths to deal with either
the work world or the bureaucratic maze of public services.
Adults in both schools and service agencies talk at youths,
labelling their problems and fixing solutions dictated by
administrative fiat or “that’s just how it’s done” procedures.
» In the short range, policy should focus on underservice
and underfunding in such areas as child abuse, education, and
health. In the Jong run, the goal should be to overhaul our
current policy approach.

» Institutions tend to treat problems as acute rather than
chronic, as episodic rather than continuing, and do not regard
themselves as learning environments that help children help
themselves.

« The data collected rarely inform reflective or dynamic
responses by those within the agencies. Data focuses on
financial “inputs” into programs, rather than outcomes. Infor-
mation is administratively driven in the interest of service
stabilization, and promotes reactive and prescriptive, rather
than proactive and preventive, reforms.

»  Service professionals within agencies seldom view their
work as interactive and interdependent with the work of those
in other agencies, Inadequate interprofessional preparation
often begins at the university. Professionals such asteachers,
nurses, and probation officers are prepared in segmented
schools and programs that rarely siress the interrelatedness of
children’s problems.

+  Promising local efforts torestructure and reconceptualize
youth services have a number of common features. These
features include outside flexible funding, top level commit-
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ment, implementation tailored to local contexts, middle-level
administrative cooperation, and prior experience in trying to
integrate services.

e Much of the duplication and confusion of fragmented
children’s service delivery can be prevented by providing
related services at the same site such as schools. Where
possible, services targeting a shared clientele should be lo-
cated under one roof.

Chapter 14: State Policymaking for Children
Claire Smrekar

= Asetofhistorical, political, organizational, and ideologi-
cal forces has combined to shape a children’s service delivery
system in California described as fragmented, inefficient, and
ill-conceived.

= Children’s policy has evolved in response 1o a series of
incremental and explosive periods in social welfare policy
over the past several decades. In the 1960s, the Great Society
gave birth to large categorical programs developed to target
services for vulnerable children and their families. The
Reagan Administration’s New Federalism ushered in a period
of consolidation and realignment as major categorical pro-
grams serving children were collapsed into block grants.
Fundamental shifts in decision making, governance, and
accountability accompanied these sweeping programmatic
changes,

«  Aseries of reports, hearings, and commissions has exam-
ined the condition of children’s policy in California and
recommended an array of organizational and regulatory
remedies. Most recommendations involve relatively modest
efforts o construct organizationally greater control, coordina-
tion, and efficiency in the delivery of children’s services. Few
of the recommendations involve a more sweeping, substan-
tive exploration of the ways in which children’s needs are
perceived and defined.

»  Despite the flurry of programmatic initiatives—includ-
ing state legislative commitiees on children, children’s budg-
ets, children’s codes, and commissions on children—most
states continue to organize and deliver children's services
through the traditional executive agency arrangement. At
both state and local levels of government, the bureaucratic
structure persists in an array of eligibility requirements, pro-
cedures, standards, categories, assessment tools, and treat-
ment protocols. Inresponse, states (including California) and
localities have adopted various approaches aimed at improv-
ing communication processes, coordination, and integration
of services within these existing bureaucratic arrangements.
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= A supportive and responsive children’s policy must ulti-
mately evolve out of a process which takes account of the
complexities of childhood and the ambiguous relationship
between family and state. By fostering the cooperation of the
childserving professions across such fields as education,
health, and social work, the process of crafting a children’s
policy for California can move toward this goal.

Working Paper: An Exploration of County Expenditures
and Revenues for Children’s Services
Paul Goren and Michael W. Kirst

Editor’s Note: This working paper is not included in the
PACE Report but is available through the Berkeley PACE
office.

»  State and federal lawmakers increasingly look to county
governments to provide a growing array of mandated pro-
grams for children, and often require counties to share the cost
of these services. As a result, counties are now the major
governmental providers of an ever-expanding list of
children’s services, other than education.

«  Though expected to bear a larger share of the burden,
county governments are facing local and state constitutional
revenue constraints that ill-equip them to respond to the
growing need for children’s services.

» At the county level, funding for children’s services is
composed of a volatile mix of revenues, with an overwhelm-
ing and precarious dependence on federal and state monies.
Reduced federal support for social services, together with the
dual mechanisms of Proposition 13 and the Gann limits on
state spending, have required counties to do more for children
with less resources.

»  Counties are left unable to raise local revenue necessary
to support non-mandated, discretionary programs such as
children’s protective services and child abuse prevention.
Some localities are unable even to participate in federal or
state matching programs for children, simply for the lack of
local matching funds.

+  The intensifying competition for scarce resources exerts
a fiscal “squeeze” on children, as counties ration their
children’s services to stay within budget limits. County
officials report cutting children’s services in order to fund
adult correction and other state- and federally mandated
services for adults.

» By forcing children’s programs to focus on acute care
rather than on prevention, present policies create a potentially
negative cycle of long-range implications for the condition of
children,
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=  Few(California counties collect data on their total expen-
ditures on children. More coherent children’s policy requires
better data systems and analysis at the county level,

Working Paper: Child Care Quality from the Child’s
Perspective: A Hypothetical Account

and Research Review

Lyda Beardsley

Editor’s Note: This working paper is not included in the
PACE Report but is available through the Berkeley PACE
office.

» This monograph, written as a narrative, considers the
growing body of research on child care quality from the
child’s perspective. :

»  Over the past decade, early childhood educators and
researchers have begun to identify a number of characteristics
they belicve are essential to the provision of quality out-of-
home care for young children.

= Indicators of quality of care cited include adult/child
ratio, group size, caregiver training, quality of adult-child
social or verbal behavior, and effects on specific outcomes
(i.e., on language or social development) for children in care.
*  Yet no previous study has described the cumulative
effects of specific quality indicators on the overall character of
a child’s experiences in child care.

»  This report takes a fresh look at current quality issues in
child care from the perspective of the child by introducing a
group of fictional preschool age children and following them
through a hypothetical day in each of two quite different child
care settings. Though fictional, these accounts are basedona
sampling of real events in both good and poor quality child
care facilities.





