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Foreword

This is the fourth edition of Conditions of Education in California. 1t is the most
extensive and inclusive issue yet. It has been altered in both content and format. The
content has been expanded. In addition to previously appearing components such as
enrollments, curriculum, governance, human resources, student performance, and finance,
a special features section has been added. This year, education reform processes are the
topic of this new section. Next year we will select a different topic on which to
concentrate. Of course, we continue in this edition to include the sections on the evolvin g
policy context and capital perspective in which we add our interpretations to California's
conditions of education.

This publication is based upon compilations and syntheses of information collected
by other agencies and individuals. These sources are noted throughout the publication.
We wish here to express our appreciation to these others upon whose efforts we depend so
heavily. Also, we undertake a substantial amount of original data collection and analysis.
We make specific mention of these instances throughout the text also.

In that this publication is intended to be useful to a wide ran ge of audiences, we
have altered the format this year in a manner which we hope renders it more readable. We

welcome comments from our readers regarding these chan ges and how we might better
serve our clients.

James W. Guthrie Michael W. Kirst

ix



Policy Analysis for
California Education

Policy Analysis for California Education, PACE, is a university-based research center
focusing on issues of state educational policy and practice. PACE is located in the Schools of
Education at the University of California, Berkeley and Stanford University. It is funded by the
William and Flora Hewlett Foundation and directed jointly by James W. Guthrie and Michael
W. Kirst. PACE operates satellite centers in Sacramento and Southern California. These are
directed by Gerald C. Hayward (Sacramento) and Allan R. Odden (University of Southern
California).

PACE efforts center on five tasks: (1) collecting and distributing objective information
about the conditions of education in California, (2) analyzing state educational policy issues and
the policy environment, (3) evaluating school reforms and state educational practices,

(4) providing technical support to policy makers, and (5) facilitating discussion of educational
issues.

The PACE research agenda is developed in consultation with public officials and staff. In
this way, PACE endeavors to address policy issues of immediate concern and to fill the short-
term needs of decision makers for information and analysis.

In addition to Conditions of Education in California, PACE publications include Policy
Papers, which report research findings; the Policy Forum, which presents views of notable
individuals; and Update, an annotated list of all PACE papers completed and in progress. In the
fall of 1988 PACE will introduce Conditions of Children in California. This new publication
will attempt to provide a broader public policy perspective regarding children and schools and to
ask a simple, provocative question: what is it like to be a child in California?

Advisory Board

Mario Camara A. Alan Post
Partner California Legislative Analyst,
Cox, Castle & Nicholson Retired
Constance Carroll Sharon Schuster
President, Saddleback Executive Vice President
Community College American Association of University Women
Gerald Foster Eugene Webb
Region Vice President Professor, Graduate School of Business
Pacific Bell Stanford University
Robert Maynard Aaron Wildavsky
Editor and President Professor of Political Science
The Oakland Tribune University of California, Berkeley

Xi



chapter 1

The Evolving Context of
California Education

Califomia’s schools are preoccupied with staggering
enrollment growth and entangled in voter-imposed resource
restraints. As aconsequence, five years of reform progress is
seriously endangered, and it is becoming increasingly diffi-
cult to overcome the mediocrity that threatens to dominate the
education system.

ENROLLMENT GROWTH AND RESOURCE
RESTRAINTS ENDANGER PROGRESS

The purpose of this first chapter is to characterize current
governmental and economic conditions that serve as a back-
drop for education policy making in California. These condi-
tions are constantly shifting. Hence the label, “evolving
context.” The purpose currently is to describe the dual
challenges of quantity and quality that face the state and to
explain how the past decade of changes in school governance
will make it difficult for California to meet these challenges.

Since 1983 California’s public schools have been in-
volved in an intense effort to improve student performance.
Progress has been accomplished on important dimensions
such as the improvement of textbooks, enhanced enrollments
in rigorous courses, and the increased academic achievement
of minority students. However, unexpectedly large enroll-
ment increases and a complicated set of voter-imposed re-
source restraints are bleeding reform energy from the system
and eroding efforts to achieve educational excellence.,

This chapter briefly describes the burgeoning enroll-
ments now facing public schools, recounts the resource re-
straints which hobble the system, and illustrates the levels of
student performance that result. However, the major portion
of this chapter is devoted to an explanation of the governmen-
tal conditions and political dynamics shaping California
education.

o pnor generation. = .
«  Voter-initiated fiscal Ilmltauons——Proposmon 13
and the Ganrl limit—severely restrain school reve-
: nues. S :
e Cahfommspendsappmmmately $75 000 pcrclass-
~ roomlessthan New York. _
_+  California’s post-World War IT pohcy makers'met :
- thechallengeof even greater enrollment growth and
maintained high education standards. However,
they had access to added resoun:es atboth local and
state levels.
*  The magnitude of growth and restraints on re-

~ sources threaten the momentum of Cahforma S
education reform progress.

»  California’s school reform strategy (SB 813) pos-

- sesses the potential to be effective. For example,
statewide secondary school test scores showed the
largest ever single-year gain in 1987. Minority
sludent achlavement mcreased even faster

caunnued'




ConprTioNs oF EDUCATION IN CALIFORNIA 1988

Unexpected Growth

Kindergarten through 12th grade enrollment increases
are awesome as absolute numbers, and this growth is taking
place at an unexpected pace. In 1985, government projections
suggested that the state’s enrollments would grow into the
1990s by an average of 100,000 students per year. This
estimate has been revised dramatically upward. Each year
between 1988 and 1997, public school enroliments now are
predicted to increase an average of 140,000 students per year
(Figure 1.1).

Total public school K-12 enrollment for 1987-88 is
estimated to be 4.4 million. This is projected to increase to
5.65 million students by 1997.! By the end of this projection
period, one out of every eight school children in the United
States will live in California (currently, the number is one out
of nine).

f'OveralI however stamwldcsmdentperfomanccls |

Educamn 1ssues have becoriie hlghiy polmcal
 Citizens are badly confused about school decxsmn :
; makmg and educanon fundmg : '

FIGURE 1.1 Projections of Growth in Enrollment, Number of Teachers

and Schools, and Funding, 1987-88 to 1996-97

Enrollment 1996

5.65 million

i 1987

234,000

7,268

Teachers 1996
‘%‘ .
Schools 1996

| 9,368

$ 1987

$21.1 billion

Money 1996

$41.7 billion

SOURCE: PACE analysis of Department of Finance, Commission on Finance and Legislative Analyst data.




THE EvoLvING CONTEXT OF CALIFORNIA EDUCATION

The growth is highly concentrated in Southern California
counties. The impact in terms of human resources and finan-
cial commitments, however, is statewide. Annual enrollment
increases of this magnitude, assuming current ratios, will
necessitate more than 4,600 additional teachers and new
classrooms, and more than $800 million new dollars, each
year.

In the aggregate, these enrollment increases alone will
trigger a demand over the next decade for approximately
42,000 new teachers, raising the state total to 234,000: more
than 2,100 new schools, California now has approximately
7,200; and an additional $7.7 billion, the state currently
spends $21 billion.

Historic Comparison. Surprisingly, this remarkable
expansion is not the greatest in the history of California’s
schools. In the decade following World War II, incoming
students were greater both in terms of growth rates and in
overall numbers. Between 1950 and 1960, enrollments more
than doubled as a percent and increased absolutely by 1.8
million students.

Compared to their immediate post-World War II prede-
cessors, today’s students in California are far more heteroge-
neous ethnically, experience greater incidence of poverty,
more frequently are overseas immigrants who have not yet
leamed English, and come from households in which the
education level has declined over prior generations. Never-
theless, even if in less complex times, post-World War II
policy makers and professional educators faced a stiff chal-
lenge. They had to employ thousands of new teachers and
build thousands of new schools. How did they marshall the re-
sources needed to meet their challenge?

Not only did public officials and education professionals
meet the post-World War II challenge of growth, but they did
s0 in a manner which maintained California as a lighthouse
system of schooling. Through local property taxes and added
levels of state funding, public officials from a quarter century
ago generated the necessary resources. Such is not now easily
possible. California school revenues are unusually restrained
at both state and local levels by voter action.

Resource Restraints

Presently, policy makers must wrestle with a slate of
voter-enacted revenue restraints that inhibit their ability to
meet the challenge of added numbers of students and simul-
taneously strive for educational excellence. Proposition 13,
enacted in 1978, and Proposition 4—the so-called Gann

limit—enacted in 1979, put California’s public education
revenues in an unusual fiscal vice. California thus simultane-
ously subjects school spending to both local and state fiscal
restraints.

School resource policy in California is no longer the
province of locally elected officials. Enactment of Proposi-
tion 13 crippled the state’s conventional mechanisms for local
control of education. School boards now have no discretion
over tax rates.

These tax limitations, when taken in tandem with legis-
lated solutions to court decisions in landmark school finance
cases such as Serrano v. Priest, effectively converted Califor-
nia into a state system of school finance. Subsequent enact-
ment of the Gann limit forcefully propelled school funding
into the rough and tumble arena of statewide partisan politics.
These governmental arrangements have placed public educa-
tion in a narrowly limiting financial straitjacket in which
movement is possible only as a consequence of an unrealistic
degree of political consensus on the part of state-level policy
makers.

THE THREAT OF MEDIOCRITY

Despite clear signs of hard-won progress, student per-
formance measures continue to lag behind aspiration levels
held by many policy makers, professional educators, and
parents.  Statewide, academic achievement is average,
slightly above average in the elementary grades and slightly
below at the secondary level. Though having increased over
time, the number of academic courses taken by secondary
students is about average when compared to the national
pattern. Statewide average Scholastic Aptitude Test scores
are about average for the nation.

Class sizes in California are among the largest in the
United States. Teachers’ salaries, though above the national
average generally, when factored by California’s cost of
living and the high seniority of the teacher workforce, come
close to the middle in terms of purchasing power.

Overall per-pupil spending for California, $3,751,2 is
below the national mid-band. In 1988, statewide average per-
pupil spending ranks somewhat behind similar industrialized
states such as New York, Illinois, Pennsylvania, and Michi-
gan. On a per-classroom basis, California spends $75,000
(82,500 per child) less than New York.

Even when faced with the dual challenges of staggering
enrollment growth and resource restraint, there are clear
instances where school district local leadership, vision, and



community commitment are being combined in an unusually
productive manner. A 1987 PACE study of a statewide
sample of schools revealed the potential of California’s re-
form strategies to render education more effective (see Chap-
ter 9).

These successful efforts are reflected in enhanced meas-
ures of pupil performance. For example, 1987 displayed the
largest single-year increase in California Assessment Pro-
gram (CAP) secondary school scores in the state’s history.
Additionally, minority students have continued to improve
their performance on both statewide and national examina-
tions. Larger numbers of students from throughout the state
are taking the Scholastic Aptitude Test (SAT), required for
admission by many colleges.

Next Steps

Education and education policy in California are locked
ina vice. The confines are resource constraints which do not
easily accommodate to the dual challenges of unanticipated
enrollment growth and a desire for educational excellence.

In any particular year, through an unusual level of agree-
ment on the part of many political actors—the governor,
legislators, superintendent of public instruction, labor unions,
business representatives, professional eductors—a marginal
amount of improvement can occur. School financing can
maich needs imposed by growth and inflation. Student
achievement can be elevated by a few test score points.
Additional teachers can be attracted into the system.

However, systemic breakthroughs aimed at excellence
are unlikely to occur simply through year-to-year agreements
in Sacramento by public officials. Until a complicated set of
governmental restraints has been relieved, California’s sys-
tem of public education is threatened by mediocrity.

The remainder of this essay explains the nature and
evolution of these governmental restraints and describes their
consequences for local school districts and citizens.

LOSS OF POLITICAL CONSENSUS

In 1987, consensus about California’s education reform
policy tumbled apart. However, the loss of political consen-
sus is far more a consequence of fundamental structural
elements in California’s governmental landscape than it is a
temporary burst of anger among a few highly visible public
officials.

Between 1983 and 1987, California experienced unusual
political agreement, or at least acquiescence, on major educa-
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tion issues. The reform agenda symbolized by the 1983
enactment of Senate Bill 813, and the implicit contract be-
tween policy makers and educators for more school financing
inexchange for more school reform, was supported by Demo-
crats and Republicans, business and labor, administrators and
school board members, the California Teachers Association
and the California Federation of Teachers, the state Senate and
Assembly, and the superintendent of public instruction and
governor.

However, by late 1986 troublesome ideological and par-
tisan fissures were beginning to appear in this unusual multi-
party pact, and by mid 1987, during budget deliberations, the
cracks in the consensus were gaping.

In 1987, the governor and the state superintendent dis-
agreed abouteducation and wrestled with each other to control
the education agenda, important business community
elements were less enamored of conventional school reform
strategies and the education posture of both the superintendent
and the governor, Democrats and Republicans had parted
ways on significant education policy issues, many Senate and
Assembly leaders seemed no longer to regard education as a
major issue for them, and professional educators could no
longer easily agree among themselves about the next steps of
school reform.

New ideas were introduced into the policy arena about
matters such as professionalizing teaching and rewarding
school performance. But they were never seriously consid-
ered and certainly not enacted into policy. The governor
formed a new statewide Commission on Education Quality,
but it still was not clear that an education policy consensus
could be put back together again,

The 1983-86 political agreement in support of reform was
stimulated and sustained by an atmosphere of crisis. Sinking
economic productivity, national debt, international commer-
cial competition, trade deficits, and a declining dollar placed
the nation, and thus California, in increasing economic
Jeopardy. Schooling was seen as part of the problem and part
of the solution. Anxiety about the nation’s and state’s eco-
nomic future was sufficient to cauterize partisan wounds and
catalyze political action.

The public was increasingly concerned about education
and the professionals who provide it. In 1986, education
ranked fifth in the public’s list of concerns on the California
Field Poll; in 1987, education topped the list.

The economic uncertainty which loomed large in 1983
was, if anything, more intense in 1987. True enough, 1987’s
inflation rate was within reasonable boundaries, and early
1988 unemployment rates were the lowest in two decades.
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Nevertheless, informed individuals continued to be intensely
concerned about high rates of national and personal debt,
federal budget deficits, defaults on loans to Third World
countries, uncertainty of petroleum supplies, and low levels of
personal savings, exports, and service-sector productivity.,

All of these problems may have been encapsulated in
Monday, October 19, 1987’s dramatic stock market decline.
In short, the public problems previously motivating
California’s education reform did not disappear. However, the
political consensus previously supporting reform was badly
shaken.

In retrospect, the surprise is that the past political consen-
sus was as encompassing and enduring as was the case.
Despite the crisis-like character of the economic uncertainty
thatinitially stimulated education reform, a series of structural
features has evolved in California which renders it difficult to
gain and sustain agreement about education policy and school-
ing resource levels. Much local school district decision
discretion has been diluted and resilience to statewide fiscal
and economic downturns and adaptability to local conditions
has been lost.

Conversely, as a consequence of Serrano compliance
effects, Proposition 13, and otherevents, California effectively
now has a state system of education, even if public opinion has
not easily caught up with the fact. The result is that local
education reverberates to state-level shock waves, and struc-
tural features exist that virtually guarantee that such shocks
will come,

Since the state pays the major portion of the education bill,
schools must compete for funding more than ever before with
prisons, freeways, and other state responsibilities. The fact
that state revenues are constrained by the Gann limit makes the
competition ever more intense. The fact that Democrats
dominate the legislative branch and Republicans control the
executive house confounds the problem.

And, as if all of that were not enough, the California
constitution specifies that there will be a statewide elected
executive official speaking for education—the superintendent
of public instruction (Bill Honig)—and an overall state chief
executive—the governor (George Deukmejian)—a situation
almost ensuring conflict.

Given such structural confusion, it is difficult to under-
stand how the 1983 education reform consensus occurred. All
thataside, the dominant education policy challenge in Califor-
nia, at least for the near future, will be overcoming these
structural restraints and rebuilding this consensus or seeking
a new one. :

THE EMERGING POLITICAL ECONOMY
OF CALIFORNIA EDUCATION

California’s public schools are increasingly influenced
by a fourfold fusion of structural conditions and societal
forces:

*  centralized state decision making

* local district revenue dependency

» increased politicization of education issues

* citizen confusion regarding education governance
Before describing each of these forces in detail, it is important
to extend two caveats. First, these four conditions are them-
selves interrelated and mutually reinforcing, and on several
dimensionsitisdifficult to separate cause and effect. Second,
almost every classification system is blurred or evasive at its
categorical edges, and what follows is no exception.

Escalating State Power

An intensified state role in school decision making was
signaled by the 1973 enactmentof Senate Bill 90. This school
finance plan, passed as a response to the California Supreme
Court’s decision in Serrano v. Priest, established per-pupil
revenue limits for school districts.

This state limitation of local discretion was powerfully
reinforced five yearslater when, on June 6, 1978, California’s
electorate enacted Proposition 13 by a two-thirds majority.
This popularly enacted ballot initiative amended the state
constitution to restrict annual ad valorem taxes to one percent
of aproperty’s market value and specified limited conditions
under which property assessments can be increased.

Proposition 13 triggered a revenue-cutting climate, and
other efforts to reduce the size of government followed, such
as indexing the state’s income tax to cost-of-living increases
and placing a ceiling on total state spending. This latter
resulted from another ballot initiative, the Gann limit enacted
by state voters in 1979, about which more will be said later.
Over a six-year period, then, the state legislature (by statute)
established limits on annual increases in school expenditures,
and voters (by initiative) established limits on local govern-
ments’ ability toraise revenues and the state’s ability to spend
revenues.

These restrictions were not always seen as measures 10
enhance state power while limiting local power. Campaign
rhetoric at the time of Proposition 13’s passage characterized
it primarily as a tax limitation measure. Indeed, proponents
pointed out that California’s residential property taxes were
then among the highest in the nation and contended that many



homeowners would pay the equivalent value of their resi-
dences to the tax collector faster than they would retire their
mortgages. Conversely, opponents feared the worst and
predicted that passage of Proposition 13 would lead to public-
service reductions of crisis proportions.

It may be that partisans on both sides of the issue were
poor prognosticators. There have been a number of unantici-
pated outcomes. However, the most significant Proposition
13 consequences may prove to be far more political than fiscal.
The fact that local school boards no longer could exercise
revenue discretion may have been surprising to fiscally con-
servative supporters of Proposition 13 who often were also
ardent defenders of “local control.”

Proposition 13 is a root cause of the revenue dependency,
increased politicization, and citizen confusion to be discussed
below. The issue here, however, is centralization of education
decision making. The federal Constitution is silent regarding
educationand schooling. This condition, taken in tandem with
the 10th Amendment and state constitutional provisions,
renders education a state function in the United States. Cali-
fornia is no exception to this condition, and for almost 130
years, since its acceptance into the Union, California’s state
officials have held plenary authority over the provision of
public schooling,

Despite such legal logic, 19th-century transportation and
communication conditions demanded that the state delegate
much of its operational responsibility for schools to local
districts and their elected boards of directors. This operational
devolution of authority led to the historically revered axiom of
“local control” of education.

To be sure, local control was never total, and school
district discretion has been undergoing gradual erosion for a
long time. As the state evolved from virtual total reliance upon
agriculture and extractive industries to a more complicated
mercantile and manufacturing economy, education assumed
greater signficance for both individual fullfillment and the
state’s economic well being.

As a consequence, state officials intruded more fre-
quently toimpose greater regulation regarding matters such as
teacher qualification, required school subjects, and fiscal
accountability. Indeed, by the middle of the 20th century,
California was known to have among the most voluminous
and restrictive of education codes among all the states.

However, despite such a relatively strong state role, even
by the mid 1970s most Californians would attest to the
importance of local citizen control over school matters, and
for many practical purposes such local operating discretion
was a reality,
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Prior to Proposition 13’s passage, state revenues consti-
tuted approximately 42 cents out of every California public
school dollar. After Proposition 13, use of state surplus
general funds ($7 billion in 1978) to bail out local govern-
ments elevated the proportion of state support to more than 80
percent. Increases in total property tax assessed value have
subsequently enabled the state to reduce its school support
contribution to approximately 65 percent. Nevertheless,
through statutes, the state dictates the source of more than 90
percent of an average local school district’s revenue.

The state is now not only the overwhelming senior school
revenue partner, but the junior partners, local school boards,
have virtually no revenue-raising discretion. Thus, for prac-
tical purposes, California now has a state-funded system of
public school support. There are important economic and
political consequences of this arrangement, about which more
will be said later,

Some may contend that decisions need not follow the
dollar, but conventional wisdom and practical experience
argue to the contrary, at least where government is concerned.
State officials, correctly viewing themselves as responsible
for generating school revenues, also believe that fair prin-
ciples of public accountability dictate that they specify the
manner and purpose for which the funds are to be used. From
the perspective of state-level officials, to do otherwise would
be to abandon their fiduciary responsibility.

Proposition 13 did not singlehandedly transform the
governmental landscape. Local school board discretion was
being hemmed in by other factors as well. For example,
enactment of a state collective bargaining statute in 1975
altered school board decision making. Also, a stream of
related school finance court cases was initiated in 1968 which
constrained local school districts. Prior to the mid 1970s, local
property taxation procedures permitted wide variations in
local school district spending—the constitutionality of which
was successfully challenged in Serrano v. Priest.

The 1973 trial courtdecision in thiscase, appeals of which
have continued to the state Supreme Court into 1987, resulted
in legislative enactment of the previously mentioned Senate
Bill 90 per-pupil ceiling on local school district spending.
Nevertheless, at least in a theoretical sense, prior to June 6,
1978, local school boards possessed taxing authority. Follow-
ing Proposition 13, they were stripped of this last potent
vestige of local control. A prime governmental outcome has
been to shift increasing numbers of decisions to the state level.
State officials now make more, and locally elected officials
now make fewer, signficant choices regarding schools.

These centralizing shifts have not occurred in a social
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vacuum. While governance procedures have been altered
favoring state control, broader social forces have been moving
to render education increasingly important in California’s
future, Pressures of a true global economy and the need to
compete internationally now place added burdens on the
state’s school system. Capital, ideas, and new technology
increasingly know no national boundaries.

It now seems as if the most reasonable hedge against
future uncertainty is for a society to invest in human capital.
Thus, in order to protect its future, California is admonished
to develop its human resources. This translates primarily into
effective public schools. And, while formal governmental
reforms such as Proposition 13 are practically and symboli-
cally significant, broader social and economic forces are also
weaving a tapestry of change that thrusts the state into an ever
increasing decision-making role for schools.

The escalation of pedagogical decision making to the
state has occurred on several important dimensions. State
control over revenues is crucial. In addition, personnel mat-
ters are now influenced by the state through a relatively new
agency, the Public Employees Relations Board (PERB).
School construction is almost totally controlled by the state
through the Office of Local Assistance (OLA) and the State
Allocation Board (SAB).

Through statutory provisions of Senate Bill 813, the state
prescribes high school graduation criteria. The State Board of
Education promotes model curriculum standards for local
school districts. In addition, the state presently specifies the
purposes to which approximately $3.9 billion a year in cate-
gorical aid funds can be used. The purposes are implemented
through state-issued regulations and through periodic state
program evaluations. The state now conducts an extensive
testing program to assess the outputs of local school districts,
and this endeavor is scheduled for further expansion.

Although there continues to be a degree of local school
district operational discretion, on significant dimensions such
asmoney, personnel, curriculum content, tests, and buildings,
the state is in the driver’s seat more intensely than ever before
in California’s history. In short, in finance, curriculum, and
other governance areas, the state is exercising increased deci-
sion-making powers.

Revenue Dependence

Today, approximately 65 percent of California’s public
school revenues stem from state income and sales tax pro-
ceeds. This means that the nature of national, regional, and
statewide economic conditions shapes school resources in an

unprecedented manner. In uncertain, stagnant, or declining
economic circumstances, the prospect of school revenue
declines is high.

The period between 1978 and 1983 provides a good
example. The end of the 1970s was characterized by high
rates of economic inflation. The Consumer Price Index (CPI)
rose almost 13 percent in 1979. This was a time when the
prime rate established by major banks on loan interest soared
t022 percent. The public was highly supportive of tax-cutting
proposals. School revenues during this time did not keep pace
with inflation,

The early 1980s were equally devastating. Sagging
production of goods and services resulted in two-and-one-
half years of virtually no gains in Gross National Product
(GNP). Unemployment rates nationally reached 12 percent.
The federal government budget began to amass huge dollar
deficits. States, generally precluded from deficit financing,
simply had to reduce spending on public services. It was a
period of substantial economic instability for the United
States, and, though insulated slightly by its diverse economy,
California suffered almost as much as the remainder of the
nation. California’s public schools suffered badly indeed.
Between 1978 and 1983 the average California classroom lost
$6,000 in purchasing power.?

States which depend more heavily upon locally con-
trolled property taxes for school support had a resilient source
of revenue and more easily withstood the financial erosion.
Nearby Oregon, for example, despite being hobbled by de-
pressed markets for forest products, electronic goods, and
tourism, maintained its already high level of spending as well
as its rate of growth much better than did California. Many
Oregon school districts, through their local taxing authority,
were able to compensate for recessionary reductions in state
revenues.

Conversely, California districts, in the absence of any
local taxing discretion whatsoever, were powerless to under-
take such compensating actions. For California, the nation’s
and state’s economy, rather than local school district prefer-
ence, dictated the level of school support.

Increased Politicization

California education policy generally and school financ-
ing specifically have become the subject of intensified state-
level political controversy and partisan disagreement. So
what, one might reasonably ask. Much of public education
has always been the subject of political concern. Moreover,
any item which absorbs more than $21 billion annually and



occupies almost 40 percent of the entire state budget can
reasonably be expected to attract the attention of political
officials. However, there are at least three dimensions of the
currently evolving political dynamic which are different and
which have practical consequences.

First, because of the escalation to the state level of
education decision making, there are far fewer prime partici-
pantsinvolved in the policy process than ever before. Second,
the concentration of political powerand the enhanced societal
significance of education now renders the practical conse-
quences of political decisions far wider and more visible than
ever before. Third, because of the structure of California state
government and perhaps as a consequence of schooling’s
elevated importance for the state, education policy appears to
be the subject of ever more intense partisan political disagree-
ment.

It is not easy to know with scientific precision what
amount of money should be spent on public schools. Also,
what should the purposes of schooling include? Who should
be permitted to teach? What levels of student performance
should be expected? The issues are made even more compli-
cated by the competition for resources between public
schools and California’s complex systems of community
colleges, the California State University, and the University
of California. These higher education segments themselves
annually require billions of dollars in state support.

Moreover, a large and diverse state such as California has
many public services, not simply schools, for which it is
responsible. Schools must compete for resources with the
criminal justice system, transportation, recreation, welfare,
and health services. Direction and funding levels for all of
these are subjects and dimensions on which reasonable per-
sons can disagree. Thus, because of their complexity and
significance, public policy decisions about such services are
and long have been inherently political. However, there are
several significant new wrinkles.

Concentration of Power. One of the new conditions of
education politics is their increasingly concentrated and
consequential nature. All the above-listed dimensions of
potential political conflict have existed literally for decades.
However, in California’s past the number of actors in the
education decision-making arena was vastly larger and geo-
graphically more dispersed than is the case currently. For
example, when local school boards participated in the deci-
sion arrangements about education finance and had taxing
discretion, funding levels were established through the ac-
tions of thousands of locally elected public officials. The
essential or immediate actors today are the 120 members of
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the legislature and the governor,

The representative nature of the decision process has
been diluted greatly, power is now wielded by those more
remote from both the clients and employees of schools.
Fewer people have more to say about an ever larger number
of increasingly important education matters.

Wider Consequences. Power is more concentrated. The
reason for concern on this dimension is that the consquences
of schooling decisions now affect a far wider number of
individuals and the decisions themselves are about more
significant items. If alocal school board reduces the scope of
a program, increases teacher salaries, uses a new test, alters
the length of the school day or year, decides to use different
textbooks, or raises taxes, only a relatively few people are
affected—those pupils, parents, professional educators, and
members of the public who reside in or work for the specific
district. If the board has made a mistake, certainly people will
suffer. However, the ill consequences of their actions are
circumscribed and do not easily infect a wider audience.

The contrast with the evolving decision circumstances in
California is immediately apparent. If the legislature and
governor reduce funding, intensify standards, or alter pro-
grams, the consequences are not restricted—they have the
potential to affect every school district, school, and student in
the entire state. If the decisions are reversed or halted
midstream, confusion results. Further, it takes about three
years for decisions to trickle down to the school level. Deci-
sions made at the central level cannot be changed within that
time span without creating confusion within districts and,
eventually, increasing the probability of cynicism among
teachers and administrators.

In effect, school decisions taken centrally by state offi-
cials now shape the lives of millions of individuals. If the
“right” decisions are made, then many individuals stand to
benefit and the welfare of the entire state will be advanced.
However, the risks are great. If a poor decision isreached, the
consequences now are more pervasive than ever before.
Decentralized decision making assuredly contains its own
risk. For example, left to local districts alone there may never
have been widespread attention to larger problems such as the
need for bilingual education, education for handicapped stu-
dents, or school spending inequities. Moreover, during the
1970s some local school districts abandoned high academic
standards for their students and the current school reform
movement is no doubt a partial result. However, a decentral-
ized system ismore resilient in an instance of error. California
has sacrificed a major element of resilience.

Increasing Partisanship. Education’s increasing policy
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visibility, taken in tandem with electoral campaign dynamics,
contributes to higher levels of partisan political rhetoric about
schools. Competing candidates for public office are virtually
required by electoral dynamics to find a way to separate
themselves from opponents on important issues. Itisdifficult
in politics to operate a successful “me too” campaign. If there
are no important political issues, candidates may be impelled
to invent them.

If candidates are unable or unwilling to invent issues and
develop partisan differences, then the media are sometimes
under pressure to do it for them. News and current events are
now often marketed as entertainment. A less than fully
responsible television or radio station, newspaper, or maga-
zine is impelled from this perspective always to find a new
controversy to feed the public in order to sustain “market
share.”

Given the growing significance of education, candidates
and parties increasingly adapt a partisan stance on school-
related issues. A strong element of partisan disagreement or
controversy is difficult to avoid. What may once have been
a local school district issue—more rigorous textbooks, a
smoking room for students, or intensified graduation stan-
dards—is now a statewide issue. Ifitis an issue for the ertire
state, then greater political visibility is likely to be attached to
it and the opportunity for media exposure is thus multiplied.
If media coverage is involved, then a public official had better
have a position on the issue, a position that distinguishes him
or her from electoral opponents or prospective opponents.

Politicization of education in California is exacerbated
currently by three additional conditions, one of which may be
temporary or cyclical, the other two of which are more
structural in nature and thus likely to be enduring. First, the
legislative and executive branches are now dominated by
different political parties. This has happened before, and
likely will happen again. It is partially a consequence of the
system of checks and balances which characterizes American
government. Nevertheless, divided legislative and executive
control entangles education issues and funding levels in
convoluted new webs of party strategy and political conflict.

California’s constitutional provisions also intensify po-
litical controversy in education. The governor, by virtue of
the wide charter accorded the office, might be expected to be
a statewide speaker on education matters. In addition, how-
ever, California elects a superintendent of public instruction
who, quite understandably, views the office as a platform
from which to advocate school issues.

The outcome is to have two highly visible public offi-
cials, each with a statewide constituency, positioned to speak

on education matters. The office of superintendent of public
instruction is formally nonpartisan. However, the signifi-
cance of education to the state, and the high public visibility
of the office, renders most any occupant a prospective candi-
date foran even higher political post, such as the governorship.
The opportunity for policy conflict with an encumbent gover-
nor or potential candidate for the chief executive position is
evident. ,

The politicization plot is made thicker by the 1979 enact-
ment of the previously mentioned Gann limit, named after its
most visible citizen proponent, tax-cut advocate Paul Gann.
This constitutional provision, the result of another popular
electoral initiative campaign, limits spending levels for state
and local governments to increases determined by population
growth and macroeconomic indicators.

Given the paramount state role in funding schools, the
only way that education can receive proportionally greater
per-pupil funding is to edge out another public service for
resources. Ifthe state’s overall budget isrelatively fixed, then,
for example, transportation or criminal justice budgets must
be reduced to provided added per-pupil aid to schools. This
condition only exacerbates what already is a politically con-
troversial situation.

Anadditional complexity is posed by the fact that Califor-
nia limits public revenues at two levels—Ilocally through
Proposition 13 and statewide through the Gann limit. The
consequence is torender education funding in California more
centralized and, thus, potentially more partisan and conflic-
tual than in most any other state,

Moreover, some policy issues erupt episodically but are
not recurring. Prison construction, AIDS research funding,
and judicial reform are examples of issues, howeverimportant
during their time, which do not recur frequently. Schools are
different. The cyclical nature of school funding, and the huge
amounts of money involved, mean that education now finds
itself subjected to the slings and barbs of state-level wrangling
every year.

Citizen Confusion

This dimension of the evolving context may be a product
of the three above considerations: concentration of power,
state-level revenue dependency, and added politicization.
Regardless, there is little denying the phenomenon.
California’s electorate has scarcely any accurate under-
standing of the fundamental education problems facing the
state. Also, citizens are generally unaware of the vast costs of
the state’s system of public education and are bewildered
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regarding the sources of revenue. The current kind of debate
regarding school policy apparently contributes little to, and
may detract from, public understanding of education issues.
Opinion-poll results supporting these assertions are dramatic.

Californians display little agreement regarding the con-
ditions of their public schools and even less knowledge of the
major issues facing education. For example, a representative
sample of respondents to a 1987 statewide survey of voters
were almost equally divided in their evaluations of schools.
Exactly 50 percent of those queried thought California
schools were getting worse or did not know. The remainder
believed that schools were getting better (21%) or staying the
same (29%). Additionally, when asked specifically about
their own community’s local schools, respondents in such
polls almostalways rank them more favorably than schools in
general throughout their state or the nation. Not so in
California where little distinction was made by respondents in
their evaluations of local schools versus the state schools
generally.

From 50 to 70 percent of those polled were apparently
unaware of major facts and issues such as the following. They
did not know nor understand the magnitude of enrollment
growth now taking place in California’s schools and the fiscal
consequences which flow from that growth. They did not
know that California’s class sizes are rated among the largest
in the nation, that approximately one-third of 9th graders in
the state drop out of school prior to graduation, that the state
is predicted to need approximately 80,000 additional teachers
over the next few years (enrollment growth plus attrition), or
that on average starting teachers are paid an average annual
salary under $21,000.

When asked about school finance matters, 56 percent of
those questioned believed property tax revenues contribute a
greatdeal to school support or they did notknow. Conversely,
65 percent think state sales taxes contribute very little or do
notknow, and 47 percent think state income taxes contribute
very little or do not know. A significant proportion of
respondents, 70 percent, cannot approximate the proportion
of school revenues contributed by federal taxes. Similarly,
only 33 percent could correctly estimate the revenue propor-
tion stemming from the state lottery. Most respondents, 52
percent, think lottery contributions are larger than the three
percent they actually represent. Fifteen percent admitted they
do not know what the lottery contributed.

Itisnoteasy to explain the degree of public ignorance and
confusion. There are few baseline data against which to
compare the above-described poll results. It is possible that
Californians have always been perplexed by school financing
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arrangements and education issues. However, it is also
reasonable to posit that the unusual number of alterations in
school financing over the last two decades, as state govern-
ment has responded to policy shocks such as the Serrano
decision, Proposition 13, and the Gann limit, have rendered
school financing a particularly challenging public information
dimension.

The school finance pattern prior to Serrano had been in
place for approximately 50 years. In contrast to such stability,
in the decade and a half since the 1973 Serrano trial court
decision, the state has had five distinctly different school
finance plans. Enactmentof the lottery initiative in 1985 could
not have done much to clarify the issue in the public’s mind.
Now that lottery proceeds intended for school support are
folded into the main body of state education funding, and no
longer serve as a specific addition, the public may be even
further confused regarding school financing.

Presently, California citizens appear woefully underin-
formed regarding school matters. Public uncertainty and
ignorance render rational decision making difficult in a de-
mocracy. This condition, when coupled with the previously
described concentration of power at the state level, tight
linkage between school funding and the state’s overall econ-
omy, and the more intense politicization of education issues,
renders this a particuarly unstable period in the external
political and economic environment of public schools.

WHAT ARE THE CONSEQUENCES?

A major consequence of the erosion of policy consensus
and relatively recent alterations in California school govern-
ance and finance is to inject added uncertainty and instability
into the operation of local districts and schools. In addition to
whatever specific local circumstances prevail, school board
members and education professionals now must also contend
with state and national economic trends and state politics. As
a result, school revenues cannot easily be projected from one
year to the next. Moreover, in that the mix of state-appropri-
ated categorical versus general aid funding has become an
increasingly complicated and controversial matter, local dis-
tricts cannot now easily predict which programs will continue.

Local school district officials and employees often see
themselves as insecure pawns in astate-level game of political
chess. For example, if a district has good reason to fear that a
state revenue reduction is in the offing, it begins a game of
organizational Russian roulette. Employee layoff letters must
be distributed to comply with a statutory specification for
advance notice. Under current conditions the letters are
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usually withdrawn when a state-proposed funding cut or
program reduction is restored.

Whereas this procedure may appear at a distance to be
legally tidy or bureancratically responsible, it creates practical
planning nightmares to district officials and engenders per-
sonal animosity and insecurity on the part of teachers. School
districts are legally obligated to bargain with employees over
salaries and fringe benefits. However, they are not in control
of their own revenues and thus may not be able either to
negotiate the contractual provisions they believe appropriate
for their school community or fully comply with such provi-
sions if they do.

The uncertain nature of school finance and the halting
character of state school policy formation discourages sys-
tematic planning on the part of local school officials. They can
come to view their decisional world as sufficiently capricious
and beyond their control as to impede the systematic analyses
and strategic planning they should undertake in order to utilize
resources effectively and tailor school services to the prefer-
ences of their local publics.

Current education reform momentum is threatened by
these uncertain conditions and the relative inability of local
school districts to plan for the future. Forexample, new school
buildings require literally years to plan and construct. Re-
structuring a school’s curriculum depends upon the ability of
adistrict torecruit new and retrain existing teachers. Funding
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uncertainty undermines efforts such as these.

California has taken nearly a decade to recover from the
fiscal hardship initiated during the late 1970s. The education
reform movement is fragile in places, and sustained political
and fiscal buffeting adds to a sense of organizational insecu-
rity. Overcoming these conditions may necessitate rebuilding
the old or seeking a new policy consensus.

If the state is unable to overcome these complicated
structural conditions that restrain resources and inhibit con-
sensus, the progress of the current education reform move-
ment is seriously endangered. The long-run result is to
prevent the preparation of a competent work force and in-
formed electorate upon which the state’s future will crucially

depend.

! Private school enrollments are an additional 531,000 and
are expected to hold steady or decline slightly during the next
decade.

? National Education Association figures excluding capital
outlay and adjusted for national comparability. Total per-
pupil funding in California including General Fund, special
funds, and capital outlay is $4,469.

* The assumption here is 30 pupils per class and 1983 per-

pupil spending deflated to 1978 levels.



chapter 2

Capital Perspective

CandjtionsofEducariou inCalifornia 1986-87 charac-
terized the 1985-86 legislative session as marking the end of
a period of state education reform initiatives and serving as a
harbinger for future uncertainty. For the first ime since the
national resurgence of interest in education issues and the
state’s renewed emphasis on reforms and standards, there
were no fundamental structural or programmatic state initia-
tives enacted. If one judged simply from 1987, the first half
of the legislature’s two-year session, the future would appear
even more uncertain,

Faced with the specter of the Gann limit which constrains
the state’s ability to fund social services, competing public
demands from other sectors of the budget—higher education
(especially the community colleges), transportation, prisons,
and toxics, for example—and a rapidly expanding K-12
student population, the education reform agenda was placed
on a back burner as state policy makers became enmeshed in
political gridlock of the first order. Much of what transpired
in the state capital in 1987 illustrates the structural political
conflict described in the preceding chapter.

POLITICAL CLIMATE

Events in 1987 represented a breakdown in communica-
tions between the legislative and executive branches of gov-
emment. During the course of the session there were few
substantive meetings among the governor, speaker of the
Assembly, and president pro-tempore of the Senate. Experi-
enced capital observers noted that the lack of direct face-to-
face negotiations hampered efforts to construct compromises
on key education and budgetary issues that divided the
branches of government, the two houses of the legislature, and
the political parties.

In 1983, the passage of Senate Bill 813 was a bipartisan
effort with strong and sustained involvement by key members
of each legislative caucus and by the superintendent of public
instruction; and although neither the governor nor his staff
played a vital role in the development of SB 813, direct lines
of communication were established at key points in the
negotiating process. This was not the case on major issues
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wnllmgness to support any alterauon.
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~ evidence that categorical programs | wﬂl""be more.

 closely scrutinized by the governor and legislature,

.,:.i;educauon lobb}'lsts wluch has._

beginning to unravel and lts ablhty nﬁuence'

education policy is declining.

The Gann limit casts a large shadow over California
education. Voters will be asked to decide in 1988
about modifying the limit, but prospects for modifi-
cation are reduced by lack of pri\'rane-sector commit-
ment tochange and uncemmty about the govcrnor s

increasing the possibility that some lower-priority
programs will be modified or eliminated.

The recently initiated education reform momentum
is showing distinct signs of slowing. None of the
second “wave” of reforms relating to professional
issues has yet been approved.

Education policy may take a different turn in 1988-
89 as aresult of the govemor’s determination to take
a leadership role in shaping state education policy.

continued
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facing the legislature in 1987. It was lacking most notably on
one of the two most divisive issues (the other being prisons)
facing the legislature this year: disposition of the money the
governor declared as exceeding the Gann limit. The inability
toreach a timely compromise, partially caused by the absence
of normal face-to-face, good-faith negotiations, hurt educa-
tion interests.

The rebate issue also served to divide the education
lobby, with some advocates taking an all-or-nothing stance
and others arguing that a compromise should be struck so that
schools would benefit from the increased revenue that became
available during the year. It was obvious, however, that
sufficient lines of communication had not been established to
help forge such a compromise.

Ifthe relationship between Governor Deukmejian and the
legislative leadership could be characterized as negative, the
1987 relationship between the governor and Superintendent
of Public Instruction Honig was hostile. In introducing his
1987-88 budget, the governor cited multiple problems gener-
ated by an unexpected shortfall in revenue, continued his
commitment to a billion dollar “rainy day” fund, and reaf-
firmed his pledge not to raise taxes. He introduced a budget
that was far lower than his efforts of the past three years.

As introduced, the budget failed to provide for inflation-
ary growth, called for the elimination of four legislatively
popular programs, and provided that a portion of the funds
made available by this elimination be used for a reduction in
class size. In addition, the governor proposed to eliminate
funds for several state mandates, most noticeably, costs of
collective bargaining.

The state superintendent vigorously voiced his disap-
proval of the budget, saying, “I think the governor’s descrip-
tion of his budget is a misrepresentation.” He later added that
the budget represented a “disaster,” a “reversal of policy,” a
“betrayal” of earlier commitments, and that it would “jeopard-
ize the whole reform movement.” Deukmejian struck back by
calling Honig a “whiner,” a “snake oil salesman,” and a
“demagogue,” assessing Honig’s criticism as “totally irre-
sponsible” and accusing the superintendent of conducting a
“disinformation campaign.”

Honig wasted little time in mounting a statewide grass-
roots effort to lobby for additional education funding. This
effort, the California Movement for Education Reform
(CMER), is a broad-based coalition including the long list of
major education lobby groups in California. Its assignment
was:

* to advocate for sufficient funding in the

1987-88 budget
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* 1o establish a grass-roots organization to

qualify an initiative to modify the Gann
limit

* tocontinue to work for long-range, stable,

adequate funding

The formation of the committee was later characterized
by Republican leaders, after viewing a videotape produced by
CMER, as the “SMEAR” committee. There could no longer
be any doubt that the bipartisan milieu that existed during the
debate over Senate Bill 813 was gone and that education had
become a partisan issue.

Superintendent Honig’s first term in office has been
characterized as representing a broad-based bipartisan effort.
The superintendent elicited support from Republicans,
Democrats, business leaders, teachers, and parents. Partof the
key to his early success was his ability to mobilize supporters
to pressure the governor and individual lawmakers during
budget and legislative controversies. But in 1987, after
attacking the governor’s budget, Honig’s direct appeals to
Assembly Republicans for support only served to increase
hostilities.

Buttressed by reports from the auditor general, controller,
and Little Hoover Commission, the governor responded by
accusing the schools of mismanagement and blamed Honig
for his lack of leadership in addressing this issue. Honig and
Deukmejian each utilized a series of press conferences as
their major communication device, which only added to the
animosity.

After the legislature adjourned, the governor and super-
intendent defused their battle, held conciliatory discussions,
and promised to work more closely in the future. For 1987,
however, the discussions took place too late to ameliorate the
damage.

THE GANN LIMIT

No other issue so dominated state political deliberations
in 1987 as the Gann limit. The limit, designed to reduce state
and local governmental expenditures, became a reality mid-
way through the budget deliberations. The Department of
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Finance originally projected that the Gann limit would not be
activated in the current year because projected revenues were
far below original expenditure expectations. However, as
Department of Finance revenue projections were revised
upward by $1.1 billion in mid year, it became clear that all
future budgetary deliberations would be dominated by Gann
limit considerations.

State policy makers found themselves in an ironic double
bind. Asrevenues decline, more room is available for expen-
ditures within the limit, however there are insufficient reve-
nues to support additional expenditures. Moreover, as reve-
nues increase—normally a positive political occurrence—the
Gann limit is implemented, effectively destroying the ability
of state and local governmental entities to expend the newly
found largesse. In effect, whether revenues rise or fall, the
state is unable to expand existing programs.

This bleak scenario is brightened somewhat by the state’s
ability to redirect or redefine expenditures in such a way that
additional revenues can be expended, if there is agreement on
how that is to be done by the legislature and governor. Cheered
by the hope that such a change could be made and was
politically feasible, early reaction to the increase in projected
revenues was elation. The governor's budget could now fully
fund the cost-of-living adjustment, proposed reductions could
be eliminated or substantially modified, and there was hope in
the education community that because local school districts
still had local capacity within their limits, the state could
subvene these dollars to schools and possibly fund new reform
initiatives,

These hopes were short-lived. The governor announced
his intention to follow “the will of the people” in enacting the
Gann limit and pledged to return $700 million of the newly
found surplus in the form of a rebate to taxpayers. In an
attempt to use a portion of the money for schools, the governor
also proposed that of the remaining $400 million, $160 million
could be subvened to schools. Both the rebate and the
increased allowance for expenditure required statutory au-
thorization,

Normally the prospect of an additional $160 million
would be a pleasant one, but the needs of the schools were
viewed as great. Education advocates, most notably the
superintendent of public instruction, argued that all or a
substantial portion of the $700 million ought to go to the
schools. The superintendent was joined by education lobby-
ists and the Democratic leadership of both houses. The
governor and Assembly Republicans were equally committed
that the $700 million should all go toward rebates.

The form of the rebate was also an issue, with the
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govemor asserting that it should be returned to those who paid
it, i.e., proportional to taxes paid. The Democrats contended
that, if there had to be a rebate, it should be redistributional,
i.e., either a flat amount or a reduction of the sales tax for a
limited period. The legislature expeditiously passed SB 63,
authored by Senators Roberti and Lockyer, which would have
reallocated the $700 million to schools. The govemnor just as
expeditiously vetoed it.

When the June 30 deadline for determining the amount of
the Gann limit surplus passed, the legislature was unable to
convince the governor that all the surplus should go to schools,
and the governor was unable to persuade the legislature to
approve his plan for a combination rebate-school support
proposal.

In arguing for the full amount of the rebate, supporters of
increased education expenditures believed that the public
would rally to their cry for additional school funds and that a
massive response from the people would force the governor
and Assembly Republicans to drop their plans for a rebate.
This strategy failed. First, the general public did not respond
with sufficient pressure on the governor to cause him to
reverse his position. Nor was the education lobby able to
make any inroads into the loyal base of support the governor
enjoys among Assembly Republicans. Even Senate Republi-
cans who had been at the forefront of the original reform effort
rallied around their governor on this issue.

Second, the business community, which was an active
participantin the first reform effort, played no discernible role
in this dispute and in fact tended to support the governor’s
position. Business officials began to echo the governor’s
allegations of mismanagement of the schools and to raise
questions about the effectiveness of the reform movement.

The strategy was clearly agamble and, atleast in the short
term, the gamble failed. Schools did not receive any of the
$1.1 billion in new money, thus necessitating further reduc-
tions in the final state budget presented to the governor.
Governor Deukmejian ultimately won the battle over the
nature of the rebate as well when the legislature, responding
to the threat of a Republican-sponsored initiative that would
have placed the question of a rebate on the ballot, agreed to a
planclosely paralleling that originally proposed by the gover-
nor. The governor ultimately agreed to restore previous
reductions in education urban impact money totaling $60
million as part of the compromise package involving the
question of the redistribution of the rebate.

Normally, in matters of great public import such as tax
relief, prisons, and support for schools, the legislature and
governor are able to design acceptable compromises. But in
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this case the stormy relationship between a Republican gov-
emor and Democratic leadership in the legislature, as well as
the protracted dispute between the govemor and superinten-
dent of public instruction, produced a climate ill-suited to
compromise. Frustrated school district officials watched this
scenario play out without effective involvement. They were,
for the most part, merely spectators in a much larger drama.

The Gann limit will continue to dominate state-level
public policy for the foreseeable future, unless revenues take
anunexpected nosedive (in itself a sorry prospect) or the Gann
limitis repealed (highly unlikely) oramended. Several efforts
are underway to modify the limit, primarily focused on
altering the applicable inflation factor and the definition of
population, the effect of which will be to increase allowable
expenditures for state and local government entities, but the
prospects for change are highly uncertain,

Attempts to amend the Gann limit may also founder on
the unwillingness of public-sector proponents for change to
appease the business community. The latter is generally
supportive of a modification of Gann to define gas taxes and
taxes on the sale of gasoline as user fees but is concerned about
going beyond that limited purpose. The governor’s position
on possible amendments to the limit will obviously play an
important role. He has historically opposed attempts to
modify the limit but has recently expressed a willingness to
reconsider that position after careful study.

THE EDUCATION COALITION

Forapproximately 15 years, education politics in Califor-
nia have been heavily influenced by a coalition of lobbyists.
Their frequent willingness to put aside the primacy of their
specific interests for the good of the whole has been a
hallmark of capital politics since the group’s creation. There
are signs that this coalition is beginning to unravel and that its
ability to influence education policy is declining. There are
several contributing factors.

First, the superintendent of public instruction, elected
initially without the support of the members of this education-
based group, campaigned on a platform calling for massive
school reforms. He followed with a powerful and popularly
appealing reform agenda and used his considerable public
relations talents and persuasive ability to build support for his
agenda. As long as he was successful in garnering additional
support for the schools, the education lobby was willing to
support, at least tacitly, his initiatives. For the most part, the
education lobby moved from central stage to a supporting role
for the superintendent.
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As the superintendent moved to the more difficult second
“wave” of reform issues, those involving the quality of teach-
ers and the quality of the teaching environment, it became
clear that to implement those reforms he must have the
approval and active support of the education lobby. This
becomes increasingly difficult as there is little agreement
among the lobby about appropriate approaches. For example,

. increased roles for teachers in school decision making may

mean decreased roles for administrators and board members.
There is not even agreement among teacher groups on key
issues.

Second, there are signs that rank-and-file membership of
the education lobbies are becoming more and more restive
with the notion that they must submerge their own special
interests for the welfare of the whole. This is not aremarkable
trait for special interest groups. What is remarkable is that this
effort at sustaining a coalition succeeded so well for so long.

Three examples of the unraveling of the coalition bear
mentioning. Assembly Bill 660, authored by Assemblyman
Leonard and sponsored by the United Teachers of Los Ange-
les (UTLA), proposed to amend the “S0 percent law,” the law
that requires that 50 percent of the “current expense for
education” be expended for classroom instruction. The bill
simply proposed that 50 percent be changed to 60 percent.
Without substantial additional funds, school districts would
be forced to reduce or eliminate other portions of the budget
tomeet the new requirement. Simply put, more teachers could
mean fewer counselors, fewer librarians, fewer nurses, fewer
classified employees, or a combination of these.

Introduction of this legislation was supported by the
California Teachers Association (CTA) and opposed by the
California School Boards Association (CSBA), the Associa-
tion of California School Administrators (ACSA), the Califor-
nia School Employees Association (CSEA), and the Services
Employees International Union (SEIU). The combination of
a teacher-advocated proposal and a powerful and influential
Republican author posed a possibility of passage and threw the
coalition into disarray. The legislation was not successful, but
atthe same time that the important issues of the budgetand the
rebate were being debated in the legislature, education lobby-
ists were battling among themselves, which they had been
largely able to avoid in the past.

A second example was a proposal by the governor, also
carried by Assemblyman Leonard, that would have allowed
local school districts to redirect a number of existing categori-
cal funds to reduce class size. This bill was supported by
several school superintendents. Proponents of the categorical
programs—Democrats in the legislature who had historically
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supported the notion that the state should direct the expendi-
ture of these funds to meet the needs of selected groups and
urban school districts—were angered.

A third sign of splintering occurred when three of the
education lobby groups (CSBA, SEIU, and the PTA), con-
cerned at the prospect that the rebate issue was gridlocked,
called a press conference urging that a compromise proposal
be adopted in which some of the rebate money would be
allocated for education purposes.

In addition, the education lobby’s efforts to gain a bigger
piece of the fiscal pie were distracted by urban and rural
district efforts to restore reductions in the 1987-88 budget for
categorical programs that affected urban districts (Urban
Impact Aid and Meade Aid) and small districts (small school
transportation allowance). The inability of the education
lobby to alter the outcome on the issues relating to the budget
and the rebate, and growing signs of discord among key
education support groups, presented a picture of adivided and
weakened lobbying force for education.

CATEGORICAL AID

Historically, California school finance has accommo-
dated the often conflicting legislative tendency to earmark
funds for specific purposes (e.g., Miller-Unruh Reading Pro-
gram) or specific student populations (e.g., special education,
gifted, bilingual) with the desire of districts to retain local
control over their expenditures. These categorical programs,
with different degrees of specificity, limit local district discre-
tion in their expenditure. There has always been some tension
between advocates of local control and advocates of direct
state intervention. For the most part consensus has slowly
evolved on the appropriate balance between these sometimes
conflicting goals, often by increasing funds for both.

However, as resources become scarce, difficult choices
must be made, and there is growing evidence that categorical
programs will be more closely scrutinized by the governorand
legislature, with modification and elimination of some lower
priority programs a distinct possibility. For the most part, the
governor has been less supportive of categorical programs
than of general aid. His budgets have provided smaller
inflation adjustments for categoricals than for the general
program. On this, as on many other issues, the governor is in
a strong political position.

Chapter 1270 of 1983 specifies thata number of categori-
cal programs would “sunset” unless legislation was enacted to
extend or repeal the date of their termination. Even if the
legislature does not continue the program under review, the
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program does not actually terminate. Instead, funding “shall
continue for the general purposes of the program as specified
in the provisions relating to its establishment and operation.”
Any funds appropriated are to be used for the intended
purposes of the program, but relevant statutes and regulations
(with some specific exemptions) cease to be effective. The
sunset provision is designed to provide the legislature and
governor with an opportunity to conduct a comprehensive
review of the effectiveness of each program.

The two-thirds vote requirement to override vetoes,
combined with the loyalty of Republican legislators, enables
the governor to act with virtual impunity on the reauthoriza-
tion of these programs. While specific legislation to abolish
categorical programs would be doomed to failure in the
normal legislative process, the sunset provisions place the
governor in position to effectively control the conditions
under which modifications to existing programs are made or
even to abolish programs he believes are of lower priority.

The extent of the governor’s prerogatives on this issue
was effectively brought home by recent attempts to reauthor-
ize several categorical programs, most notably the Bilingual
Education Act. The governor, at the urging of Assembly
Republicans in 1986, vetoed Assembly Speaker Willie
Brown’s AB 2813, which would have extended the effective
date of the bilingual act, along with several other categorical
programs. A new measure, AB 37, was introduced in 1987
extending the sunset date for an additional five years for seven
categorical programs (School Improvement Program, Eco-
nomic Impact Aid, Miller-Unruh, Special Education, Gifted
and Talented Education, Native American Indian Education,
and Bilingual Education). Assembly Republicans, disturbed
by what they perceived to be the overly prescriptive nature of
the provisions relating to bilingual education, unanimously
signed aletter to the governor requesting a veto. The governor
responded by vetoing AB 37 and calling for new attempts to
forge an acceptable legislative compromise.

The governor apparently can resist indefinitely until he
gets the provisions he desires. As a clue to a direction the
debate may take, Assemblyman Ross Johnson introduced
legislation abolishing all categoricals and redirecting the
money saved for whatever purposes local districts may
choose. Although the bill has no chance of passage, it may
portend a future effort to liberalize the purposes for which
categorical aid can be used. This strikes a responsive chord
among some administrators and trustees who have bristled at
the growing state intervention in local prerogatives. This idea
also seems to be of interest to members of the governor’s
Commission on Educational Quality.
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THE ENHANCED ROLE OF THE GOVERNOR

Events of 1987 point to an entirely new and largely
uncharted course for education in California. Casting the
largest shadow is the Gann limit. Even if a new consensus on
reform and additional dollars for schools were forged, the
limit, unless changed or repealed, makes the prospects for
renewal dim. Voters will be asked to decide in 1988 about any
modifications to the limit, but pmbspecls for its modification
are reduced by the lack of private-sector commitment to
change and uncertainty about the governor’s willingness to
support any alteration. Without successful voter modification
of the limit, there are still statutory changes which could
occur, but that would require the kind of legislative-guberna-
torial cooperation that recently has been conspicuous by its
absence.

The recently enacted and barely begun education reform
effort is showing definite signs of slowing. None of the
second “wave” of reforms has been approved. Moreover,
impatience with the magnitude of current change, skepticism
about school management practices, and concern about mas-
sive costs of additional reform have combined to convince the
governor that he must play a leadership role in education
policy development. He will be unwilling to do as he has in
the past, that is, react to proposals developed largely without
his participation by the education lobby, the legislature, and
the state superintendent.

In 1987 the governor actively entered into the debate
about the future of California education. He has promised that
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he will have a program for education reform. To thatend the
governor appointed a 15-member commission charged with
the responsibility of creating a different vision for California
schools. The governor’s commission’s objectives are:
* to identify specific reforms and education
techniques that have been proven to work
in California’s exemplary schools and de-
velop a plan to apply them statewide in all
schools
* to simplify the complex school funding
formulas that now exist and examine the
effectiveness of California’s special cate-
gorical education programs
= tomake school districts and state education
officials more accountable for sound finan-
cial planning and management practices
* toexplore the use of financial incentives to
encourage school compliance with both
reforms and sound management practices
* to evaluate the need for greater school
safety and suggest additional steps to rid
school campuses of crime, drugs, and de-
linquency
The commission issued a preliminary report on December 18,
1987. A final report is due in 1988. Much of the future
direction of education in this state, the nature and fate of the
reform effort, the decline or fall of categorical aid, and the
increase or decrease of local control and accountability will be
influenced by this endeavor.



chapter 3

Enrollment and Student

Characteristics

In 1986-87, 122,000 more students attended California
public schools than attended in 1985-86, including 71,000
additional Hispanics and 25,000 additional Asians. In 1987-
88, total K-12 enrollment reached 4.4 million, which repre-
sents a 2.3 percent increase over the previous year and an 8.8
percent increase since 1981-82, the low point of K-12 enroll-
ment in the 1980s. By 1996-97 California’s public school
enrollment will equal the total enrollment in the nation’s 25
smallest states.

Although enrollment is now increasing in every county,
most of the growth is occurring in seven southern and central
valley counties—San Bemnardino, Riverside, Los Angeles,
San Diego, San Joaquin, Fresno, and Sacramento. If new
schools were built to house these students, each containing 20
classrooms of 30 students, 157 new schools, or 3,100 class-
rooms, would be required for this year’s growth alone (Figure
3.1). Although some of these students can be accommodated
in existing structures, extensive construction, double ses-
sions, or year-round sessions will be required to house
California’s growing student population through the 1990s.

Over 34 percent of all K-12 students are enrolled in
California’s 25 largest school districts. Los Angeles County
alone accounts for over 1.3 million pupils, more than one-
fourth of all California students. Another quarter of the state’s
students (1.1 million) live in Orange, San Diego, San Bemar-
dino, and Santa Clara counties. Of these, only Santa Clara
County is in the northern part of the state.

Enrollment in Califomnia is unevenly distributed across
grade levels (Figure 3.2). The largest groups of students are
enrolled in kindergarten and 1st grade, with another peak in
9th and 10th grades. In fact, the enrollment increase in 9th
grade accounted for 33 percent of public school growth in
1986-87. Compared with 1985-86, there were substantially
more students at every level in 1986-87, except in grades 8, 9,
and 10. Nevertheless, high school dropout rates reduce totals
for the 11th and 12th grades.
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+  Enrollment for cIememary and secondary pu'
schonls is prOJected o teach 5.55 rmihou b)*1996—
9L . '
= Student entollrnent is mcreasmg in every co

o Cahfomla, with the heaviest enrollment growth :ﬁ
concentrated in the southern part of the state. Ifnew
schools were built to accommodate the growth i

23 percent ma'easa over 1986-87

new schools (or 3, 100 new classrooms) WO ld"be
required for 1988-89 growth alone. o
The largest enroliment growth is at the elemnmry :

level. Elementary enrollment is expected to in-

crease from three million in 1986 to four million by
1996.
Approximately 531,000 students attended private

- schoolsin the state in 1986-87, which u-amlams mto
- 10.8 percent of total school enrollment. .
The number of students who drop out or otherwi

leave school remains high. Enrollmentin thisyear's
12th grade class totaled just 77.2 percent of enroll-
ment in last year’s 11th grade class.

The percentage of racial and ethnic minority stu-
dents has increased consistently since 1967. Eighty
percent of newly enrolled students in 1986-87 were
Hispanic or Asian. By 1988-89, California public
school enrollments will be composed of a “majority
of minorities.”
Nearly one-quarter of California students speak a
language other than English. Half of these students
are English-proficient and half are limited-English-

continued
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FIGURE 3.1 Additional Operating Costs and Classrooms Needed Due to Increases in Average Daily Attendance
(ADA), 1988-1997

Added
Additional Operating Costs Additional
Year ADA (millions) Classrooms!
88-89 120,100 560.9 3,132
89-90 142,200 693.9 3,961
90-91 179,600 915.9 5,184
91-92 151,300 801.7 5,633
92-93 167,600 1,051.6 5472
93-94 154,600 1,018.5 5,247
94-95 130,700 905.8 4,891
95-96 121,300 887.8 4,337
96-97 112,100 868.0 3,896

" Thirty students per classroom, ADA adjusted downward to reflect enrollment increases demanding additional space. ADA
is higher than enrollment in this instance because it includes summer school, adult education, ROC/P, and county offices not
included in the fall enrollment count.

SOURCE: PACE analysis based on Commission on State Finance Annual Long-Term General Fund Forecast, Spring 1987.

FIGURE 3.2 Public K-12 Enrollment by Grade
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SOURCE: California Department of Finance, Population Research Unit.
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Most enrollment growth is occurring at the elementary
level, 4.1 percent for grades K-8 versus 0.3 percent for grades
9-12. The largest percentage increases occurred in grades K-
4 (Figure 3.3). In addition, elementary enrollment is growing
faster than in previous years. This year’s 4.1 percent increase
compares to last year’s 2.8 percentrise. Enrollment increases
will continue in elementary grades as the children of the baby-
boom cohort move into higher grades. However, since upper
elementary enrollment is now lower than current secondary
enrollment, enrollment decreases in secondary schools will
continue over the short term. In 1990, secondary enrollment
will begin to increase once more.

ConprTIONS OF EDUCATION IN CALIFORNIA 1988

Secondary enrollment grew more slowly in 1986-87 (0.3
percent) than in 1985-86, when it was 1.8 percent. Larger 11th
and 12th grade classes result from larger cohorts passing
through these grades. Percentages of students who drop out or
otherwise leave school remain high. This year’s 12th grade
class was 77.2 percent of last year’s 11th grade. The current
11th grade is 92.9 percent of the 1985-86 10th grade. The
number of students enrolled in 12th grade in 1986-87 was
101,475 fewer than would have been expected from the 1984-
85 10th grade enroliment of 352,756 students, an attrition rate
of 28.8 percent.

Eleventh grade enrollment may appear artificially high.

FIGURE 3.3 Public K-12 Enrollment by Grade, 1980-81 to 1986-87

Percent Change Percent Change
1980-81 1981-82 1985-86 1986-87 Between 1981-82  Between 1985-86

Level Enrollment Enrollment Enrollment Enrollment and 1986-87* and 1986-87
K-12 4,076,421 4,046,156 4,255,554 4,377,989 82 29

K 288,101 300,239 360,210 380,608 26.8 5.7

1 291,179 298,341 350,046 374,272 25.5 6.9

2 278,041 287,652 325,825 343,780 19.5 25

3 285,299 282,464 320,083 330,354 17.0 32

4 305,299 290,323 308,202 325,902 11.5 5.7

5 319,418 310,874 303,277 314,258 1.1 3.6

6 315,095 324,324 299,902 308,678 4.3 29

7 304,795 322,264 304,180 312,983 -29 29

8 302,739 307,429 307,778 304,787 -9 -1.0
Other Elementary 67,201 45,878 47,202 50,062 9.1 6.1
Subtotal

Elementary 2,757,708 2,769,788 2,926,705 3,045,684 10.0 4.1

9 327,029 326,143 363,733 348,672 6.9 -4.1

10 332,489 334,287 367,941 363,756 8.8 -1.1

11 317,141 311,518 325,690 341,809 9.7 49

12 274,831 280,818 243,398 251,281 -10.5 3.2
Other Secondary 67,223 23,602 28,087 26,787 13.5 4.6
Subtotal

Secondary 1,318,713 1,276,368 1,328,849 1,332,305 44 0.3

*The year 1981-82 represents the recent low point of K-12 enrollment. Comparisons of enrollment growth using 1981-82

as a base more accurately reflect total enrollment growth experienced in the 1980s.

SOURCE: California Basic Educational Data System (CBEDS).
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One possible explanation centers around administration of the
California Assessment Program (CAP) test. Under new state
regulations, many schools have redefined their technical re-
quirements for becoming a “senior.” Asa result, students who
would formerly have been classified as seniors are now some-
times counted as juniors. The percentage of students moving
from 9th to 10th grade increased slowly over the past 10 years,
as did the percentage moving from 10th to 11th grade. In
contrast, the percentage moving from 11th to 12th grade
declined 10 percent, with the largest declines in the last three
years, the period during which new testing requirements have
been in force. During the same period, the percentage of
seniors actually graduating increased from 86 percent in 1981
to 94 percent in 1985. Either students, reclassified to avoid
testing, are graduating six months later, or the reclassification
reduces the senior class to that proportion most likely to
graduate.

ENROLLMENT PROJECTIONS

Elementary enrollment is expected to increase from 3
million in 1986 to 4 million in 1996. During the same period,
enrollment in grades 9 to 12 is expected to increase from 1.3

FIGURE 3.4

Number of Students
(millions)

61
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million to 1.6 million. By 1996, 16,600 more students will be
enrolled in elementary schools (K-8) than were enrolled in all
public schools (K-12) in 1981. The State Department of
Finance anticipates that an additional 1.35 million students
(equal to the current enrollment in Los Angeles County) will
attend public schools in 1996 compared with 1986, a 25
percent increase (Figure 3.4). Peak enrollment in 1st grade is
anticipated in 1993, after which enrollment is expected to
decline once again. This is based on an anticipated decline in
the birth rate projected to begin in 1987.

Student populations are increasing most rapidly in south-
em and central valley counties (Figure 3.5). The largest rates
of growth are predicted to occur in the following counties:
Riverside (62.7%), San Bemardino (58.0%), San Joaquin
(55.6%), Kemn (42.2%), Sacramento (42.1%), Stanislaus
(38.7%), Tulare (35.7%), and Fresno (35.5%). Thesecounties
also have large proportions of Hispanics.

While Los Angeles County student enrollment is pre-
dicted to increase by “only” 24.8 percent between 1986 and
1996, this represents more than 300,000 new students, a
monumental increase in absolute numbers for one county to
absorb. In the next 10 years, Los Angeles County will require
an additional 10,000 classrooms (30 students per class) to

Public School Enrollment Trends and Projections

75 76 77 78 79 80 81 82 83 84 85 86 87 88 89 90 91 92 93 94 95 96

Year

[ Secondary Elementary

SOURCE: California Department of Finance, Population Research Unit.



FIGURE 3.5 Projected Enrollment Increases by County: North, Central, and Southern
California, 1987-1992

Los Angeles
Orange

160000 T Riverside

140000 |

120000 T San Bemadinc
Enrollment 1 Sacramento
Growth 100000

80000 + Fresno San Joaquin San Diego

60000 T Alameda Kem |

-20000 N s O v

Northern California Central California Southern California

Note: Northern California = counties of Butte, Colusa, Del Norte, Glenn, Humboldt, Lake, Lassen, Mendocino, Modoc, Nevada, Plumas, Shasta, Sierra, Siskiyou,
Sutter, Tehama, Trinity, and Yuba.

Central California = counties of Alameda, Alpine, Amador, Calaveras, Contra Costa, El Dorado, Fresno, Inyo, Kings, Madera, Marin, Mariposa, Merced, Mono,
Monterey, Napa, Placer, Sacramento, San Benito, San Francisco, San Joaquin, San Mateo, Santa Clara, Santa Cruz, Solano, Sonoma, Stanislaus, Tulare,
Tuolomne, and Yolo.

Southern California = counties of Imperial, Kern, Los Angeles, Orange, Riverside, San Bernadino, San Diego, San Luis Obispo, Santa Barbara, and Ventura.

SOURCE: PACE analysis of California Department of Finance data.
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house these students.

By comparison, enrollment in the five San Francisco Bay
Area counties and in the counties of Northern California is
expected to increase less rapidly. While enroliment growth is
a key characteristic of California education, growth is much
more rapid in Southern California and in central valley coun-
ties than in the northern part of the state.

PRIVATE SCHOOL ENROLLMENT

In 1986-87, there were approximately 531,000 students
enrolled in California private schools, a decrease of approxi-
mately 6,000 students from 1985-86. Figure 3.6 displays the
relationship between private school enrollment and total en-
rollment. The proportion of students enrolled in private
schools increased to a peak of 11.7 percent in 1983 but
declined in each of the next three years. Figure 3.7 indicates
that this is the result of relatively stable private school enroll-
ment during a period of rising public school enrollment. In
fact, the number of students attending private school de-
creased somewhat between 1985-86 and 1986-87 in all grades
except kindergarten and 11-12 (Figure 3.8).

23

With a private school enrollment of over 207,000, Los
Angeles County accounts for approximately 39 percent of all
students attending private schools. This high percentage not
only reflects the concentration of total population in Southern
California but also indicates that private schools are them-
selves disproportionately concentrated in the southern part of
the state.

More than twice as many kindergarten students as seniors
attend private schools. This pattern probably reflects both
preference and price issues. Many families prefer to send their
children to private schools for preschool and early elementary
and subsequently transfer them into public schools. Some of
this difference may be associated with the fact that private
schools frequently provide childcare in addition to instruc-
tional services, (At least one suburban public school district
observed that fewer out-of-district permits were requested
when public schools provided school-site childcare.)

Private school costs also increase by grade level, thus
making private secondary education more expensive than its
elementary counterpart. However, as Figure 3.8 shows,
private school enrollment in grades 11 and 12 increased
between 1985 and 1986. Many parents apparently believe that

FIGURE 3.6 Private Enrollment as a Percent of Total Enrollment, 1975-86

Percent
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Year

11.6
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SOURCE: California Basic Educational Data System (CBEDS).
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FIGURE3.7  Trends in California Public and Private School Enrollment, 1976 through 1996
Number of Students
(millions)

7

. Public

———— o ———O——O—  Private

SOURCE: California Department of Finance.

FIGURE 3.8  Private School Enrollment by Grade
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the additional expense of secondary tuition is warranted, since
enrollment in grades 11 and 12 exceeded what would have
been expected using grade progression ratios alone.

Just over 75 percent of students enrolled in private
schools attend church-affiliated schools. Of those students,
61.6 percent (or 46 percent of all private school students)
attend Roman Catholic schools; this percentage is down from
61.9 percent in 1984-85.

It is difficult to predict how the relationship between
private and public school enrollment will evolve. A larger
percentage of school-age children are from poor, minority,
and immigrant families, which historically have been under-
represented in private schools. Nevertheless, Hispanic fami-
lies, even those with low incomes, have often preferred to send
their children to parochial schools. As the proportion of
Hispanics in the total population increases, private school
enrollment may also increase if neighborhood parochial
schools are available.

In addition, black families increasingly send their chil-
dren to parochial schools, even though frequently they are not
themselves Catholic, in order to obtain what may be perceived
asan education superior to that offered in local public schools.

25

Thus, the effect of the increasing proportion of children from
poor, minority, and immigrant families on private school
enrollment may be mixed. The trend of the recent past, during
which public school enrollment has increased while private
school enrollment has declined both in absolute numbers and
as a percentage of total enrollment, may not continue.

MINORITY ENROLLMENT

Ethnic and racial minorities compose an increasingly
large number and proportion of California’s public school
enrollment. In 1986-87, 2.1 million students, or 49 percent of
total public K-12 enrollment, were members of racial or ethnic
minority groups.

Indeed, as Figure 3.9 indicates, the percentage of racial
and ethnic minority students enrolled in California’s public
schools has increased consistently since 1967. Further, in
recent years minority students have accounted for the bulk of
new enrollment. Eighty percent of newly enrolled students in
1986-87 were either Hispanic or Asian. While the rate of
minority enrollment growth seems to be declining, minorities
asapercentof total enrollment would exceed 50 percent today

FIGURE 3.9 Growth in Minority Enrollment as Percent of Total

Enrollment, 1967 to 1987

Percent

1967 1969 1971 1973 1975 1977
Year

0

1979 1981 83 1985 1986 87

SOURCE: Department of Finance, Population Research Unit.
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if minority dropout rates were not so high. The white, non-
Hispanic majority is currently 51 percent, falling from just
over 70 percent in 1971. This number is likely to fall below
50 percent by next year, making California public school
enrollment composed of a “majority of minorities.”

The percentage of minority enrollment differs by grade
level. Itis above 50 percent in elementary grades and drops
toits lowest pointin 12th grade. Figure 3.10 demonstrates that
the minority composition of school enrollment changed
markedly between 1971 and 1986. The proportion of blacks
is virtually unchanged at just over 9 percent. Hispanic
representation increased from 16 percent in 1971 to 29.6
percent in 1986.

The largest rate of increase in school enrollment is for
students of Asian and Pacific Island backgrounds, followed
by Hispanics. Filipino enrollment also has been growing at a
rapid rate. Although still a relatively small proportion of total
enrollment, Asian and Pacific Islander enrollment has in-
creased most rapidly, from 2.2 percent to 7.5 percent of the
total, or approximately 240 percent. Filipino enrollment
increased from 1.1 percent to 2 percent of total student
population,

CoNDITIONS OF EDUCATION IN CALIFORNIA 1988

Preliminary reports from the Los Angeles County Office
of Education indicate that in 1987 there was a substantial
decline in districts with large Hispanic enrollments.! It re-
mains to be seen whether students have gone to other districts,
are remaining home, or have returned to Mexico with their
families because of the 1987 immigration law. Although the
new immigration law may result in a lower rate of increase in
the near term, political and economic instability in Latin
America and the Philippines may once again lead to increas-
ing enrollment from these areas in the future.

While there has been much discussion of the performance
of minorities in the public school system, little analysis has
been conducted of minority performance disaggregated by
generation and by rural/urban origins. These kinds of analy-
ses are important because new immigrants need to learn both
anew language and anew culture before being able to perform
well in school. The difficulty of this task is often compounded
if immigrants are from rural as opposed to urban areas.

As Conditions of Education in California, 1986-87 re-
ported, attendance rates and performance for students of
Mexican descent improve each year toward the norm for all
Californians. Enrollment in public elementary and secondary

FIGURE 3.10 Percent of Total K-12 Enrollment by Ethnic Group,

1971-72 and 1986-87
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SOURCE: California Basic Educational Data System (CBEDS).
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schools for children of Mexican-born parents reflects the
norm for all Californians by the second generation. Similar
data for other immigrant subgroups could help identify enroll-
ment patterns and trends across generations and disentangle
long-term effects from short-term difficulties shared by all
new immigrants.

LANGUAGE MINORITIES

Reflecting the diversity of California’s public school
student population, about one-quarter of enrolled students
speak a language other than English. About half of these
students are English-proficient and half are limited-English-
proficient (LEP). Approximately 13 percent of students
(600,000) were limited-English-proficient in 1987. The
majority of these students—&67.6 percent—attended school in
nine southern counties. Los Angeles County alone enrolled
more than 240,000 LEP students, accounting for 46 percent of
the statewide total. The vast majority of students speak
Spanish as their first language, as Figure 3.11 indicates.

Figure 3.12 displays the rapid, steady growth in the
number of LEP students in California’s public schools over
the past decade. The number has nearly tripled from about
230,000 in 1977 to approximately 600,000 in 1987. While
approximately 50,000 students become English-proficient
each school year (or are reclassified as English-proficient),
more than 70,000 LEP students enroll in kindergarten each
year, and additional students are identified as limited-Eng-
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lish-proficient in upper grades.

The number of LEP students will almost certainly con-
tinue to increase, at least over the next 5 to 10 years, although
the new immigration law may substantially reduce the rate of
growth, asexplained in the previous section. Predictions have
been as high as 650,000 students by 1990 and almost 900,000
by the year 2000. Of course, these figures are determined to
a large degree by immigration policies and practices. If
immigration patterns change, LEP student populations will
change also.

INTER-ETHNIC DIFFERENCES IN SCHOOL
ATTENDANCE AND GRADUATION

Not only have the numbers and percentages of minority
students relative to total enrollment increased, but there has
been a steady growth, as well, in the proportion of minority
students attending racially isolated schools. Previously this
indicated racial isolation in a system dominated by white
students. Now a variety of races predominate, and soon the
entire system will be composed of a “majority of minorities.”

The number of minority students attending schools in
which minorities constituted 50 percent or more of the enroll-
ment increased from 500,000 in 1967 to 1.4 million in 1984.
The number and proportion of white students attending these
schools also increased between 1967 and 1984. The percent-
age of Hispanic students inracially isolated schools increased
from 33 percent to 48 percent.

FIGURE 3.11 Number of Limited-English-Proficient Students by Primary Language,

1987 (thousands)

/ Spanish

Vietnamese
Cantonese 19.8
Tagalog 144
Cambodian 15.7
Language Korean 10.7
Lao 10.3
Mandarin 73
Japanese 4.1

449.3

Number LEP

SOURCE: State Department of Education, Bilingual Education Unit.
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FIGURE 3.12 Growth in Number of Limited-English-Proficient Students in

California's Public Schools, 1977-1987
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SOURCE: California State Department of Education.

The percentage of black students attending racially iso-
lated schools also increased, from 75 percent in 1967 to 77
percent in 1984. However, blacks are becoming a relatively
smaller proportion of California’s minority student popula-
tion.

When statistics were first compiled in 1967, 49 percent of
California’s minority students attended schools in which
minority enrollment exceeded 50 percent. In 1984, 70 percent
of California’s minority students were enrolled in racially
isolated schools in 355 districts. In 1967, 987 schools were
racially isolated, compared with 2,694 in 1984. The number
of districts having racially isolated schools increased from 212
in 1967 to 355 in 1984, a 67 percent increase. However, the
minority student proportion of total enrollment in racially
isolated schools has declined in the intervening 17 years.

For the state as a whole, the proportion of graduates
differs substantially by ethnic group. This can be seen when
graduates are compared with corresponding 10th grade enroll-
ment (Figure 3.13). Approximately 50 percent of both black
and Hispanic students enrolled in 10th grade in 1984-85 failed
to graduate from high school three years later. That compares
with 19 percent of Asian and 29 percent of white students.

The proportions of high school graduates from various
ethnic groups that meet University of California and Califor-
nia State University entrance requirements is discussed in
chapter 6, Curriculum and Special Programs.

This issue is not of merely academic or political interest.
Nationally, higher dropout rates and lower performance have
been observed in schools in which minority and poor students
predominate. This is also true in California districts with high
proportions (more than 50 percent) of enrollment of students
from minority groups. Furthermore, adjusted lifetime income
for a high school dropout has been estimated to be $187,000
less for males and $122,000 less for females than for high
school graduates.> Additional costs in lost tax revenues and
welfare and unemployment expenditures can be traced to the
individual and social costs of dropping out.

If only half of the seniors who failed to graduate with their
high school class in 1986-87 had completed school, and if the
graduates were equally distributed between male and female,
then an additional $1.7 billion in adjusted lifetime income
might have been anticipated for California’s economy. If half
of the 1984-85 10th grade class members who failed to gradu-
ate with their high school class in 1986-87 had completed
school, then an additional $9.6 billion in adjusted lifetime
income might have been anticipated. These computations are
based on several critical assumptions regarding the state’s
overall economy and the nature of the individuals dropping
out. However, these figures suggest the range of funds that
might be considered in establishing cost effective dropout
prevention programs.
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FIGURE 3.13 Tenth Graders (1984-85) and Graduates (1986-87) by Ethnic Group
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FAMILY COMPOSITION AND INCOME

Despite widespread impressions to the contrary, the vast
majority of California children—about 75 percent—live in
households where two parents are present. About one in five
California children lives in households where only the mother
is present, a figure which also holds for the nation and which
has shown only a small increase in recent years. However, for
children in poverty, only half live in two-parent families.

There are sharp differences in this aspect of family
structure among the major ethnic groups in California that are
not simply a reflection of socioeconomic status. Seventy-
eight percent of white children live in families where both
parents are present. The figure is even higher for Asians
(82%), but for Hispanics itis 72 percent and for blacks only 46
percent.

Of female headed households with achild under 18 years,
46 percent or 300,000 families lived below the poverty level

Filipino

EH tenth grade
[J graduates

Black Hispanic

in 1986. Of female headed households with children under 6
years of age, 59 percent or 161,000 had incomes below the
poverty standard. This represents a lower percentage but a
larger number than in 1977 (Table 3.14). As Table 3.15
displays, in 1986 single women with children earned less per
hour than their female counterparts with spouse and children,
and less than the average hourly wages for males and females.

As Table 3.16 indicates, median incomes for those in the
lowest income quintile fell between 1977 and 1986, while
median incomes for those in the fourth and fifth quintiles
increased much faster than the rate of inflation. A family in the
highest quintile earned $8,000 more in 1986 than in 1977. Not
only is the number of children from families earning below
poverty-level incomes increasing, their relative situation is
worse compared to a decade ago.

The proportion of California children below the poverty
line has exceeded the U.S. proportion since 1982. While both
California and U.S. proportions increased until 1982, the
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FIGURE 3.14 Women Householders Without Spouse

With Child Under18: With Child Under 6:
Below Poverty Total Number Below Poverty Total Number

1977 240,000 565,000 42.5% 105,000 168,000 62.5%
1981 239,000 583,000 41.0% 116,000 199,000 58.3%
1986 300,000 648,000 46.3% 161,000 275,000 58.5%
SOURCE: Current Population Survey, Califonia State Census Data Center.
FIGURE 3.15 Women’s Hourly Wages, 1986
Hours Worked Men’s Women’s Women with Spouse  Single Women
per Week Wages Wages and Children with Children
35+ $10.00 $7.21 $7.32 $6.40
20-34 $8.57 $6.87 $7.20 $6.38

1-19 $7.27 $6.35 $7.07 $5.00
SOURCE: Current Population Survey, California State Census Data Center.
FIGURE 3.16 Income of All California Families With Children, 1977-1986

Median Income of Quintile
I I III v v
(1-20%) (2140%) (41-60%) (61-80%) (81-100%)

1977 9,796 18,988 28,879 39,783 61,167
1978 9,915 19,137 30,113 41,697 62,964
1979 9,800 19,827 30,113 43,129 67,110
1980 9,639 19,413 29,703 43,734 69,675
1981 9,396 19,148 29,050 41,233 63,254
1982 8,406 17,678 27,663 39,934 65,401
1983 8,211 17,354 27,116 39,857 67,223
1984 8,274 17,672 27,493 40,131 66,813
1985 9,098 19,280 29,029 41,943 68,488
1986 8,919 19,682 29,892 43,673 69,662
Net Change -9.0% 3.7% 3.5% 10.0% 14.0%
(Constant 1985 Dollars)

SOURCE: Current Population Survey, California State Census Data Center.
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FIGURE 3.17 Proportion of California and United States Children Below the

Poverty Line, 1969-1986
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SOURCE: Current Population Survey Profile, 1986, California State Census Data Center.

proportion of California children living in families with in-
comes below the poverty level increased in three of the last
fouryears, asindicated in Table 3.17. The average percentage
of children living in poverty in California is 18 percent per
county.

PREGNANT AND PARENTING TEENS

Teen pregnancy has been associated with increased drop-
out rates for women, especially for those of Hispanic origin.
Although teen birth rates have dropped consistently since
1970 for those between 16 and 18 years of age, the rate for 15-
year-olds has remained relatively stable. However, the birth
rate for teens under 14 has actually increased during the same
period. If that trend continues as the larger age cohorts reach
puberty, then larger and larger numbers of babies will be born
to mothers age 14 and under.

Approximately 18,000 students attended programs for
pregnant and parenting teens in 1985-86, which represents
11.7 percent of the estimated population of 157,000 pregnant
and parenting teens 18 years old and younger. The estimated
proportion of students, by racial or ethnic group, attending the
programs differs from the proportion of the group in the
population of teen mothers and in the population of female
students less than 18 years old. Although the State Depart-
ment of Health Statistics collects comprehensive data on live
births and infant deaths, there is no comparable data on school
attendance for this group.

The proportion of students attending programs in 1985
was estimated from a telephone survey of 140 programs for
teen mothers conducted by PACE for the Assembly Office of
Research. By 1992,250,000 pregnant and parenting teens are
expected to live in California (Figure 3.18). A clearer under-
standing of the extent to which teen mothers attend school and
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FIGURE 3.18 Pregnant and Parenting Females 18 Years of Age and Under,

Actual and Projected, 1985 to 1992
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receive special services, whether childcare or parenting
classes, would assist policy makers in improving services to
this specific population.

TEENS WITH AQUIRED IMMUNE DEFICIENCY
SYNDROME (AIDS)

As of September 1987, 36 children in California age 13
years and under had diagnosed cases of AIDS. Although
relatively few students of high school age (24) had diagnosed
casesof AIDS, itis estimated that an additional 220 adolescent
students are carrying the AIDS related complex (ARC) and
AIDS. Comprehensive education programs at all school

1988 1989 1990 1991 1992

levels mightbe useful in halting the spread of the disease in the
sexually active adolescent population.

' Angel Sanchez, Findings from Survey of School District
Enrollments, Fall 1987 (Los Angeles, CA: Los Angeles
County Office of Education, in press.)

? James S. Catterall, “On the Social Costs of Dropping Out
of School,” (Stanford Education Policy Institute: Stanford
University, Stanford, California, 1985) in Andrew Hahn and
Jacqueline Danzberger, Dropouts in America: Enough is
Known for Action (Washington, D.C.: Institute for Educa-
tional Leadership, March 1987).



chapter 4

Human Resources

Caliform'a public schools (K-12) employed 224,346
licensed professionals in 1986-87. This number, which rep-
resents a 3.6 percent increase in professional staff over the
prior year, includes classroom teachers, administrators,
“specialists,” and other nonteaching professionals. The
average certificated employee in Californiais 43 yearsold and
has 15 years experience in the field of education. More than
one-third (36%) of California teachers and nearly 90 percent
of school administrators have earned master’s degrees, ex-
ceeding the minimum professional preparation required for
their positions. Education remains a full-time job for most
California school professionals. The number of part-time
certificated personnel declined from 6.1 percent in 1985-86 to
3.4 percent in 1986-87.

As the student population shifts, reflecting California’s
changing demographics, the composition of the professional
staff is also changing, though slowly. Although 80 percent of
the certificated staff is white, minorities continue to make
gains in both teaching and administration. Teaching, how-
ever, remains a female-dominated occupation (67 percent of
California teachers are women), while most administrative
positions (61%) are filled by men.

The debate begun in 1983 about how to upgrade the
teaching profession continues. “What steps can and should
the state take to attract academically able people into teaching
and retain the competent teachers who are now in the class-
room?” continues to be a central policy question. At the same
time, demographic and fiscal realities continue to make a
teacher shortage possible.

California is taking steps to stem the exodus of talented
teachers from the classroom, encourage promising college
students to choose a teaching career, and ensure a higher
caliber of teacher credential candidates. Increased teacher
salaries, institution of the preservice California Basic Educa-
tional Skills Test (CBEST), a state-sponsored loan forgive-
ness program for prospective teachers (APLE), and experi-
ments with alternate routes to certification (teacher trainees)
are affecting the number and quality of California’s profes-
sional educators. These and other issues are explored in this
chapter on California’s teachers and administrators.
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ﬁferal yea:s have apprommatcly kept pace with inf

tion, when comparcd to 197 purchasmg power.
Cahfomxa continues to issue an enormous number of
emergency credentials. Emergency credentials rep-
resented 20 percent of all ﬁrst-lssua and added cre-
dentials in 1985-86.

. _Cahfc-mm s lcachmg fome rcmams Iargely whn.e
~ (80.6%) and primarily female ©%. _
~ Minorities are not currently being: attracted to the

 teaching profession in large numbers. Less than 15

percent of the individuals who completed teacher
preparation programs in 1986-87 in the California

 State University system (which prepares 70 percent

of California’s teachers) were members of a minor-

ity group.
California’s average pupil- teacher ratio remains the

second highest in the country.

The trend of continued improvement in the passing
rate on the California Basic Educational Skills Test
(CBEST) was maintained. Importantly, more non-
whites took the test in 1986-87 than in 1985-86.
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PROFILE OF CALIFORNIA TEACHERS

California employed 192,424 classroom teachers in
1986-87, an increase of 3.3 percent over the previous year.
This number represents 85.6 percent of all certificated em-
ployees serving in California schools. Most teachers are white
(80.6%). Hispanics continue to constitute 6.7 percent of the
teaching force. The state employed slightly fewer black
teachers (6.2%) in 1986-87 than it did in 1985-86(6.7%). Men
compose barely a third of the K-12 teaching population
(32.8%) but still dominate numerically in the high schools,
accounting for nearly 60 percent of high school teachers. The
percentage of male math and science teachers, however,
continues to decline. Men now compose 61.4 percent of math
teachers and 66.5 percent of science teachers, adecline ineach
category of approximately two percent from last year, con-
tinuing the downward trend of male representation in these
fields evident over the last five years.

The average California teacher is 42 years old and has
taught for at least 15 years (Figure 4.1). Eighth grade teachers
are somewhat less experienced than the average (13 years),
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while high school social studies teachers tend to be the most
experienced (17 years). Given the age of California teachers,
many school districts, including large ones such as San
Francisco in the north and small ones such as Newport-Mesa
in Southern California, expect that as many as half of their
teachers will retire within the next five years.

More than one-third (36%) of California teachers hold
master’s degrees. Of these, nearly two-thirds (63.6%) have
master’s degrees plus at least 30 additional units of postgradu-
ate education.

The 1986-87 average teacher salary in California was
$31,170, reflecting an approximate six percent increase over
1985-86 and a 73 percent increase since 1979-80. This figure
compares favorably with the recently calculated national
teacher salary average of $26,704 (Figure 4.2).! However,
when California salaries are adjusted for the state’s higher cost
of living, the adjusted average salary is $27,285, or just $581
above the national average.? California continues to rank fifth
among all states in teachers’ salaries. The purchasing power
of teacher salaries, however, is approximately the same in
1986-87 as it was in 1979-80 (Figure 4.3).

FIGURE 4.1 California Teachers' Years of Experience, 1986-87
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SOURCE: California Basic Educational Data System (CBEDS).
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FIGURE 4.2 Average Classroom Teacher Salaries, Selected States and Years (nominal dollars)

1969-70
California $10,324
Texas 7277
New York 10,390
Nlinois 9,569
Pennsylvania 8,858
Michigan 9,823
National Average 8,635

1979-80 1982-83 1986-87
$18,020 $24,035 $31,170
14,132 19,550 25,308
19,800 25,000 32,620
17,601 22,315 28,430
16,520 21,178 27,429
19,285 26,556 31,500
15,966 20,715 26,704

Note: Comparisons are made among large states with diversified economies and similar costs of living.

SOURCE: National Education Association, Estimates of School Expenditures.

Nearly 8,000 teachers (7,680) began their teaching careers
in California schools in 1986-87. This number represents a
13.3 percent increase in new hires over last year. New teachers
were hired to accommodate both the retirement of 6,335
experienced teachers and the state’s rapidly increasing student
enrollment.

Beginning teachers were paid an average starting salary in
1986-87 of $20,780, up eight percent from 1985-86. Begin-
ning teachers in California public schools fared considerably
better financially than did their private school counterparts.
The average annual starting salary in 1986-87 for a private
school teacher in California, who did not possess a teaching
credential, was $13,000. Beginning private school teachers
with teaching credentials earned $14,300, or 31 percent less
than their public school colleagues.

Not surprisingly, given their experience levels, the major-
ity of California teachers are tenured. From kindergarten
through grade 12, in every grade and subject area, at least 70
percent of California teachers have attained tenure status. The
highest number of probationary untenured teachers can be
found in the 7th and 8th grades. Nearly a quarter of the teachers
in each of these grades has taught for less than two years.

ADMINISTRATOR PROFILE

The average California school administrator is white
(78.5%), male (61%), and has at least 19 years of experience
in education. More than 40 percent of all California school
administrators (43%) have been in the field of education for
more than 20 years.

Minorities represent a larger share of administrator posi-
tions than teacher positions. In 1986-87, 8.7 percent of all
administrators were black, 9 percent were Hispanic, and
another 3.8 percent represented other minority groups, for a
total of 21.5 percent minority administrators.

The number of female principals decreased slightly,
down from 32 percent in 1985-86 to 30 percent in 1986-87, but
the number of female superintendents increased during this
same period from 6.3 percent to nearly 10 percent. The
average female administrator earned $4,000 less than her
male counterpart last year and had three years less experience
in education.

California’s 16,725 administrators make up 7.5 percent
of the total K-12 certificated staff. The state’s total comple-
ment of school administrators, as a proportion of the total
education work force, is higher than the national average.
According to a recent report in The Executive Educator,
administrators compose 6.6 percent of the total certificated
staff in school districts in most states.> Nearly 90 percent of
California administrators hold at least a master’s degree.
Twelve percent hold doctorates.

CREDENTIALS AND ASSIGNMENTS

Credentials

The state agency authorized to license teachers, the
Commission on Teacher Credentialing (CTC), issued 90,962
teaching credentials in 1985-86, the most recent year for
which data are available.* This number includes all multiple-
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(elementary) and single-subject (secondary) credentials,
children’s center permits, administrative services credentials,
pupil personnel credentials, specialist credentials in areas
such as bilingual education and special education, and emer-
gency credentials.

In all, the state issued 17.3 percent more credentials in
1985-86 than in 1984-85. The number of multiple- and single-
subject credentials, the basic credential for K-12 classroom
teachers, increased by nearly 21 percent.

Not all credentials represent new people entering the
teaching profession. More than one-fifth of experienced
teachers (21%) added new specialized credentials to their
existing certificates,

The state continues to issue a large number of emergency
credentials (Figure 4.4). Emergency credentials represented
20 percent of all Ryan® first-issue and added credentials issued
by CTC in 1985-86. This number reflects a decrease from
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1984-85, when fully one-quarter of the credentials issued
were emergency certificates. Among first-issue multiple- and
single-subject credentials issued in 1985-86, 14 percent were
emergency credentials. More than one-quarter of all added
credentials (28%) were emergency certificates.

The large number of emergency credentials is particu-
larly significant in the areas of special education and bilingual
education. In 1985-86, 21 percent of all special education
credentials issued were emergency certificates, an increase of
five percent over 1984-85. Nearly one-third of the bilingual
credentials issued in 1985-86 (32.4%) were emergency cre-
dentials, up more than six percent from 1984-85. Moreover,
aPACE analysis of California Basic Educational Data System
(CBEDS) data reveals that 60.5 percent of the teachers who
are teaching classes designated by school districts as “bilin-
gual” do not possess bilingual credentials.

The bilingual credential problem may be further compli-

FIGURE 4.4 Percent of Elementary and Secondary Teaching Credentials that are Emergency

Percent

2 First-Issue Credentials
Added Credentials

5+
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Year

1984

Note: "First-issued” credentials are granted to individuals who have never been licensed to teach. Added credentials
are granted to licensed educators who have become authorized to teach in new subject areas or to perform additional

services in areas for which they were not previously licensed.

SOURCE: "Credential Profile, 1981-84," "Credential Profile, 1984-85," and "Credential Profile 1985-86."

(Sacramento, CA: Commission on Teacher Credentialing).
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cated by the governor’s 1987 veto of legislation designed to
extend the bilingual education statute under which schools
operated in 1985-86. Under the previous law, school districts
were allocated bilingual funds to which were tied specific
regulations, including the requirement to hire bilingual teach-
ers. Under current law, school districts continue to receive
money for the “general purposes” of bilingual education, but
individual districts are authorized to determine how they wish
to use that money.

It seems likely that, at least for the present, districts will
continue to use state bilingual money to hire bilingual teachers
for fear of being sued under the Lau v. Nichols court decision
if they change their method of providing instruction to lim-
ited- and non-English-speaking students. The shortage of
fully certified bilingual teachers, however, adds another
question mark to the shape and future of bilingual education
programs in California.

The subjects for which preliminary single-subject cre-
dentials were most often issued in 1985-86 were English,
followed by social science, physical education, mathematics,
and life science, repeating the same pattern as the prior year.
The subjects for which emergency credentials were most
frequently issued were mathematics, followed by English,
physical science, life science, and social science.

The number of administrative credentials issued in 1985-
86 increased by more than 10 percent, to 4,822. This increase
in the number of credentialed administrators is somewhat
surprising in light of a 1984 PACE study which predicted a
surplus of credentialed administrators at least through 1990.%
The current increase may be at least partially explained by the
increasing number of female administrators. More females
may be eaming administrative credentials as they see increas-
ing possibilities of securing administrative positions.

An analysis of the age of individuals eaming teaching
credentials reveals an interesting trend: new California teach-
ers are getting older. More than half (59%) of all individuals
who were issued multiple-subject (elementary) credentials in
1985-86 were between 30 and 49 years of age. In 1984-85, this
age group represented 56 percent of newly credentialed ele-
mentary teachers.

The age increase is even greater among newly credentia-
led secondary teachers. In 1984-85, 61 percent of those
earning single-subject credentials were between the ages of 30
and 49. That number increased by S percent, to 66 percent, in
1985-86. The increasing age of those entering teaching may
reflect several social trends, including people changing to
teaching from other careers and women who have raised their
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families and are re-entering the work force.

Half of all California teachers receive their professional
preparation at one of the 19 California State University (CSU)
campuses. That number rises to 70 percent when one includes
teachers who come from out of state and enroll at a CSU
campus to register in only one or two courses needed for a
California credential.

The CSU system is currently in the process of establish-
ing a statewide data base that will contain information on all of
its students-turned-teachers. This information is not now
available. However, CSU released preliminary data on indi-
viduals who completed CSU credential programs in 1986-87.7

During the last academic year, the California State Uni-
versity recommended issuance of 9,184 teaching credentials
to the Commission on Teacher Credentialing.® This number
represents first-issue single-subject credentials (28%), mul-
tiple-subject credentials (45%), and advanced credentials,
including designated subject, administrative services, and
specialist credentials (28%). Of the total number of individu-
als recommended by CSU for teaching credentials, the major-
ity (66.4%) were white. Hispanics accounted for 7.2 percent
of CSU’s newly minted teachers, Asians for 2.2 percent, and
blacks for 1.9 percent. Another 1.6 percent fell into the “other”
category, the remaining 20.7 percent were of unknown ethnic-
ity (Figure 4.5).

The pattern of minority representation evident in the total
recommended credentials held firm within credential catego-
ries. Of the 2,587 individuals recommended by CSU for
single-subject credentials, 67.1 percent were white, 7.2 per-
cent were Hispanic, 1.5 percent were Asian, 1.7 percent were
black, 1.8 percent were “other,” and 20.7 percent were “un-
known.” In the multiple-subjects credential category, of the
4,058 individuals, 70.6 percent were white, 7.9 percent were
Hispanic, 2.1 percent were Asian, 1.3 percent were black, 1.6
percent were “other,” and 16.5 percent were *“unknown.” More
than 2,500 people (2,539) completed training for an advanced
credential at a CSU campus in 1986-87. Of these, 59 percent
were white, 6 percent were Hispanic, 3.2 percent were Asian,
3.1 percent were black, 1.3 percent were “other,” and 27.5
percent were “unknown.”

Further analysis and more complete information will
develop aclearer picture of those entering the teaching profes-
sion. Anexamination of the available data, however, leads to
the unmistakable conclusion that the state must consider
additional strategies if the objective is to encourage more
minority group members to become teachers.
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FIGURE 4.5 California State University Recommended Credentials by Ethnicity, 1986-87

Ethnic % of % of Single- % of Multiple-
Group Total Subject Credentials Subject Credentials
White 66.4 67.1 70.6
Hispanic 7.2 7.2 79

Asian 22 1.5 2.1

Black 19 1.7 1.3

Other Groups 1.6 1.8 16
Unknown 20.7 20.7 16.5

SOURCE: Division of Analytic Studies, California State University systemwide.

Teacher Misassignments

The fact that teachers have credentials, even emergency
credentials, which authorize them to teach specific grades and
subjects does not prevent school districts from assigning
teachers to classes outside their designated fields. A recent
CTC study concludes that eight percent of all California
teachers are “misassigned” to one or more classes daily.?
Stated another way, five percent of elementary and secondary
classes in California are taught by individuals who are teach-
ing subjects or grades for which they are not appropriately
credentialed. In rural areas of the state, seven percent of all
elementary and secondary classes are taught by misassigned
teachers.

The number of classes taught by inappropriately creden-
tialed teachers is largest in the areas of mathematics (26
percent of the classes are taught by misassigned teachers),
social science (21%), science (21%), and English (15%).

Teachers in junior high and middle schools are slightly
more likely (10%) to be misassigned than are teachers in
senior high schools (8%). The emergence of the middle school
has created additional misassignment problems, as 6th grade
teachers with elementary credentials are put into departmen-
talized settings. The situation at the senior high level, how-
ever, is compounded by misassignments within departments.
Individuals in social science and science departments, for
example, may be teaching within the correct department but
outside of their particular major and minor fields.

A new law covering teacher misassignments (Senate Bill
435) became effective January 1, 1988. This statute (@)
authorizes CTC to establish “reasonable sanctions” for the
misassignment of teachers and (2) establishes a teacher as-
signment, monitoring, and reporting system. Beginning July

1, 1989, teachers who believe they are misassigned must
report their misassignments to their county superintendent’s
office. That office then has 15 days to determine the validity
ofthe claims. Sanctions will be imposed on the administrators
responsible for illegal teacher assignments. Under regula-
tions promulgated by CTC, administrators who assign teach-
ers to grades or subjects which they are not authorized to teach
will be subject to penalties ranging from fines to actions
against their credentials.

Also under the new law, effective 1988-89, each school
district mustimplement procedures to monitor teacher assign-
ments. Superintendents must provide a district teacher as-
signment report to their local governing board by December
15 of each year. Districts will also be required to submit a
teacher assignment report to the county superintendent. Ef-
fective July 1, 1990, county superintendents must submit
annual teacher assignment reports to CTC. The Commission
on Teacher Credentialing will provide a comprehensive
teacher assignment report to the legislature every other year.

CLASS SIZE

Class size is both a teaching and a learning condition.
Teachers need classes that are sufficiently small to enable
them to provide a measure of individual attention to each
student. Students need the individual attention teachers can
offer only in classes of manageable sizes.

According to a 1987 National Governors’ Association
report, California’s “average” pupil-teacher ratio of 23:1 is
the second highest in the nation.!° Yet, even the notion of
“average” class size is a misleading one because it does not
take into account necessarily small classes, such as those for
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special education and advanced placement students. Data
recently analyzed by the California State Department of
Education reveal that the mean ratio of students to teachers in
California’s K-12 regular education classrooms in 1985-86
was actually 28:1.1!

Another way to think about the number of teachers
available per student is to calculate the pupil :professional
ratio. In California in 1986-87 that ratio was 19.5:1, meaning
that one certificated staff member was employed for every 19-
20 students in the state. The term “certificated staff” includes
classroom teachers, support personnel such as bilingual and
special education instructors who operate “pull-out” pro-
grams, pupil personnel staff such as counselors and psycholo-
gists, coordinators of categorical programs, and school ad-
ministrators.

Comparing the average pupil-teacher ratio of 23:1 to the
pupil:professional ratio of 19.5:1 reveals that California has
many certificated employees who are not in the classroom.
Removing the 16,725 California school administrators from
the certificated personnel category leaves a student -“teacher”
ratioof 21:1, still reflecting a significant number of “teachers™
who are not in the classroom. If these nonadministrative
certificated employees who are currently out of the classroom
assumed classroom duties, average class size in California
could be reduced by nine percent. If, in addition, some admin-
istrators assumed classroom responsibilities, class sizes could
be reduced even further.

The discussion of pupil-professional ratios is informed
further by the previously mentioned State Department of
Education (SDE) analysis of 1985-86 data. The department
developed a composite portrait of an “average” California
school. According to the SDE analysis, of the professional
educators employed in the “average” California school in
1985-86, 70 percent were regular classroom teachers, 8 per-
cent were special education teachers, 7 percent were pupil
support personnel (counselors, psychologists, nurses, and
librarians), 7 percent were teacher specialists (subject area
specialists or general curriculum specialists), and 7 percent
were administrators.

TEACHER SUPPLY AND DEMAND

Although California hired more new teachers in 1986-87
than it did the previous year, the state continues to experience
a shortfall of appropriately qualified individuals. A 1986
PACE study suggests that between 15,000 and 17,000 new
teachers will be needed each year between now and 1990 to
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meet demand created by growth and attrition.'? Using conser-
vative estimates of the state’s ability to train new instructors,
to attract out-of-state professionals to California, and to in-
duce reserve-pool teachers to re-enter the profession, these
researchers forecast a possible shortfall of between 21,300
and 34,800 teachers for the period through 1990.

The problem of teacher demand outstripping supply may
intensify before it improves. The new high school graduation
requirements, mandated by Senate Bill 813, became effective
in 1986-87. All students must now complete at least three
years of English, two years of math, two years of science, three
yearsof social studies, and one year of foreign language or fine
arts to be eligible to receive a high school diploma. New, more
stringent admission requirements for the California State
University system and the University of California also be-
came effective in 1986-87.

Those students who wish to apply to a California State
University or University of California campus must complete,
in addition to the general high school graduation require-
ments, an additional year of English and math and at least two
years of a foreign language. These increased graduation and
admission requirements have resulted in substantial increases
in the number of students enrolled in math, science, and
foreign language classes (see chapter 6). But, the state does
not currently have sufficient numbers of appropriately cre-
dentialed teachers to provide instruction to these students.

Arecent PACE study suggests that more attractive wages
and working conditions in private industry, especially for
individuals trained in math and science, may have resulted in
teacher shortages in these areas.'* According to the PACE
study, California schools have employed more than 5,600
teachers with temporary and emergency credentials in math
and science in the last five years. More than 1,500 emergency
and temporary teachers worked in California math, science,
and foreign language classrooms in 1985-86 alone. Accord-
ing to this study, 7,000 new math, science, and foreign
language teachers will be needed in California schools by
1990-91.

The teacher shortage problem is not limited to the areas
of math, science, and foreign language. Evidence exists that
schools may soon be called upon to renew their emphasis on
the humanities. A recent national study, results of which were
released in September 1987, sharply criticizes American high
school students’ limited knowledge of history and literature.*
According to this study, most students could not place the
discovery of America or the start of the Civil War within 50
yearsof their correct dates, norcould they connect well known
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authors with their most famous works.

On this same theme, the president of the University of
California recently submitted to the university’s Board of
Regents a plan to increase the emphasis on the humanities at
UC campuses.'”®* While it seems unlikely that the current
emphasis on math and science instruction will abate anytime
soon, these new concerns about the humanities could manifest
themselves as additional English and social science courses
requiring more and better prepared teachers.

Factors Influencing Teacher Supply

Several factors influence the supply of qualified teachers
in California, including the California Basic Educational
Skills Test (CBEST), financial aid available to prospective
teachers, the existence of alternate routes to certification, and
teachers’ professional working conditions. Some of these
factors represent policies and conditions over which the state
can exert substantial influence.

California Basic Educational Skills Test (CBEST).
California administered the California Basic Educational
Skills Test (CBEST) for the fifth year in 1986-87. This exam,
a test of basic skills in reading, writing, and mathematics,
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focuses on the application of principles and problem solving.
Passing standards were established by the superintendent of
public instruction in 1983 and have remain unchanged since
that time.

Under current Commission on Teacher Credentialing
(CTC) regulations, CBEST is required for first-issue teaching
and administrative credentials, for admission to some teacher
preparation programs, and for individuals returning to teach-
ing after an absence from the classroom of 39 months or
longer. Those who fail to pass CBEST on their first attempt
may take the test as often as they like, but they are not required
to retake any section they pass. Typically, passing rates
decline for individuals who retake the test multiple times.

More than 45,000 individuals (45,326) took CBEST in
1986-87 (Figure 4.6), a 12 percent increase over 1985-86.'6
The fifth-year passing rate (75%) was identical to the fourth-
year rate. However, the number of people taking the test in
1986-87 increased by 10 percent over 1985-86. Effectively,
then, the trend of continued improvement in CBEST passing
rates was maintained. In the previous two years, the increase
in the number of test takers was three percentand four percent,
respectively. Importantly, more nonwhites took the test in
1986-87 than had been the case the previous year.

FIGURE 4.6 CBEST Attempts by Ethnicity, 1983-84 through 1986-87

1983-84 1984-85 1985-86 1986-87 % Change  %Change

Number Number Number Number Previous 1983 to
Ethnic Group Tested Tested Tested Tested Year 1987
Asian 1,124 1,213 1,125 1,257 10.5 10.6
Black 1,963 2,287 1,997 2,111 54 7.0
Mexican-American 2,116 1,720 1,759 1,961 103 <73
Other Hispanic 665 653 754 833 9.5 202
White 30,553 32,110 33,563 37,088 9.5 17.6
Other Groups 1,505 1,630 1421 2,076 32 275
Total 37,926 39,613 40,619 45,326 104 16.3

SOURCE: Richard W. Watkins, “Fifth Year Passing Rates on the California Basic Educational Skills Test
(CBEST) and Passing Rates by Institution Attended” (Sacramento, CA: California Commission on Teacher

Credentialing, September 1987).
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Although CBEST was not designed as an admission test,
an increasing number of teacher preparation programs are
using CBEST results to screen potential teacher-training
enrollees. The number of individuals taking CBEST prior to
application to a credential program rose 19 percent last year.
Slightly more than three-quarters of this group (76%) passed
the test on the first attempt. Three-quarters (75%) of those
who reported they are considering applying to a teacher
preparation program passed CBEST on their first try.

The number of people who took CBEST subsequent to
application but prior to admission to a teacher preparation
program increased markedly in 1986-87, up 17 percent over
1985-86. Nearly three-quarters of this group (72%) passed the
teston their firstattempt. The number of individuals who took
CBEST once they had started student teaching continued to
decline, down to 1.6 percent in 1986-87. The passing rate for
this group remained 58 percent.

Among those pursuing teaching credentials, the CBEST
passing rate was highest (77%) for those seeking emergency
credentials. Among those who already held California cre-
dentials, the passing rate was highest (78%) for those seeking
to have their names included on a substitute teaching list.

Approximately seven percent of individuals taking
CBEST for nonemergency credentials planned to apply for a
teaching credential with a bilingual emphasis. Passing rates
for this group of test takers continued to be lower than for test
takers seeking a credential without a bilingual emphasis. The
passing rate for people seeking a multiple-subjects (elemen-
tary) credential was 71 percent; for a multiple-subjects cre-
dential with bilingual emphasis, the passing rate was 52
percent, up 6 percent from last year. Among those working
toward a single-subject (secondary) credential, the CBEST
passing rate was 77 percent. Slightly more than half (51%) of
individuals seeking a single-subject credential with a bilin-
gual emphasis passed the testin 1986-87, down 2 percent from
1985-86 passing rates.

The passing rates for first-time test takers on each section
of the test remained stable. In 1986-87, 85 percent of first-
time test takers passed the reading portion of CBEST, com-
pared to 86 percentin 1985-86. Better than 80 percent (81%)
passed the math section on their first attempt in 1986-87,
compared to 82 percent the previous year. Passing rates on the
writing section showed slight improvement as 79 percent
passed on their first attempt in 1986-87 compared to 78
percent in 1985-86.

Mexican-Americans, other Hispanics, and whites made
the greatest gains in first-time CBEST passing rates in 1986-
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87. Asians and blacks lost some ground. In both 1985-86 and
1986-87, Asians accounted for 3 percent of first-time CBEST
test takers. Passing rates for this group were 62 percent in
1985-86 and 61 percent in 1986-87. Five percentof test takers
were black, both in 1985-86 and in 1986-87. In 1985-86, 36
percent of blacks passed CBEST on the first try; that number
dropped to 34 percent in 1986-87.

Mexican-Americans and other Hispanics continued to
make gains on CBEST. In both years, Mexican-Americans
accounted for 4 percent of CBEST first timers. In 1985-86,
exactly half of the Mexican-Americans taking the test passed
it the first time. That number jumped to 59 percent in 1986-
87. Other Hispanics, who composed 2 percent of first-time
test takers in both 1985-86 and 1986-87, had a 48 percent
passing rate two years ago and a 3 percent increase, to 51
percent, in 1986-87. Whites account for the largest share of
CBEST takers, composing 83 percent in 1985-86 and 82
percent in 1986-87. In 1985-86, 49 percent of whites taking
CBEST for the first time passed. The following year that
figure rose S percent, to 54 percent (Figure 4.7).

Alternate Routes to Certification

The Teacher Trainee Program was established as part of
SB 813, California’s 1983 omnibus school reform legislation.
The program was envisioned as a way to encourage second-
career professionals into teaching by allowing them to bypass
traditional teacher preparation programs. Originally limited
to prospective teachers in grades 9-12, legislation signed into
law in 1987 now allows school districts to employ teacher
trainees in grades K-8.

A school district desiring to hire a teacher trainee must
certify to the Commission on Teacher Credentialing that fully
credentialed teachers are not available in the required grades
or subjects. The district must also be participating in the
state’s Mentor Teacher Program. Prospective teacher trainees
are required to possess a bachelor’s degree and must pass both
the CBEST and the National Teachers’ Exam (NTE) in the
appropriate subject area or discipline. To qualify for a
teaching credential, the trainee must teach successfully for
two years under the supervision of a mentor teacher and must
complete a professional preparation program developed in
consultation with the employing school district and a cooper-
ating college or university.

In 1985-86, 197 individuals entered the Teacher Trainee
Program. An additional 150 trainees were added to the
program in 1986-87. The vast majority of the teacher trainees
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(96%) are in the Los Angeles Unified School District. The
remaining four percent are scattered among California’s rural
school districts, primarily in the Sierra foothillsand in farming
communities in the San Joaquin and Sacramento valleys.

The Commission on Teacher Credentialing recently
completed a study of the Teacher Trainee Program.!” That
study followed teacher trainees for the program’s first two
years of operation, from 1984 to 1986. The commission found
that 80 percent of the teacher trainees who began in the
program in 1984 were still in the program two years later.

According to the CTC study, the average teacher trainee
was 31 years old. Three-fifths of the trainees were male, about
the same proportion of men as is represented in the general
high school teaching force. (The study covered only the
program’s first two years, when participation was limited to
high school teachers.)

More than three-quarters (78%) of the trainees were
white. The percentage of blacks entering the program de-
creased from 15 percentin 1984-85 to five percent in 1985-86.
The percentage of Hispanics rose during this same period
from three percent to nine percent of the total. One-fifth of the
entering teacher trainees (20%) possessed master’s degrees or
doctorates. One-third had earned their bachelor’s degrees
outside California.

Of teacher trainees who had attended college in Califor-
nia, nearly one-third (30%) had earned their B.A. at the
University of California, another one-third held degrees from
the California State University, and the remaining one-third
had completed their undergraduate studies at private colleges
and universities.

Although the Teacher Trainee Program was established
to entice second-career adults into teaching, results of CTC’s
study reveal that 40 percent of teacher trainees were students
who had never before worked full time. Among the teacher
trainees who had previously held full-time jobs, more than 40
percent had been teachers. Some had been employed outside
California and thus did not possess a California teaching
credential. Others had taught in California private schools or
children’s centers which did not require a teaching credential.
Still others were teaching under emergency credentials. Of
those teacher trainees who were making career changes, most
had been previously employed in sales, marketing, or service
occupations.

The reason most often stated by teacher trainees for
wanting to become teachers was the availabilty of jobs. When
teacher trainees were asked why they did not pursue creden-
tials through conventional teacher preparation routes, half
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said that they wanted to earn a credential and a salary at the
same time. One-third of the trainees who entered the program
in 1985-86 cited “unsatisfactory perceptions of college
teacher preparation programs.”

Most teacher trainees carried full teaching loads of five
classes per day. In 1985-86, the largest number of teacher
trainees was hired in biological sciences, followed by English
and mathematics. In the Los Angeles Unified School District,
28 percent of new biological science teachers hired in 1985-
86 were teacher trainees. Nearly one-quarter (23%) of all new
teachers hired in Los Angeles in 1985-86 were teacher train-
ees.

A controversial component of the CTC study found that
teacher trainees were performing as well at the end of their
first two years as were probationary and emergency teachers
in the same school district.'® However, the CTC study
reported that trainees who experienced the most success in the
classroom were those who completed university courses in
education while instructing in schools under the tutelage of
experienced teachers. The commission concluded: “This
finding suggests that the internship model, which relies on the
expertise of practitioners and professors, is a promising ap-
proach to teacher preparation.”

Financial Incentives to a Teaching Career

Senate Bill 813 also established APLE—the Assumption
Program of Loans for Educators. The program’s original
mission was to assist school districts to recruit high-quality
teachers in fields of shortage, specifically math, science, and
bilingual education. APLE was established by the legislature
to assist qualified, already-employed teachers in repaying
their student loan debts. Under the original provisions of the
program, 500 new participants were to be added to APLE each
year. APLE has been substantially reorganized since its
beginning in 1983. Applications ceased to be accepted after
1984-85, and the program was revamped by subsequent
legislation.

The focus of APLE has been shifted to directing promis-
ing college students into public school teaching. The new
program requires that all APLE applicants be prospective
teachers currently enrolled in colleges or universities with
CTC-approved teacher credential programs. APLE loans will
no longer be offered to already-employed educators. APLE
will guarantee each qualified participant a maximum of
$8,000 in loan assumption benefits, paid by the state in
installments once the APLE participant has secured a teaching
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position. APLE participants must either (1) obtain a teaching
credential in math, science, or bilingual education and commit
themselves to teach that subject for three consecutive years, or
(2) obtain a teaching credential in any subject area or disci-
pline and agree to teach for three years in a public school
serving a high proportion of low-income students. The first
500 participants under the newly revised APLE will be se-
lected in 1988.

Creating a Professional Work Environment

Teaching once represented the only professional oppor-
tunity available to many talented women and minorities. Now
the doors to other professions have swung wider to these
groups. Teaching must compete for the “best and the bright-
est” with business, law, medicine, and other professions.

Statewide concern about teacher demand surpassing
supply is an issue of both quantity and quality. What steps
should the state take to ensure that every classroom is staffed
by a competent teacher? What incentives will persuade
academically able teachers to remain in the profession?
Questions such as these are of immediate policy significance.

The Metropolitan Life Insurance Company conducted a
survey of California teachers in 1985." The results, analyzed
by PACE, revealed thatmore than half of all current California
teachers have seriously considered leaving the profession.
One-quarter of California teachers report that they plan to
leave teaching within the next five years. When teachers were
asked to name the two most unfavorable professional charac-
teristics of teaching, they cited lack of professional prestige
and limited control over one’s own work.

Much of the current discussion of attracting and retaining
academically able teachers centers on the notion of making
teaching a full profession. Two hallmarks of a profession are
(1) the ability to use one’s judgment to make decisions and (2)
the opportunity to develop professional relationships with
colleagues. On both of these dimensions, according to those
polled, public school teaching falls far short.

For example, according to a PACE survey conducted for
the California Commission on the Teaching Profession,
nearly all teachers (96%) state that they want to be involved in
determining what is taught at their schools; fewer than half
(41%) claim they are involved currently in this facet of their
work lives.

Nearly all teachers (98%) believe the adminstration
should consider their preferences in arranging teaching as-
signments; 42 percent report that their preferences are consid-

45

ered. More than three-quarters of California teachers want to
participate in selecting the new teachers whoare added to their
faculties; just 15 percent say they are currently consulted. On
the issue of working with colleagues, teachers report the
opportunities are too few and far between.

California has taken initial steps to create a professional
work environment for teachers. These changes are reflected
in the Mentor Teacher Program and in the focus and range of
professional development opportunities increasingly avail-
able to teachers.

MENTOR TEACHER PROGRAM

According to data from the State Department of Educa-
tion, 7,596 teachers were designated as“mentors” in 1986-87,
a 9.3 percent increase over 1985-86. Although current law
allows five percent of the state’s teachers to be mentors, that
provision has never previously been fully funded.?! The state
appropriated $45.7 million in 1986-87 for the Mentor Teacher
Program, funds sufficient to support 3.75 percent of the state’s
teachers as mentors.

Nearly 90 percent of all school districts (920) participated
in the program last year. According to California Basic
Educational Data System data, mentors were evenly divided
among elementary and secondary teachers, with 45 percent of
the mentors being teachers in grades K-8 and 45 percent
teachers in grades 9-12. The remaining 10 percent of the
mentor teacher slots were awarded to vocational education
teachers.

Since the inception of the Mentor Teacher Program in
1983, the focus of mentors’ work in most districts has been on
curriculum development. A 1986 study of the Mentor
Teacher Program by the California State Department of
Education revealed that most districts tended to treat the
program as “extra work for extra pay,” with mentors typically
completing individual projects under general supervision and
submitting logs detailing their work and the hours spent on it.2

According to recent information obtained by the State
Department of Education, the mentor teacher program is
undergoing something of a metamorphosis. Districts report
that the program is most successful when mentors are in-
volved in determining program direction and when there are
clear, agreed-upon expectations for mentors,

A shiftin program focus also seems to be underway. The
State Department of Education reports that informal inter-
views conducted in 1987 with school district-level staff
members around the state indicate that districts are moving
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away from the individual project orientation of the program.

Faced with shrinking staff development budgets, districts
are turning to mentor teachers to provide professional support
to new teachers. Districts report that they are investing time
and money in providing training for mentors in observation,
feedback, and coaching techniques. This finding is corrobo-
rated by a PACE/FarWest Laboratory staff development
study.®

A two-year bill currently before the legislature would
statutorily refocus mentors’ work away from curriculum
development to responsibility for working with, or “men-
toring to,” new teachers.

STAFF DEVELOPMENT

The California Staff Development Policy Study, a joint
project of PACE and Far West Laboratory for Educational
Research and Development, was initiated by the legislature
and governor in response to the steady escalation in the
number and funding levels of staff development programs in
California. The study, which focused on staff development
options in 32 California school districts, was designed to aid
policy makers by providing answers to four questions: (1)
Whatis the total taxpayer investment in staff development and
what forms does this investment take? (2) By what activities
or approaches does staff development achieve its goals? (3)
How do educators judge the quality and impact of staff
development? (4) What policy and program options might the
state pursue to enhance classroom benefits associated with
staff development?

The PACE/Far West study found that California taxpay-
ers spent $357 million, or 1.8 percent of the total education
budget, in 1985-86 on direct costs for staff development
programs for teachers and administrators. This figure trans-
lates to an average local school district expenditure of $912
per teacher. Taxpayer dollars spent on direct staff develop-
ment activities paid primarily for the salaries of inservice
specialists and for substitute teachers.

Taxpayers’ largest investment in staff development—
$600 million per year—was in the form of anticipated costs,
i.e., future salary obligations to teachers who accrue credits as
a result of advanced university coursework or district-spon-
sored activities and thereby advance on the salary schedule.
While the direct state appropriation for staff development
programs is $357 million, when future salary increases are
taken into account, taxpayer investment in staff development
is nearly $1 billion per year, or four percent of the total
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education budget.

The PACE/Far West study revealed the absence of a
comprehensive or consistent state-level policy orientation to
guide staff development. This lack of direction impedes a
productive linkage between the purposes of staff development
and the institution(s) best equipped to pursue those purposes.

For example, the growth of staff development programs
has spawned a proliferation of new service providers, usually
regional service centers housed in county offices of education,
but has left the California State University system relatively
underused for teacher and administrator inservice education.
At the same time, districts” abilities to organize and deliver
staff development has grown steadily. District personnel
reveal increasing sophistication about the design of staff
development offerings.

The study also found that state staff development funds
are spent primarily in ways that reinforce existing patterns of
teaching and conventional structures of schools. In most
districts, staff development is organized as a menu of individ-
ual offerings. Staff development programs are rarely struc-
tured as collegial undertakings organized and planned by
teachers. Teachers are infrequently provided an opportunity
to share with colleagues what they have learned as a result of
participation in staff development activities.

Moreover, staff development activities go largely un-
evaluated. Individual inservice courses are reviewed, but a
district’s total staff development program is rarely assessed
for its relationship to overall school or district goals. The
impact of staff development is rarely tested at the classroom
level. Even the impact of costly and potentially promising
state-funded programs, such as the Méntor Teacher Program,
is largely unknown.

A significant finding of the PACE/Far West study is that
teachers and administrators are firmly committed to improv-
ing their knowledge and practice and view staff development
as a means to accomplish this. For every dollar districts and
schools spend on staff development, individual teachers
contribute 60 cents in volunteer time. Teachers report that
“access to new ideas” is their prime motivation for participat-
ing in staff development activities.

Previous research has shown that staff development can
favorably influence teacher practice and the overall quality of
school programs. However, the PACE/Far West study re-
ports, California’s current “menu approach” to staff develop-
ment is unlikely to yield substantial changes in teachers or
schools. The researchers found that few staff development
activities are linked to well developed support systems, the
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intellectual content of inservice offerings is often thin, and
follow-up is insufficient,

Additionally, the quality of staff development is con-
strained by the sheer number of demands on teachers’ time.
“If the reports issued by the Commons Commission and the
Carnegie Forum contain recommendations for schools and
teaching that are worth pursuing,” says the PACE/Far West
report, “the current organization of staff development will do
little to advance California schools toward those ends.”
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chapter 5

Organization and Control

The organization and control of California’s schools
are exceedingly complex. Recent opinion polls demonstrate
widespread misconceptions 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 situation is
reversed. In many respects, California schools constitute a
state system that is operated locally. For example, the state
controls approximately 94 percent of school funding and uses
an eight-and-a-half volume education code for regulation
(Figure 5.1). In other respects, local authorities have a great
deal of discretion in areas such as which teachers to hire and
which school sites pupils should attend.

DIVERSITY

California has an unusually complex formal arrangement
of school district structure. There are 1,026 school districts
with varied configurations such as K-8, K-6, 6-12, and 9-12.
Citizens often live in two school districts—one for elementary
and another for high school. Many school districts are not
contiguous with city, town, or any other identifiable border.
The city of San Jose, for example, has 21 school districts
within its boundary.

The movement toward consolidation of school districts
peaked in the 1970s and has been stalled ever since (Figure
5.2). Few consolidations have been proposed by local citizens
to the State Board of Education for its approval. Indeed, just
as many proposals for secession from larger districts to create
an even greater number of small districts have been on the
state board’s agenda in the last decade. Currently, there are
119 local school districts with enrollments less than 100 and
385 districts with enrollments under 500.

LOCAL CONTROL

The historic hallmark of American education governance
has been reliance on a local school board. No other western

~ HIGHLIGHTS |
_*  Local school boards are experiencing a loss of
 policy making d.lSCI'thOl'l and mcreamng crmasm.
 oftheir performance. "
e Local school boards believe they] havcbeenomltted
~ from state reform decisions and express concern
_about the increasing role of the state in education
 policy making.
= Local planmng is hampered bya year— —yca: fund— '
~ ingeycle thatincludes unexpected changes in final
i funding levels occuring as late as September. .
»  Thepublic is remarkably confused about the costor
- manner of funding of educatxon in California. Al-
though the state now controls 94 percent of public
school funding, a majority of voters believes that
local property taxes provide ﬁ_lost school revenues.
 Voters also remain unconvinced that schools have
.' compelhng reasons for seeking additional funding.

«  The courts continue to be important players in the
education arena. In 1988, there were more than 100
active suits against the State Department of Educa-
tion and State Board of Education involving almost
all areas of local school operations.

nation controls its schools through such lay boards, but these
boards have been confronted with a gradual loss of discretion
and increasing criticism of their performance. In Conditions
of Education in California, 1986-87, PACE analyzed the
history and causes for the gradual increase in state control over
local authorities.

Events in 1987 display a slight movement toward more
local control through the pruning of selective state restrictions
on categorical grants and the governor’s veto of a specific film
mandated for use in local AIDS education. But the 1986
legislature restricted the right of schools to designate smoking
areas and specified standards for student participation in
extracurricular activities. Itis unclear what types of decisions
state officials trust local authorities to make.

A major problem of current governance arrangements is
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FIGURE 5.1 Governance Structures for Public
Education in California
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SOURCE: Understanding Community College Governance,
Board of Govemors, April 1986.
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local uncertainty about levels of funding. Local planning
is hampered by a year-to-year funding system that in-
volves unexpected changes in final funding levels that
occur as late as September, as happened in 1987. In that
year, the legislature and governor could not agree on
funding, so initial local funding levels were not set until
early July after the governor’s line-item veto. Final levels
were established only in September. 3
Arelated, fundamental issue in the control of Califor-
nia schools is the inability of most localities to raise funds
independent of state fiscal allocations. As a result of
Proposition 13 (1978), local school districts cannot in-
crease ad valorem property taxes. Consequently, it is
difficult for Californians to discern “who is in charge” of
their schools and to know who is politically accountable.

DISTRICT CHARACTERISTICS

The majority of California public school districts fall
into one of three classifications: elementary (K-8), high
school (9-12), or unified (K-12). Currently, there are
7,268 schools organized into 1, 026 separate districts in
the state. Six hundred forty-three of these districts are
elementary, 112 are high school, and 271 are unified.
District enrollments range from 6 to 589,099. Figure 5.3
displays the number of districts by student enrollment.

FIGURE 5.2 Number of California School Districts for Selected Years, 1935-1985
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SOURCE: California Basic Educational Data System (CBEDS). "Selected Education Statistics, 1984-85"
(Sacramento, CA: California State Department of Education, 1985).
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FIGURE 5.3 Number of School Districts by Enrollment, Selected Years

1986-87 1983-84 1981-82

Enrollment Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent
50,000 and over 6 0.6 6 0.6 4 04
30,000 - 49,999 T 0.7 6 0.6 8 08
10,000 - 29,999 89 8.7 84 8.2 82 7.9
5,000 - 9,999 107 104 103 10.3 108 104
1,000 - 4,999 308 30.0 300 292 285 274
500 - 999 124 12.1 126 122 144 13.8
100-499 266 259 279 27.1 283 27.1
Less than 100 119 11.6 125 12.2 127 12.2
TOTAL 1,026 100.0 1,029 100.0 1,041 100.0

SOURCE: “Selected Education Statistics, 1984-85” (Sacramento, CA: California State Department
of Education, 1985), and California Basic Educational Data System (CBEDS).

Encouraged by state financial incentives, many school
districts unified or consolidated into larger districts thereby
reducing the total number of districts from 3,000 in 1935 to
1,026 today. The legislature still provides unification bo-
nuses, but few consolidations have taken place since 1970.

California’s 25 largest school districts (2.4 percent of all
districts) serve approximately 35 percent of the state’s public
school students. Almost half of the 1,026 districts have
enrollments lower than 1,000, and 119 enroll 100 or fewer
students. The largest district in the state is Los Angeles
Unified, which serves almost 590,000 students (13.5 percent
of California’s public school students) in over 694 schools.
California counties vary greatly in the number of students
served.

SCHOOL CHARACTERISTICS

There were 7,268 public schools in California in 1986-
87, representing a small increase since 1985-86. The most
common types of school organization are (1) elementary
(4,560 schools, usually organized as either K-6, K-7, or K-8),
(2) intermediate and junior high (951 schools, usually organ-
ized 4-6, 4-8, 5-8, 6-8, or 7-8, 7-9), (3) and high schools (820
schools, usually organized as 9-12 or 10-12). The most
common configurations of schools within unified school

districts and between elementary and high school districts
include (1) K-8, 9-12; (2) K-6, 7-8,9-12; (3) K-6, 7-9, 10-12;
and (4) K-5, 6-8, 9-12.

There are more than a thousand schools of other types in
California. These include continuation high schools (420
schools), county superintendent-operated schools (frequently
for special education), and other types of schools, such as
alternative schools, opportunity schools, and schools for preg-
nant minors (517 schools).

Median enrollment for elementary schools was approxi-
mately 450 pupils; for intermediate and junior high schools,
approximately 650; and for high schools, approximately
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
minors, and other special schools typically enroll substantially
fewer pupils (Figure 5.4).

In accord with their specialized function—to prevent
dropouts and provide a more flexible program—continuation
secondary schools generally enroll smaller numbers of stu-
dents, with 55 percent of continuation schools having an
enrollment of fewer than 100 students. Continuation schools
are alternatives for pupils having difficulty adjusting to the
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Figure 5.4 Number of California Schools by Type and Size, 1985-86

Intermediate/
Elementary Junior High High* Continuation* Other*t
>2,200 6 11 154 0 33
1,800-2,200 7 18 137 0 9
1,500-1,799 11 22 116 0 2
1,200-1,499 47 51 112 0 5
1,000-1,199 - 97 87 36 0 3
800-999 290 166 47 0 10
600-799 966 237 43 4 4
500-599 796 126 18 6 6
400-499 924 84 17 12 16
300-399 640 61 30 19 17
200-299 309 40 28 49 28
100-199 221 37 43 96 82
<100 246 11 38 233 299
Total 4,560 951 820 420 517

*One case missing from computer run.
'Three cases missing from computer run.
"*One case missing from computer run.

SOURCE: California Basic Education Data System (CBEDS).

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 (e.g., 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 compe-
tition). Most new continuation schools (there were five in
1986-87) reflect an enrollment of 90 to 120 students. 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 .

Private School Characteristics

Although there continues to be strong support fora public
education system, an increasing number of parents of pre-
school children indicate a preference for private school educa-

tion. A recent California Teachers Association (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.

There are approximately 531,000 students enrolled in
5,684 private schools. Thirty-five percent of these schools
enroll four or fewer students and are typically “home schools.”
In 1986-87, 41.8 percent of California’s private schools en-
rolled 10 or fewer students, 30.2 percent enrolled between 11
and 100 pupils, 25.2 percent enrolled between 101 and 500
students, and 2.8 percent enrolled 500 or more students (Fig-
ure 5.5). Most private schools are elementary or K-8 (4,200,
or 74 %); 888 (16 %) are K-12, 345 (6 %) are 9-12,and 251 (4
%) are ungraded.

In 1986-87, religious and church-affiliated schools in
California accounted for 398,832 students or 75 percent of
total private school enrollment. The majority of church-
affiliated schools are Roman Catholic (61.6%), followed by
Baptist (8%), Lutheran (6.1%), Seventh-Day Adventist (4%),
and Assembly of God (3.6%) (Figure 5.6).
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FIGURE 5.5 Number of Private Schools by Enrollment, 1986-87

Enrollment #of Schools % Total # Private Schools %Private School Students
14 2,009 35.3 0.7
5-10 368 6.5 05
11-30 860 15.1 3.1
31-50 350 6.2 2.6
51-100 508 8.9 7.0
101-250 765 13.5 242
251-500 667 11.7 40.6
501-1000 140 25 16.9
1000* 17 03 4.4
Total 5,684 100.0 100.0
SOURCE: California Basic Educational Data System (CBEDS), 1986-87.
?h?,iiiﬁ“;?x:: l:r Private School Enrollment in CLASSROOM ORGANIZATION
There were 162,900 classes in California schools in
1985-86. The bulk (151,700) were regular classes? and were
Affiliation Percent of Total Private School Enrollment essentially of two types:
1. Self-Contained. These classes exist primarily in
elementary schools in which an instructor teaches a full array
Roman Catholic 61.6% of subjects—mathematics, science, reading, writing, social
Baptist 8.0 studies, and art—to the same students for a full school day.
Lutheran 6.1 Some of these classes combine more than one grade (grades
7th Day Adventist 4.0 are frequently combined in cases in which there are insuffi-
Assembly of God 3.6 cient students in a single grade to compose a full class of
Interdenominational 2.9 students).
Episcopal 1.8 2. Departmentalized Classes. These classes, typically
Methodist 0.8 found in middle, junior, and senior high schools, are charac-
Hebrew 0.7 terized by subject matter instruction; that is, rather than one
Disciples of Christ 0.6 teacher instructing a class of students in all subjects, the
Pentecostal 0.5 instructor teaches the same subject matter to more than one set
Presbyterian 0.5 of students during the school day. Subject-matter classes also
Other 9.1 occur in elementary schools when a specialist, in art or music
forexample, may be employed to teach a single subject across
Total Number of Students 398,832 grade levels or in more than one school. Subject-matter

SOURCE: California Basic Educational Data System

(CBEDS), 1986-87.

classes are normally organized into departments. The most
frequently offered classes, in descending order by depart-
ment, occur in:
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Department Number of Classes
English 91,222
Mathematics 58,240
Social Science 56,710
Physical Education 49,588
Special Education 43,186
Science 41,664

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

SCHOOL BOARDS

The majority of school board members are white (88.6%)
and have college degrees (76 percent, with 30 percent com-
pleting post-graduate work). The proportion of female board
members has increased to approximately 50 percent. Despite
the continuing increase in California’s Hispanic population,
there has not been an appreciable increase in ethnic represen-
tation on school boards.

Asrevealed in a 1982 California School Board Associa-
tion (CSBA) survey, board members often have a history of
involvement in education issues. Forty percent report having
been members in Parent Teacher Associations prior to their
election. Almost 30 percentindicated that they had performed
volunteer work in a classroom. Approximately 28 percent
served on school advisory committees, and 25 percent worked
on district advisory committeees,

About one-fourth of school board members have had
direct experience as classroom teachers, an additional 4.6
percent are employed as higher education teachers, and 1.5
percent are employed as school administrators. More than
four percent of school board members are married to teachers.

The most frequently cited occupations among school
board members are homemaker (18%) and professional
(17.1%). Over eight percent of board members are employed
in office work, and 7.8 percent are retired. Approximately 30
percent of school board members are overage 50 with anequal
percentage under age 40,

School board members report being interested in running
for office because they have children in school, they desire to
improve school quality, they are interested in public service,
or they were encouraged to become candidates. Almost two-
thirds of board members have served fewer than five years;
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17.2 percent say they would not run for re-election.

School Boards in Operation

Local school boards traditionally provided lay govern-
ance of public education, although they have become ne-
glected entities in recent education reform movements. In
omitting local boards from the reform agenda, state legisla-
tors and education reformers have reflected a lack of confi-
dence in the education leadership of local board members.

The Institute for Educational Leadership’s (IEL) recent
national survey of local school boards indicated that the public
supports the notion of local governance through these boards
but demonstrates a lack of interest and understanding about
their structure, role, and functions.?

Reforms initiated by Senate Bill 813 are still being
implemented in school districts with very little in the way of
new state reform emerging since 1983. Like most school
boards across the country, California boards express concern
about the increasing role of the state in education policy
making, particularly in the areas of curriculum and teacher
evaluation, areas which have traditionally been under local
control. Boards view themselves as omitted from the state
reform agenda and placed in a reactive 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.

Board members are often criticized for representing too
narrow a segment of the community. The IEL study indicates
that there is a national trend toward increasing the represen-
tation 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 broader community representation. Only a few
cities in California do not use the at-large election option.

Although individual school board candidates do not
necessarily identify themselves with specific constitutencies
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
specific interest groups which have played a large role in their
candidacy and election. According to the IEL study, board
members representing diverse constitutencies may help to
ensure a broader range of community participation, but they
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may also be less accepted by traditional community leaders
and less able to negotiate existing power structures.

The degree to which school board members retain their
allegiance to special groups during their tenure on the board is
not known. 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
represented. Such an example would be a school board
member who was supported strongly by alocal teacher organi-
zation 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 mem-
bers has resulted in less emphasis on reaching consensus on
issues which are of concemn to the entire community.

California school boards are concerned with issues simi-
lar 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 (e.g., pregnant teenagers and substance abusers).
Additionally, California 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.

California school boards continue to grapple with sorting
the policy making responsibilities of a board and the admin-
istrative duties of a superintendent. In the last few years,
superintendent turnover 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 California 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 to ignore 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.

STATE AND LOCAL ORGANIZATION
OF EDUCATION

Despite a nationwide emphasis on education and
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California’s omnibus education reform efforts, the public
remains remarkably unaware of the cost of education and the
manner in which education is funded. Although the state
controls 94 percent of funding for education in California, a
1987 California Teachers Association (CTA)-sponsored poll
revealed that the majority of voters still believe that local
property taxes provide most of education’s funding.* Many
voters also believe that funds derived from the state lottery
provide a large share of the money required by the public
schools, when the lottery in fact provides only three percent.
According to the poll, California voters are not convinced that
public schools have a compelling rationale for requesting
additional funding, and they question the quality and manage-
ment of existing schools.

The CTA poll revealed that Californians display a con-
siderable lack of understanding about problems confronting
public education. Those surveyed demonstrated a lack of
information about recentreform efforts targeted to improving
education programs in California (e.g., improvement of basic
skills). Although a majority of respondents in the CTA poll
believed that schools are getting worse, Califorians still
support local control of public education, as reflected by 1983
Field Poll results in which 79 percent of respondents felt there
should be more local control over education expenditures.

Centralization of Control

More recently, a number of external forces are exerting
an increasing influence on local education policy and prac-
tice. A major influence has been the increasing centralization
of education control by the state through such efforts as
mandated reforms and increased use of state categorical
grants for special-needs propulations. The report by the
Commission on School Governance and Management
(COSGAM) examines this shift of power from the district to
the state level.’ According to this report, relationships among
the various levels of school governance have grown more
complex in recent years, and the boundaries between these
levels have become less distinct.

Some of the most significant changes have come about
through legislated limitations on the taxing power of local
communities and the prohibition of local building bond drives
(Proposition 13, 1978). The increased state involvement in
financing K-12 public schools is reflected in the fact that the
state provides directly for over 69 percent of the cost of this
school system through the state’s General Fund and finances
the vast majority of school construction throughout Califor-
nia. The state, however, is limited in its ability to spend
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revenues by the Gann limit (1979). In 1988, there is a
movement on the part of citizens and educators to modify the
Gann limit formula. These proposed modifications would
make more money available for the public sector.

The state’s increased financial responsibility for public
education has been accompanied by a greater interest and
involvement in issues of accountability at the local level.
California’s 1983 omnibus education reform bill, SB 813,
underscored the state role in education policy making and
supported additional state inroads into curriculum matters and
other education issues that formerly had been reserved for
local boards.

Enhancing Local Flexibility

The COSGAM report recommends that alternative
sources of local revenue be developed through local income,
sales, or property taxes. COSGAM further recommends that
local tax flexibility include school construction funding by
majority vote, rather than the currently required two-thirds.

The timing of the budgeting process for public schools is
also a frequent source of comment. Since the state has
assumed financial control, school districts do not know the
amount of funding they will receive until after the school year
begins. This makes it difficult for local districts to plan
efficiently for the academic year. It hasbeen proposed that the
state could devise a budgeting procedure that would guarantee
local districts, in advance of the academic year in which it is
needed, a baseline level of funding to facilitate district plan-
ning.

The COSGAM report recommended that the legislature
delegate more authority and fiscal discretion to local sites. It
further recommended clarification of the functions of school
districts to better equalize education and business services and
to make the delivery systems more efficient and effective.
This is particularly applicable to unified school districts and
county offices of education, which often provide duplicate
services to clients within the same area.

The report also recommended that the state consider
delegating activities relating to compliance and monitoring to
large regional centers which would be located throughout the
state. These centers would also be responsible for providing
business, professional, and other administrative services.
Other possibilities for enhancing local flexibility could in-
clude:

*  encouraging locally based school site improvement

programs, designed by councils of parents, staff, and
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students (similar to the School Improvement Pro-
gram, a categorical program begun in 1977)

*  eliminating outmoded, irrelevant, or inflexible state
education code sections, some of which which have
remained unchanged for over 20 years

* encouraging local schools to petition the State Board
of Education for waivers from state code require-
ments, in order to design education programs which
are more suited to specific community needs

*  developing state standards sequentially, implement-
ing these standards in volunteer districts, and care-
fully evaluating their impact before designating
them as state mandates

Influence of the Courts

Another powerful influence on local education policy has
been thatof the courts. In 1988 there were over 100 active suits
against the State Department of Education and the 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 California
schools.

* Continuation high schools are designed to offer students an
alternative to aregular, comprehensive high school. Students
are assigned to a continuation high school for a variety of
reasons, which may include pregnancy, behavior problems, or
severe attendance problems. These schools feature programs
of individualized instruction with intensive guidance services
and emphasize occupation-oriented instruction and work
study programs. Continuation schools offer a compressed
program with a shorter school day.

? The remainder were primarily special education classes.

* Lila N. Carol, et al. School Boards: Strengthening Grass
Roots Leadership (Washington, DC: Institute for Educational
Leadership, 1987).

* Poll results supplied to PACE by CTA. Poll was represen-
tative for the state and conducted by an independent research
firm.

5 Report and Recommendations of the C alifornia Commission
on School Governance and Management (Sacramento, CA:
California Commission on School Govrenance and Manage-
ment, 1985).



chapter 6

Curriculum and Special

Programs

Numerous studies on curricular change, both in Califor-
nia and nationally, have been undertaken in the last decade.
Although many of the studies attempted to attribute cause for
curricular changes in high schools, there is no consensus on the
primary impetus of change. A national study of school board
members published in 1985 maintains that school boards are
responsible for curricular changes; school board members
reported that the major impetus for change came from the local,
not the state, level.

Other studies have linked local curricular changes with
nonschool-related phenomena. For example, Proposition 13 in
California played a significant role in the curricular retrench-
ment that followed. Still other studies point to legislative
initiative as the precursor for local high school curricular
changes.

It is clear in recent California history that state-level
forces, external to the schools, have played the dominant role
in curricular change in California’s public schools. There are
significant external forces, including the University of Califor-
nia, California State University, State Board of Education,
superintendent of public instruction, legislature, and governor,
that exert a strong influence on high school curriculum. A
number of such forces are at work altering local course offer-
ings. These actions by the legislature, State Department of
Education, State Board of Education, and institutes 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 districts to restore major curriculum offerings that
were eliminated during the immediate post-Proposition 13 era.
More specifically, districts were given incentives to expand the
length of their school day. (Many schools were previously
forced by financial exigencies to a five-period day.) Now the
vast majority are again able to offer at least six periods.

56

"culum Largeen:ollmcnt mcreases

o in world hlstory and in the physical and life sciences
- are at least partially the result of these efforts. :
- Recent Unwersuy of California and California State

University changes in admission requirements have
triggered enrollment increases in newly required
courses, especially in science and mathematics. The
fact that the California State University is now re-
quiring one year of instruction in the wvisual and
performing arts may at least parually account for

increased enrollments in art, music, and drama

courses in the current year, a change which revcrscd
a sustained decline in art and music.

Black and Hispanic students, although begmmng to
enroll in academically oriented secondary classes in

 larger numbers, continue to be underrepresented in

courses required to gain college admission,
Fewer electives are being taken in every subject- :
matter area. Students are attempting to accommo-
date the increased number of courses required for
graduation and for entrance into four-year public
colleges. The result is less time for elective or

optional courses.
: co_un’uued
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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)

State legislation (ACR 14, 1983) urged the State Board of
Education to require each school district governing board to
compare its existing graduation requirements and curriculum
standards with the model standards developed by the state
board. Senate Bill 1213 (1985) added a semester of econom-
ics as a high school graduation requirement.

STATE BOARD OF EDUCATION AND STATE
DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION

The State Board of Education adopted model high school
graduation standards which challenge local school districts
to raise their sights and to recognize what is neces-
sary to achieve excellence in education. If they meet
the Board’s challenge, local districts will be in-
volved in the development of their own high school
graduation requirements, and local communities
will participate in the comparison of local standards
to those of the model. Only such participation can
result in the necessary commitment for effective
reform.
The recommendations include:
4 years of English
2 years of science (a year each of physical and life
science)
3 years of mathematics (including algebra and geometry)
3 years of social sciences, including:
1 year of world civilizations
1 year of U.S. history
1 semester of government
1 semester of economics
2 years of the same foreign language
1 year of visual and performing arts
1 year of computer studies

The State Department of Education has been developing
curriculum frameworks in all basic subjects for several years.
Curriculum frameworks are state-disseminated documents
developed in concert with local teachers, curriculum content
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experts, and university professors. They are designed in part
to provide an ordering of the subject-matter content and
sequence of topics, identify themes with applicability across
a range of issues and areas, and 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 importance and influ-
ence.

Science and mathematics were the first content areas
addressed under a systematic effort to upgrade curriculum.
The state is in the process of updating the language arts
curriculum, with social science to follow. Frameworks are
developed by committees, including the leading experts in the
state on the topic, and include a mixture of classroom teachers,
district and county office curriculum coordinators, and uni-
versity professors.

While the frameworks cover the K-12 curriculum, they
are developed for the purpose of influencing substantively 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 to develop more detailed model
curriculum standards for those grade levels. Italso mandated
each local district to compare its 9-12 curriculum to the state
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model curriculum standards. Model curriculum standards,
which cover science, mathematics, language arts, social sci-
ence 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 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 for the curriculum frameworks is to
suggest to local districts the manner in which a subject-matter
curriculum should be conceptualized and how it should be
assessed. The tight connection between the frameworks, the
textbook adoption process, and the state testing program
provides the framework added influence locally, even absent
a state mandate for its 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
teaching in each contentarea. Since the mathematics curricu-
lum especially but also the science curriculum vary substan-
tially from standard school curriculum and practice, the state
department, responding to pressure from local districts, just
recently decided to produce these model curriculum guides.

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 real life. The
objective is to teach students how to use and apply content
knowledge and process skills to problems and challenges in
everyday life, thus connecting academic or school curriculum
to life outside the school.

The philosophy of curriculum at the state level is broad
and not simply content bound. Curriculum includes ()]
specific content, (2) lesson strategies, (3) learning activities,
(4) instructional materials, (5) learning outcomes, and (6)
assessment instruments. Curriculum content also is more
than a skills continuum (e.g., reasons for wars) and includes
specific content (e.g., reasons for the Viet Nam War and
World War IT). Curriculum alignment involves matching all
six pieces. The notion that a board decides curriculum and
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teachers implement it is not accepted. The philosophy is that
curriculum is more integrated and cannot be so neatly sepa-
rated.
The goal for students is knowledge and skills, problem-
solving capabilities, self-confidence in a subject area, ability
to deal with ethical issues related to the subject area, and
citizenship and social skills. The state believes that classroom
activities should address all 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. A specific goal is to increase the
number of students academically prepared for college. Phase
one involved setting state goals for improvement on specified
“quality indicators.” Phase two involves preparing individual
performance reports for each high school and district and
comparing their performance with state goals. Phase three
involves encouraging each local school and district to develop
their own local accountability reports with appropriate goals.

TEXTBOOK ADOPTION

The overall goal of California’s textbook adoption proc-
ess is to align curriculum statewide, including texts, curricu-
lum frameworks, and California Assessment Program (CAP)
tests. Broadly conceived, curriculum includes content, teach-
ing materials (texts), pedagogy, and testing/assessment in-
struments.

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 is
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 committees to evaluate the texts and 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-
prove overall curriculum by using better texts. Another
purpose today is to induce publishers to produce better,
sounder, more rigorous texts. Superintendent Bill Honig and
the State Board of Education, for example, recently 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 can develop texts and from which each
district can select the resources they wish to use to implement
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these frameworks. The results of the entire process are then
evaluated at the state level with California Assessment Pro-
gram (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 thinking skills now embodied in state curriculum frame-
works and texts. Since CAP is mandated for all students in
grades 3, 6,8, and 12, and scores are released to the press, local
schoolsand districts pay attention to their scores. Annual CAP
reports have three years of data and are sent to schools in
November-December of each year.

California’s education reform expanded CAP to include
grade 8. The content tested was also expanded from reading
and mathematics to science, social studies, and a direct writing
assessment. Reading also stressed content by including pas-
sages of science and social science, and thus reinforced the
subject-matter portions of CAP. The grade 8 CAP is the first
to cover the full range of content areas for CAP testing.
History/social science was added in 1984-1985, and science
was added in 1985-86. Beginning in the spring of 1987, the
grade 8 test included a direct assessment of students’ writing.

Plans are in place to change the 12th grade CAP. First, the
basic skills focus of reading and mathematics will be replaced
by a higher-level thinking skills focus for reading and mathe-
matics. Second, science and social studies will be added as
new content areas. Third, it will include direct writing
assessments.

Annual CAP reports to schools and districts are used to
compare improvement of 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 standardized tests which are composed of a small
number of items and whose security is much more vulnerable,
CAP is a “matrix sample” type of test in which each subject
area is tested by a large number of items, only a small portion
of which are taken by any 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 to community and legislators. CAP
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is a curriculum-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 adminis-
trators in planning curriculum.

The University of California, California State Univer-
sity, 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
courses are commonly referred to as “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. S. history or U.S. history and government

2 years of the same foreign language

4 years of approved electives

Of special interest because of the magnitude of the
change and the importance of its impact are the new entrance
requirements implemented by the California State University.
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 pointaverage (GPA) and score on 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
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irrespective 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
first effective for students entering CSU in the fall of 1984. In
addition, in November 1984, the trustees directed the chancel-
lor to develop recommendations conceming 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 aresolution requiring a comprehensive 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 govenment

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.

Fall 1989 At least 12 of the required 15 units, among

which are included at least 6 of the 7 units in
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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.

Full implementation.

Fall 1990

Fall 1991

Fall 1992

The California State University system has thus moved to
a set of entrance requirements that closely approximate en-
trance requirements of the University of California. Although
concern has been expressed about the potential negative
impact on minority students in higher education, CSU has
been remarkably flexible in altering the timeline for full
implementation.

In sum, a variety of forces external to high schools in
California have combined, in an unprecedented manner, to
create a cumulative pressure for change in high school cur-
riculum. Although proposed changes have been generated
from an array of sources, the changes are remarkably consis-
tent and send reasonably clear signals to schools. Change of
such magnitude does not come easily, however, and will
undoubtedly require long-term, sustained effort to imple-
ment.

The following section examines California high school
responses to these pressures for change.

HIGH SCHOOL CURRICULAR CHANGES

The cumulative effect of external pressures for a more
academically oriented curriculum has led high schools to
adopt a more rigorous curriculum. Increases in enrollment in
academic courses and concomitant declines in remedial
courses and electives, along with declines in other areas of the
curriculum not required for high school graduation or for
entrance into the University of California or California State
University, have occurred.

Course Enrollments

Figures 6.1 through 6.3 display enrollment changes in
courses for two time periods. The first displays a longer-
range, five-year view depicting enrollment changes by sub-
ject-matter area from 1981-82 to 1986-87. The second dis-
plays data from the two most recent years, 1985-86 to 1986-
87. Each data set is corrected for enrollment changes that
occurred doing these periods.
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It is important to note that overall subject-matter trends
may mask course enrollment trends occuring within subject-
matter categories. For example, although English enrollment
is down slightly in the five-year data, there are substantial
variations within English: advanced placement English en-
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rollments are up spectacularly while “developmental read-
ing"?has declined by almost one-third; many elective English
courses such as journalism and forensics have also declined
in enrollment. In fact, the decline in developmental reading
alone accounts for the overall decline in English enrollments.

FIGURE 6.1 Percent Change in Enrollment by Subject Matter Area, 1981-82 to 1986-87
and 1985-86 to 1986-87 (corrected for enrollment change)

Subject 1981-82 to 86-87 1985-86 to 86-87
Science 45.04 4.18
Drama 32.69 9.30
Foreign Language 31.62 5.10
Mathematics -0.64 -1.12
English -6.48 -2.24
Social Science -8.91 -0.55
Art -10.37 7.74
Vocational Educ. -16.79 8.34
Music -40.30 0.15

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

FIGURE 6.2 Percent Change in Course Enrollment, Adjusted for Changes in Total Enrollment, 1981-82 to 1986-87

-40.30 Music
-16.79 Vocational Education
-10.37 Art
-891 Social Science
-6.48 English

-0.64 Math

Foreign Language
Drama
Science 45.04

-4I0 -3‘0 -21{] -IIO 0 10 2I0 BE) 4I0 SE)

Note: These cumulative changes may differ somewhat from similar changes reported in previous PACE reports,
most notably in mathematics. Three reasons account for the differences: an earlier base year, recent enrollment
declines, and the inclusion in previous analyses of computer science. However, analysis of enrollment changes

within subject areas does continue to demonstrate large-scale trends toward higher level mathematics and science

consistent with California's school reform objectives.

SOURCE: PACE analysis of California Basic Educational Data System (CBEDS) data.
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FIGURE 6.3 Percent Change in Course Enrollment, Adjusted for Changes in Total Enrollment, 1985-86 to 1986-87

-2.24 English
-1.12 Math
-0.55 Social Science
Music 0.15
Science
Foreign Language
Art
Vocational Education
e . Dram
4 -2 0 Z

1.74
8.34
9.30

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

Major trends within subject matter areas include:
English

Advanced placement English underwent substantial
increases (81.88%) which appear to be leveling off
in the current year (0.56%).

Developmental reading (-33.24%) has declined
sharply and continues to decline in the current year.
Comprehensive English courses in grades 9-12
continue to increase (26.57%).

All literature courses (American, 44.05%; English,
6.82%; world, 15.85%, and ethnic, 12.71%) show
substantial increases as does enrollment in English
as a second language (16.03%).

Journalism (-8.48%), forensics (-13.51%), all com-
position courses (-17%), and most other electives
show patterns of consistent decline.

Foreign Language

Foreign languages generally display large increases,
with the largest gains in the two most popular lan-
guage courses, Spanish (29.45%) and French
(33.24%).

Dramatic increases are also evident inadvanced (be-
yond levels 1 and 2) language courses, e.g., Spanish
(83.45%), French (43.80%), Latin (91.38%), and
German (10.16%).

Music

Losses in music enrollment have been substantial,
with a 40.3 percent decline from the 1981-82 fig-

ures. The latest comparison, however, shows that
declines have begun to level out, and there is a slight
increase (0.15%) in 1986-87.

Within music, enrollment in band has suffered the
most. Band enrollments have declined by over 50
percent (-54.33%) since 1981-82, and in spite of the
slight upturn last year in overall music enrollments,
band continued to decline (-4.16%) in 1986-87.

Mathematics

Overall, mathematics enrollments have declined
very slightly (-0.64 %) over the past five-year period.
The overall decline in mathematics enrollment is
more than accounted for by large-scale declines in
consumer mathematics (-22.60%) and remedial
mathematics (-60.78%).

However, course enrollment patterns from 1982-83,
the year before SB 813 was enacted, to 1986-87
reveal a rise in overall mathematics enrollments of
9.4 percent.

College preparatory mathematics enrollment
increased in virtually every subject: beginning
algebra (19.42%), intermediate algebra (71.60%),
plane geometry (28.39%), solid geometry

(1.54%), trigonometry (31.29%), and probability/
statistics (136.35%).

Substantial percentage increases also occurred in
higher-level mathematics courses such as calculus,
which more than doubled (166.11%), and pre-calca-
lus, which almost doubled (86.47%).
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Science

*  Science enrollment in the five-year period grew spec-
tacularly and virtually across the board, characterized
by growth in more advanced courses (advanced biol-
ogy, 33.58%; advanced chemistry, 95.59%; and ad-
vanced physics, 194.22%) and in physical science
(301.77%) and earth science (108.58%).

=  The few declines in science courses occurred in elec-
tives such as astronomy (-3.00%), oceanography
(-25.32%), anatomy (-7.84%), and meteorology
(-12.72%).

Social Science

*  Social science enrollments declined substantially over
the five-year period with large growth occurring only
in economics (199.78%) and world history (58.49%).

*  The decline occured most heavily in electives such as
geography (-32.87%), introduction to the social sci-
ences (-56.23%), California history (-85.58%), psy-
chology (-20.54%), current events (-77.87%), sociol-
0gy (-37.34%), and anthropology (-62.04%).

Art

* Art enrollment experienced moderate losses over the
five-year period (-10.37%) but reversed the down-
ward trend with a solid increase (7.74%) across the
entire art curriculum last year.

* The large five-year declines are characterized by
drops in enrollment in such courses as ceramics
(-17.84%), crafts (-34.64%), painting (-29.43%), and
jewelry (-48.37%).

* Gains in enrollment occurred in photography
(13.93%), art appreciation (25.69%), art history
(76.86%), and basic art (24.22%).

Drama

*  Although percentage enrollment gains are high, this is
asmall field. The latest gains continued the five-year
pattern.

Vocational Education

= Vocational education sustained losses in enrollment
over the five-year period (-16.79%), but recent evi-
dence indicates that the bottom of the decline has been
reached as 1986-87 enrollments are up (8.34%) and
virtually throughout the vocational education curricu-
lum.
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The State Department of Education disseminates state-
wide course enrollment information designed to monitor
progress toward a more intense academic curriculum of his-
tory, government, science, mathematics, and literature.
Changes are noted from 1983-84 to 1986-87, a period of
focused state and local school reform activity, and demon-
strate gains in all areas (Figure 6.4).°

FIGURE 6.4 Course Enrollments, Percent
Change 1983-84 to 1986-87

Percent Change

Courses 1983-84 to 1986-87
Mathematics

3 of more years +14.6

Advanced mathematics +9.3
English

4 or more years +17.2
Science

3 or more years +19.5

Chemistry +17.2

Physics +6.4
History/Social Science

4 or more years +10.1

Foreign Language
3 or more years +5.4

Fine Arts
1 year art/music/drama/dance +10.2

SOURCE: State Department of Education, Performance
Report for California Schools 1987,

HIGH SCHOOL CURRICULUM AND STUDENT
PARTICIPATION IN HIGHER EDUCATION

Of special relevance to admission to the state’s four-year
colleges is the number of students enrolled in courses meeting
the a-f requirements for the University of California. PACE
analyzed school-by-school data compiled by the Research
and Information Technology Unit of the State Department of
Education which compared the 1984-85 and 1985-86 re-
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of California’s a-frequirements. Because the California State
University admission requirements are now so similar to
admission standards established by UC, it is reasonable to
assume thatone can predict the future enrollment patterns for
both segments by utilizing change data for the a-f courses.
The State Department of Education reports that total enroll-
ments in these courses increased from 38.2 percent to 43.6
percent from 1984-85 to 1985-86, a 14.1 percent increase.
The state department also collects data regarding the
percentage of graduates from each high school who have
completed the a-f course requirements. Itreports that of those
students who graduated from high school in 1984, 27.5
percent have completed all of the a-f requirements. *
PACE analyzed these data by school and found striking
variation among high schools in the percentages of their
students who have completed the required courses. Sixty-
seven percent of the schools reporting show completion rates
of 30 percent or less, and only about seven percent of the
schools report a rate of a-f completers exceeding
50 percent of their high school graduates (Figure 6.5).

FIGURE 6.5 a-f Completion Rate

Rate of Number of
Completion* High Schools
< 10% 76
11-20% 216
21-30% 201
3140% 117
41-50% 70
51-60% 19
61-70% 14
71-80% 1
81% + 7

* Percent of high school graduates completing the a-f
requirements,

Schools which tended to have smaller percentages of
a-f completers can be characterized as having lower parent
education indexes, higher percentages of AFDC eligibles,
and higher percentages of black and Hispanic students,
Schools with low completion rates could be found in both
urban and rural settings.

To gain some additional insight on the impact of socio-
economic status on the number of a-f completers, PACE
analyzed the percent of a-f completers in the 25 largest school
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districts in California (comprising approximately 34 percent
of the state’s total enrollment). Using the reported parent
education index, substantial differences were found between
schools’ completion rates. Schools which ranked in the top
quartile on parent education had a completion rate of 38.4
percent, substantially higher than the state average of 28.8
percent and almost double that of schools in the bottom
quartile which had an average rate of only 19.5 percent.

In sum, low-income, black, and Hispanic students Iag
substantially behind their counterparts in a-f enrollment and
a-fcompletion rates. Schools which these students attend can
be characterized as offering fewer opportunities to this grow-
ing segment of the population.

Further evidence is available from California Basic
Educational Data System (CBEDS) data tapes regarding
advanced course enrollment (Figure 6.6). This information is
particularly important for purposes of monitoring course-
taking patterns over time. The trends appear to be toward
enrollment in more academic courses.

Blacks and Hispanics are still underrepresented in these
courses and in completing the courses necessary for admis-
sion to the public four-year colleges. The 1983 California
Postsecondary Education Commission high school eligibility
study, for example, found that only 10.1 percent of blacks and
15 percent of Hispanics were eligible to enter the California
State University as regularly admitted students directly out of
high school, compared to 33.5 percent of whites and 49
percent of Asians. Data from 1985-86 advanced course
enrollment by ethnicity do not portray a significantly different
landscape (Figure 6.7).

Comparison of these data for the last two years by subject
provides a more developed picture (Figure 6.8).

Notonly is the percentage of Asians/Filipinos enrolled in
these courses higher than each of the other ethnic groups, but
the rate of increase is also higher in mathematics and physics.
Only in chemistry did the percentage of black and Hispanic
enrollees increase at a greater rate than whites and Asians,
While black and Hispanic enrollment percentages grew in
physics, the rate of growth was in each case less than that of
Asians. Inadvanced mathematics, percentages of blacks were
down and Hispanics were up as percentages declined overall.
Obviously, the gap between black and Hispanic participation
rates in these advanced classes did not close appreciably.

Combining enrollments in both physics and chemistry—
since either is presumably applicable for admission pur-
POses—presents a more optimistic picture with growth rates
among blacks and Hispanics exceeding the overall growth
rate, but large disparities still remain.
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FIGURE 6.6 Advanced Course Enrollment, 1983-84 through 1985-86

Courses 1983-84 1984-85 1985-86 Difference % Change
Advanced Math,
Courses above Alg.I 28% 32% 33% 5% 18%
Science
Chemistry 25% 31% 37% 12% 48%
Physics 10% 12% 14% 4% 40%
Adv. Sci. NA NA 49% NA NA
U. C. Requirements
a-f enrollments NA NA 44% NA NA
a-f completions NA NA 28% NA NA
FIGURE 6.7 Enrollment in Advanced Courses by Ethnicity, 1985-86
Ethnicity Adv. Math, Physics Chemistry
All Students 13.2% 14.8% 39.2%
White 13.9% 15.2% 40.6%
Black 6.1% 7.6% 29.8%
Hispanic 6.0% 6.4% 253%
Asian/Filipino 33.4% 35.2% 67.5%
Pacific Islander 13.9% 15.1% 324%
American Indian 6.4% 7.2% 20.2%

Note: Advanced mathematics represents the statewide rate of enrollment per 100 juniors and seniors. Also, the definition of
advanced mathematics in this display is not the same as the preceding chart. In this chart advanced mathematics is defined as any
third- or fourth-year advanced mathematics course. The values for chemistry and physics are the statewide enrollment per 100

seniors.

In sum, impressive gains in both academic course offer-
ings and enrollments, and the fact that in some curricular areas
blacks and Hispanics appear to be enrolling in higher num-
bers, should not mask the fact that many students need
substantial assistance if they are to gain access to higher
education. Although the pattern of curricular change is
positive, itis not uniform. Underrepresented minority groups,
while showing some progress in enrollment patterns in aca-
demic courses, are still behind their white and Asian counter-
parts. In addition, schools with large percentages of low-
income and minority youth, on average, offer fewer academic
courses.

CATEGORICAL FUNDING

California has one of the most elaborate structures of

categorical funding in the United States. There are 70 separate
categorical funding sources. Categorical funds are revenues
made available to local school districts by the 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.
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. Using this definition,
state categorical funding totaled $3.9 billion in 1986-87.
Despite much debate about the number of categoricals,
California added more categorical programs through its
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school reform legislation (SB 813) in 1983. Some of the However, the governor eliminated three categorical

largest and most significant were: programs in his 1987 budget vetoes:
* minimum teacher salaries * teacher instructional improvement grants (CTIIP)
* longer school days and years «  staff development (AB 551)
* mentor teachers * education technology centers in county offices of
*  administrator training centers education

«  10th grade counseling

FIGURE 6.8 Enroliment in Advanced Courses by Ethnicity and Subject,

1984-85 to 1985-86
Ethnicity 84-85 85-86 Difference % Change
Advanced Mathematics

All 13.9% 13.2% -0.7% -5.0%

White 14.8% 13.9% -0.9% -6.1%

Black 6.8% 6.1% -0.7% -10.3%

Hispanic 5.7% 6.0% +0.3% +5.3%

Asian/Fil. 31.7% 33.4% +1.7% +5.4%

Amer. Ind. 7.6% 6.4% -1.2% -15.8%

Physics

All 13.5% 14.8% +1.3% +9.6%

White 142% 15.2% +1.0% +7.0%

Black 6.6% 7.6% +1.0% +15.2%

Hispanic 5.8% 6.4% +0.6% +10.3%

Asian/Fil. 30.4% 35.2% +4.8% +15.8%

Amer. Ind. 10.8% 72% -3.6% -33.3%

Chemistry

All 323% 39.2% +6.9% +21.4%

White 34.6% 40.6% +6.0% +17.3%

Black 21.7% 29.8% +8.1% +37.3%

Hispanic 17.4% 25.3% +7.9% +45.4%

Asian/Fil. 57.0% 67.5% +10.5% +18.4%

Amer. Ind. 19.2% 20.2% +1.0% +5.2%
Combined Physics and Chemistry

All 458% 54.0% +8.2% +17.9%

White 48.8% 55.8% +7.0% +14.3%

Black 28.3% 37.4% +9.1% +32.2%

Hispanic 232% 31.7% +8.5% +36.6%

Asian/Fil. 87.4% 102.7% +15.3% +17.5%

Amer. Ind. 30.0% 27.4% -2.6% -8.7%

Note: Since students can take both physics and chemistry, double countin g can occur, which
accounts for the fact that the Asian/Filipino rate exceeds 100%.
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A description of the major categorical programs follows,
but note that the largest categoricals are difficult to change
dramatically in terms of structure. Special education amounts
to over $1.1 billion but cannot easily be block granted or
deregulated because of restrictions in federal laws and court
decisions. The desegregation assistance program is also con-
trolled by judicial decisions because the state must pay deseg-
regation costs mandated by the courts.

The easiest programs to consolidate are also the smallest,
such as the Miller-Unruh Reading Program and secondary
school counseling. Some “categoricals” are simply finance
allocation formulas, such as transportation and adult educa-
tion. These are not “programs” in the usual sense because the
funds can be used for general purposes. Figure 6.9 provides
a fiscal overview of the earmarked funding sources.

The best way to understand the dimensions of
California’s complex categorical system is to review selected
specifics for each one. The last section in this chapter, 1987-
88 State Categorical Aid Programs, provides such a descrip-
tive overview, but note that many of the programs presented
are small.

There are various ways to combine these categorical
programs into groups that provide a broader perspective on the
state role. For example, the legislative analyst has aggregated
a teaching and administration cluster (Figure 6.10) and com-
pensatory education cluster (Figure 6.11).

1987 LEGISLATIVE ACTION AFFECTING
CATEGORICAL PROGRAMS

InJuly 1987 the governor vetoed AB 37 that would have
extended five categorical programs until June 30, 1992. The
five programs are (1) Miller-Unruh Reading Act of 1965, 2)
School Improvement Program, (3) Bilingual Education, @
Economic Impact Aid, and (5) Indian Early Childhood Edu-
cation. The major points of contention between the Demo-
cratically controlled legislature and Republican governor
concerned the specificity within the bilingual program.
However, the level of funding and allocation formulas for
each of the five programs under the 1987-88 fiscal year budget
were not affected by the veto.

The veto did provide a form of categorical grant deregu-
lation without changing basic structures. Local school dis-
tricts have more overall programmatic discretion now that
some specific regulations have expired. But there are still
statutory requirements that the funds remain categorically
earmarked, e.g., funds must be used for the “general” or
“intended” purposes of the program. And, in the case of
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FIGURE 6.9 Selected Categoricals, 1987-88 School Year

Program Amount
(thousands
Special Education 1,103,149
State Teachers Retirement System 507,385
Desegregation-Court Ordered 315,551
Desegregation-Voluntary 47,233
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 55,993
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 Development 250
Intergenerational Education 165
School/Law Enforcement Partnership 150
Classroom Teacher Instructional
Improvement Grants 30
Total $3.9 billion
(rounded)

SOURCE: Legislative Analyst.
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FIGURE 6.10 K-12 Education Support for Programs Relating to Teaching and Administration Local Assistance*
1985-86 through 1987-88

(dollars in thousands)
Estimated Projected 1988-89
Program 1985-86 1986-87 1987-88 Governor’s Budget
General Fund:
Mentor Teacher Program .............c.ceeeceervernnee $44,750 $45,750 $49,750 $62,650
Teacher Education and
Computer Centers 12,461 12,586 0 0
Administrator Training and
Evaluation Program 4,124 4,233* 4,202
School Personnel Staff
Development Program 3,609 3,645 0 —
SDE/CSU Minority
Underrepresentation and
Teaching Improvement Program — 542 542 1,292
California International
Studies Project — 480 480 880
Pilot Project to Improve
Administrative Personnel .. — 250 — —
Classroom Teacher Instructional
Improvement Program 16,900 17,2004 0 0
Bilingual Teacher Training Program...................... 834 842 842 842
School Business Personnel Staff
Development Program 250 250 250
Subtotals, General Fund ..........veeeesevecennsonn, $82,928 $85,878 856,066
Federal Funds:
Math and Science Teacher
Training Grant ..........c.ccoveveceeeeeeoneeeeseesessesssens $5.523 $2.405 $5,448 $5.,533
Totals c.uiiviiiin vessessssessneneeses 988,451 $88,283 $61,514 §71,197

* The table does not include staff development programs funded from federal Education Consolidation and Improvement
Act (ECIA), Chapter 2 funds.

® This amount includes $31,000 reappropriated from 1985-86.

¢ This amount was transferred from Item 6100-191-001 (d)—Classroom Teacher Instructional Improvement Program, to
Item 6420-001-001—California Postsecondary Education commission (CPEC)—to supplement the $200,000 provided in
CPEC'’s budget for the purpose of contracting for a study on K-12 staff development programs.

¢ This amount includes $200,000 reappropriated from 1985-86.

SOURCE: Legislative Analyst.
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FIGURE 6.11 K-12 Education Funding for Compensatory Education Programs Local Assistance, 1985-86 through

1987-88 (thousands)
Actual Estimated Estimated
Program 1985-86 1986-87 1987-88
General Fund:
Economic Impact Aid $196,252 $197,577 $196,952
Miller-Unruh Reading Program veeee 19,290 19,869 19,869
Indian Education:

American Indian Education 1213 1226 1.226
Subtotals $216,755 $218,672 $218,047
Federal Funds:

ECIA Chapter 1 $403,280 $374,083 $374,083
Refugee and Immigrant Programs 19,836 20,340 18,677
Subtotals $423.116 $394.423 $392.760
TOTALS $639,871 $613,095 $610,807

SOURCE: Legislative Analyst.

bilingual education, there are also federal legal requirements.
For example, categorical funds of all five programs cannot be
made part of the district’s funds (or used for teacher salary
increases) and must be spent on supplementary assistance,
such as resource teachers or educational materials. All parent
advisory or school site councils remain in force.

There are significant areas of local flexibility that are
created by this veto. For example, no specific program
approach is now required in bilingual education, there are no
state standards for reclassifying pupils from limited-English
to fluent-English, and there are no specific proportions of
nonlimited-English-proficient students for each classroom.
But there will still be bilingual programs supported by state
funds with many uncertainties remaining about the teacher
certification requirements. Most school districts will merely
continue what they were doing in 1986-87 until state law is
clarified.

RETHINKING CATEGORICAL AID:
OVERALL STRATEGY

Categorical aid was the subject of intense scrutiny in
1987-88, after several years of little attention by major state
policy makers. Governor Deukmejian proposed a significant
shift in resources from categorical programs such as Gifted
and Talented Education, Urban Impact Aid, and Miller-Unruh
Reading to a slight reduction in elementary class size. While
this proprosal was defeated in the legislature, the governor
vetoed any cost-of-living increase for most categoricals and
called for a study of the entire system. Moreover, attempts to

extend the bilingual education program led to a political
stalemate with intense partisan differences. Bills were con-
sidered that would remove most restrictions from several
categorical programs but require a local planning process to
formulate a new plan for use of flexible funds. The legislative
analyst was extremely critical of the quality of mandated
sunsetreviews of individual categorical programs by the State
Department of Education.

Categorical programs became embroiled in charges by
several legislators that too much money was being spent on
personnel who were not “regular classroom teachers.” It is
alleged that restrictions in categorical programs cause an
inefficient allocation of resources in favor of project admin-
istrators, aides, and specialist teachers. The Republicans
tended to be more critical of categorical programs, while the
Democrats defended them more rigorously against a variety
of charges. The governor’s budget vetoes will likely cause
controversy and perhaps re-examination of the existing array
of programs.

There is considerable disagreement over what consti-
tutes a categorical “program” as contrasted to an earmarked
funding source. One way of viewing the categorical concept
is to examine all funding that is not included as part of the
district revenue limits ($7.86 billion) or the lottery ($523
million).

The rest of the $18 billion in total local revenue is
earmarked for something. But there is a big conceptual
difference between special education with its program stan-
dards and a funding source such as aid to small school districts
or urban impact aid that consists of a formula distribution.
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Nevertheless, the number and scope of existing restricted
funding sources is impressive and accounts for more than half
of all local district revenue.

The existing categorical funding system has evolved
incrementally and has no overall rationale. Indeed, a historical
analysis of the current array is similar to a geologist examining
a mountain. Various residues of programs signify different
eras and priorities, including an early focus on target groups
(e.g., compensatory education) and most recently embodying
the 1983 SB 813 reforms (e.g., mentor teachers). There are
many legislators historical footnotes left as a legacy in the
categorical or earmarked sources. Some categoricals leave
little discretion about funding levels to the legislator or gov-
emor, such as the rise from $184.4 million to $267.8 million
in court-mandated desegregation.

Recent Research at the Federal Level:
Implications for California

Most major federal categorical programs expired in 1987
and had to be reauthorized. This triggered a large-scale effort
toevaluate federal categories, including a $4 million Congres-
sionally-mandated study of compensatory education. Since
many state programs are similar to federal categories, the
results of these federal evaluations are useful, particularly
with respect to the impact of consolidation (or block grants)
and improving compensatory education.

In 1981, as a major initiative of the Reagan administra-
tion, Congress approved the consolidation of 32 categorical
programs ($536 million) into a block grant that is distributed
to local school districts. The funds could be used for any
purposes supported by the 32 antecedent programs. While this
block grant is not a large amount for any state (about $48
million in California), that flexibility in allocation provides a
limited test of what school districts will do when there are
almostno funding restrictions. The federal consolidation also
demonstrates thatitis politically feasible to consolidate dispa-
rate categoricals.

Several studies of local allocations of the federal block
grant concluded: ¢

*  Theallocation distribution from the federal govern-

ment to school districts is different after categorical
restrictions are removed. Less money went to large
cities and more went to suburban and rural districts.
Large cities were more successful in securing com-
petitive projects, particularly for desegregation.

* Local spending patterns were also different from

those required by categoricals.
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*  Local spending choices were similar to what Califor-
nia districts did with their first year’s lottery money,
e.g., 60 percent was spent on instructional materials
and equipment, 26 percent on salaries, and 14 percent
on other items.® A substantial amount of the equip-
ment involved computers, Larger districts with larger
grants spent more on personnel. Funding for desegre-
gation or innovative projects that were major compo-
nents of the defunct federal categories dropped consid-
erably.

*  Local uncertainty about federal funding levels helped

cause local priorities for nonrecurring ‘expenditures.
The amounts per pupil (about $9) from the federal
block grant were too small to expect achivement
effects.

The major studies of the largest federal categorical program
(compensatory education, $4.3 billion) provide a different per-
spective.® The federal program Chapter 1 is similar to
California’s Economic Impact Aid program ($196 million). In
1981, the federal government repealed vast numbers of regula-
tions and urged local education agencies to utilize the flexibility
for more effective programs. Federal deregulation of selected
categorical restrictions did cause a decline in administrators but
no change in program strategy or instructional services.

After two decades, compensatory education approaches
are now deeply embedded in the routines of schools. Use of
elementary school pull-out programs and the remedial focus is
rooted in deep grooves within local administrative routines.
Administrative leadership is still oriented to the compliance
strategy before 1981 and haslittle incentive or knowledge about
how to reorient instructional strategy.’

Students are pulled out of their regular classes and taught
for about 50 minutes by a reading or math specialist. Coordina-
tion of these pull-out sessions with the regular curriculum is
uneven and varies greatly among school districts and even
schools within districts. Marginal gains in achievement result
in many cases but are insufficient to close the gap with national
norms. There are financial disincentives to make a program
better because the federal funding is based on the number of
low-achieving pupils.

The federal Chapter 1 experience indicates that merely
deregulating does not galvanize an outpouring of new local
education strategies or tactics. Teachers and specialized admin-
istrators need new concepts and skills. Classroom aides who are
on a school payroll need to be either better trained or reduced.
Incentives need to be included, perhaps on the basis of
schoolwide increases in various indicators such as pupil per-
formance.
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Both the federal Chapter 1 and California Economic
Impact Aid (EIA) share the same problem of lack of concen-
tration of funds among school districts. Chapter 1 reaches 90
percent of California’s school districts, and EIA distributes
money to 100 percent of districts. This results in thinly spread
funds that cannot be focused in the most needy districts that
have very high percentages of disadvantaged youth, In SB
813, the California legislature decided to spread the funds
more widely among school districts. The California legisla-
ture may want to reconsider this funding concentration issue as
the federal government is now doing.

California has been improving its delivery system for
categorical programs largely through actions of the California
State Department of Education. This includes further refine-
ments in the Consolidated Application for most categorical
programs which rely heavily on computer-based data pro-
vided by the state to local applicants,

The State Department of Education’s procedures for field
compliance review are now coordinated among categoricals.
This has eliminated most categorical bureaucratic fiefdoms in
Sacramento. There is a single consolidated compliance divi-
sion that focuses on key issues; thus field reviews are more
collegial and problem-solving oriented. Moreover, the state
teams of field compliance officers have beenreplaced partially
by consortiums of local educators who review each other’s
plans®

Even more impressive have been the State Department of
Education’s efforts to integrate the categorical approach with
the concept of a core curriculum that all students should learn.
This mitigates the tendency to provide special-needs pupils
with a watered-down and slower-paced curriculum. State
categorical field reviews focus to a considerable extent on
issues concerning the common core curriculum. The state
curriculum guides are being meshed with the categoricals.

PACE knows of no other state making similar progress on
streamlining, consolidating, and focusing on a core curricu-
lum. In 1983, the legislature repealed several restrictions on
the local option of designing school-based consolidations of
several categoricals. It is unclear why only three percent of
schools statewide use this option to have a school-site-based
coordinated plan (AB 777).2

ALTERNATIVES FOR IMPROVING CALIFORNIA
CATEGORICALS

This recent progress in State Department of Education
administration does not obviate the need to reconsider the
current categorical structure. Several alternatives will be
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discussed:

*  Ablock grant of several categories that could then be
used for any purpose a school district deems neces-
sary (similar to a lottery fund).

*  Emulate the federal consolidation by block granting
numerous categoricals but restricting use of the
block grant to the purposes designated in the pro-
grams that were consolidated. :

* Block grant several categories but specify that
money must be used for a school improvement plan
as provided under AB 65 with current revisions
stressing close integration with the core curriculum.
More funds could be earmarked for sites with high
concentrations of disadvantaged children.

*  Block grant with money distributed to merit schools
that display outstanding increases on performance
indicators such as achievement, attendance, drop-
outs, and rigorous course taking. Florida operates
such a program now with considerable success. The
“merit school” could be required to prepare a school
improvement plan similar to the process in the item
immediately above.!°

Before eliminating categorical programs, the quality of
program evaluations should be improved and the sunset
process reconsidered to include better data as well as a focus
that extends beyond a single program.

The 70 categorical and earmarked funds currently in
place compose a major part of the state’s school finance
policy. Other states do not rely as greatly on so many
earmarked sources. Perhaps a three-pronged strategy would
be most effective:

* Consolidate several programs using the third and
fourth options above with funds focused to some
extent on schools with high concentrations of disad-
vantaged children and a common core curriculum.

*  Improve the effectiveness of the large programs that
cannot easily be consolidated, e.g., special educa-
tion.

*  Improve the evaluation and sunset process by use of
more independent evaluators outside the State De-
partment of Education or increase the department’s
evaluation unit which is independent of program
operations.

On this latter point the legislative analyst noted:

We find many of the SDE’s evaluations to be of

poor quality. The department’s sunset review

evaluations of categorical programs are of particu-

lar concern in this regard. The problem is not that
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these evaluations fail to provide definitive answers
to questions of program success, but that some
provide scarcely any meaningful and useful infor-
mation at all.  Specifically, most of the
department’s sunset review evaluations fail to:
* articulate the program’s goals in measurable
terms;
« analyze the degree to which the program
achieves its goals;
» diagnose program weaknesses (areas of
needed improvement); and
*  discuss the policy implications of the findings.
Instead, the department’s sunset reports typically
provide a description of the program (based on
legislative and administrative requirements rather
than on actual implementation), information re-
garding the achievement of students in the program
(but with no attempt to relate achievement to pro-
gram participation), and a recommendation that
the program be continued and/or expanded.!!

PUPIL WEIGHTING AND EXCESS
COST APPROACHES

A drastic conceptual change from California’s categories
would be a transformation to a pupil weighting system such as
used by many other states. A pupil weighting system arises
from the fact that many students have unusual learning prob-
lems that require costly teaching methods. Handicapped
pupils, vocational education students, and limited-English-
speaking students are only a few of these.

Imagine a foundation plan that guarantees a given num-
ber of dollars per student. If one wished to spend a different
amount on students with special needs, it could be done
counting each of them as more than one student. Forexample,
a blind child might be weighted at 1.5 as compared witha 1.0
weighting of so-called normal students.

Ideally, the precise weight represents the ratio of the cost
of providing a basic special program to that of providing a
basic normal program. The sum of all weights can be
obtained, and this weighted student count is used as the basis
for calculating state aid to a local district. Pupil weights could
be substituted for the major California categoricals, thereby
repealing much of the detailed legislation. Such a system,
however, provides much less state control of local program
decisions.

A major problem with pupil weights is a lack of agreed-
upon technology for educating each student category. With-
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out this technology, it is impossible to agree on the extra cost
involved. Atempts to cost out “exemplary programs” nomi-
nated by “experts” in such fields as special or bilingual
education suffer from criticisms such as (1) there is no
reason to believe that a comparable program could not be
operated atareduced cost, (2) there is no assurance that agood
program can be equally effective in another district, and (3)
the experts disagree on what is “exemplary.” It has been
difficult to obtain reliable cost data because schools do not
have program budgets. Despite these difficulties, 26 states
use weighted systems, with Florida having the most elaborate.

An alternative to weighting is state reimbursement for
excess costs. This requires districts to account for special
program expenditures, deduct state-defined costs of educat-
ing normal students, and receive state reimbursement for all or
a portion of excess costs. This requires a sophisticated local
accounting system in order to substantiate “excess costs.” An
alternative is for the state to calculate what a service ought to
costand then let the district keep the balance leftif they can do
it less expensively,

In sum, pupil weighting and excess costs are alternatives
that suggest specified types of categorical approaches best
suited to certain types of education functions. Excess cost is
particularly useful for transportation costs. A categorical
approach is well suited to school improvement programs that
involve school site councils. Pupil weighting is promising for
selected occupational preparation programs.

SPECIFIC CATEGORICAL PROGRAMS

" Each year in Conditions of Education in California,
PACE includes an analysis of particular categorical programs
that deserve major policy oversight. This year the rapidly
growing desegregation program and the state role in staff
development are addressed.

State School Desegregation Assistance

Unlike national patterns of federal court dominance, state
courts have been dominant in California. The Crawford case
in Los Angeles (filed in 1967 and decided by the California
Supreme Court in 1976) is the best known and forms the basis
for most of the desegregation efforts now being implemented
in California. Currently, school districts in Los Angeles, San
Diego, Stockton, San Francisco, San Jose, San Bernardino,
Bakersfield, and East Palo Alto either operate or are desegre-
gating under court supervision.

The state’s current policy on school desegregation is
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contained in Chapter 7, CAC Title 5 (Sections 90-101). The
state’s regulations follow the Crawford decision of the Cali-
fornia Supreme Court that a school district must “take rea-
sonably feasible steps to alleviate the racial and ethnic segre-
gation of its minority students, whatever its origin, because of
the educational harm and deprivation it causes such students.”

Currentregulations permit each district to define segrega-
tion for its own purposes, which has resulted in wide variation
in the definitions used by various school districts and their
consequent need to “desegregate.” State regulations basically
serve to focus pressure in local communities on local school
authorities, since there is no statewide standard for determin-
ing either the extent of segregation or appropriate means of
alleviating it.

Prior to Proposition 13, school desegregation funding
was primarily a local issue. Although the State Board of
Education, as early as 1969, required school districts to “study
and consider” ways of desegregating schools, the state’s
involvement was negligible, and no state funding was appro-
priated specifically for desegregation purposes. Districts that
were under court orders to desegregate were authorized by
state law to levy “override” property taxes to pay for their
desegregation costs. Districts that were not under court orders
either had no racial imbalances to correct or used general-
purpose revenues (from state and local sources) to undertake
desegregation efforts.

From 1980-81 through 1984-85, school districts with
court-ordered programs were required to submit claims to the
state controller for reimbursement. If the amount appropriated
in the annual budget act was insufficient, the unpaid claims
were submitted to the board for review and possible payment
through a claims bill. Since 1983-84, this process was also
followed for voluntary desegregation claims. Priorto Chapter
180, Statutes of 1985 (AB 38), it was the administration’s
practice to budget for desegregation claims based on the last
full year’s value of paid claims.

Chapter 180 established funding formulas intended to
serve as the basis for funding costs prospectively, rather than
funding only prior year expenditures. A new base year (1984-
85 audited costs approved by the state controller) was estab-
lished. Court-ordered desegregation costs are reimbursed at
100 percent of the base year plus 30 percent of the difference
between the base year (adjusted for ADA and COLA in-
creases) and current year costs. Reimbursement for court-
ordered programs, therefore, includes 80 percent of the cost
associated with program expansion and other cost increases.

The most common features of California desegregation
programs are selective school closures, magnet schools, and
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voluntary transfer programs, combined with staff develop-
ment. Moreover, districts have designated certain predomi-
nantly minority schools as being impractical to desegregate.
In order to alleviate the harmful consequences of segregation,
districts provide extra resources above the level of other
district schools. These desegregation programs are similar or
identical to compensatory education programs but are pro-
vided to children who do not meet the explicit criteria for
compensatory education (federal Chapter 1 or state EIA).

The costs for state desegregation have risen rapidly to the
point where this is the second largest categorical program (see
Figures 6.9 and 6.12). Moreover, rapidly rising costs trig-
gered an investigation by a state task force.!? They concluded
that:

*  Court orders lack specificity and often contain gen-

eral requirements that are difficult to audit (e.g.,
improve academic excellence and solve the dropout
problem). In addition to the difficulty of determin-
ing appropriate program components to meet these
general requirements, there is no means of determin-
ing when the requirement has been fulfilled.

*  Many programs implemented as part of a desegrega-
tion plan are difficult to distinguish from other
“regular” education programs (e.g., bilingual educa-
tion, costs associated with the alleviation of over-
crowding, and deferred maintenance of buildings).

*  Forcourt-ordered programs with voluntary compo-
nents, it is often difficult to distinguish between the
two for funding purposes.

¢ The determination of what costs are in excess of the
regular program is difficult for both districts and the
state.

*  Thedetermination of whether costs are “reasonable”
is often impossible, due to the general nature of
program goals.

Additionally, district personnel have questioned the
appropriateness of state programmatic determinations made
as part of the audits. The lack of a state audit appeal process
(other than the courts) has compounded all of these problems.
At this point, the state has not decided how to solve these
problems, but several alternatives are under consideration.

State Role in Staff Development!*

California spent nearly $1 billion in 1985-86 on staff
development for teachers and administrators. The state ap-
propriated nearly $300 million for school, district, and univer-
sity-administered staff development programs. Nearly $600
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FIGURE 6.12 K-12 Education Funding for School Desegregation Claims* 1985-86 through 1987-88

(thousands)
Actual Estimated Estimated
Program 1985-86 1986-87 1987-88
A. Court-Ordered Desegregation Claims .............ccccoeuruuene $222,383 $268,955 ~ §309,299
Funding.......ccccoeveuemnarerennnnee 186.546° 267.803 267.803
DERGIE wosiiiniinnissiiismitimampensmpasnoasastsssrarmmmensoonss 35,837 1,152 41,496
Cumulative Deficit wen 99837 36,989 78,485
B. Voluntary Desegregation ............useermsesrasscremsssssssesenns 53,085 54,992 56,763
Punding ..coemmmnias 2.000° 82815 23.815
Deficit (Surplus) .. 46,085 27,823 948
Cumulative Deficit 46,085 18,262 19,210
C. Total Claims 275,468 323,947 366,062
Funding 193546 350618 323618
Deficit (Surplus) 81,922 (26,671) 42,444
Cumulative Deficit ....... 81,922 55,251 97,695

are different, due to carryovers.

This table shows funding for claims by fiscal year. It does not show expenditurs by fiscal year, which

Excludes $22 million appropriated by AB 38 (Ch 180/85) for payment of prior year claims,

¢ Excludes $73.4 million appropriated by AB 38 (Ch 180/85) for payment of prior year claims.

SOURCE: Legislative Analyst, 1987.

million was in the form of future salary obligations to teachers
who participated in staff development activities and earned
units toward advancement on the salary schedule.

Of the total staff development expenditures, the state
targeted more than $84 million in categorical money for staff
development programs in 1985-86. These programs can be
divided into five categories, with each category representing
adifferentlocus of investment: (1) teachers, (2) school-based
programs, (3) district-level programs, (4) regional programs,
and (5) centrally located services.

As can be seen from Figure 6.13, the state’s largest
targeted staff development investment in 1985-86 was in two
programs which placed money directly in the hands of teach-
ers: the Mentor Teacher Program and the Classroom Teacher
Instructional Improvement Program (CTIIP). State appro-
priations for these programs totaled $62.75 million. The next
most substantial state investment was for regional programs.
The lion’s share of this money ($10.6 million) was allocated
to the Teacher Education and Computer Centers (TECCs).

An additional $34 million in state categorical funds was
appropriated to staff development in 1985-86 from other state
programs that included staff development components. In-
cluded in this category were vocational education, compensa-
tory education, and dropout prevention programs. Two-thirds
of this state staff development money ($22.5 million) was

allocated to the School Improvement Program (SIP) for
school-based professional development.

In his budget veto message last year, Governor
Deukmejian eliminated money from various staff develop-
ment categories. More than $3.5 million was eliminated from
school-site staff development programs and more than
$100,000 from Regional Science Resource Centers. All funds
were eliminated for the Teacher Education Computer Centers
(TECC) as well as for Classroom Teacher Instructional Im-
provement grants (CTIIP). In his proposed budget for 1988-
89, the governor earmarked $10 million for staff development,
pending release of the results of a comprehensive review of
professional development programs throughout the state
being conducted for the California Postsecondary Education
Commission by PACE and Far West Laboratory for Educa-
tional Research.

The PACE/Far West study examined the array of staff
development offerings in 32 California school districts. For
purposes of the study, staff development was defined as:

... any activity that is intended partly or

primarily to prepare paid staff members for

improved performance in present or future

roles in the school district. . . . The term staff

member is limited in scope [to include] all

certificated personnel and teachers’ aides.
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FIGURE 6.13 State Categorical Staff Development Funds

State Fund Targeted Other State Programs
for Staff Development with Staff Development
Locus of Investment (millions) (millions)
Investment Directly in Teachers
Mentor Teacher Program $45.75
CTIIP 17.00
Investment in School-Based Staff Development
AB 551 3.65
Investment in District-Level Staff Development
School Improvement Program (SIP) $22.50
AB 803 3.00
State Compensatory Education 4.60
Vocational Education 3.50
SB 65 Dropout Prevention 0.50
Math/Science Teacher 0.12
Investment in Regional Staff Development
Teacher Education Computer Centers (TECC) 10.60
California School Leadership Academy
and Administrator Training Centers (ATC) 420
Instructional Materials 0.15
Bilingual Teacher Training 0.83
Investment in Centrally Located Services
Software Clearninghouse 0.14
Curriculum Implementation Centers (CIC) 1.70

SOURCE: Judith Warren Little, et al., Staff Development in California: Public and Personal Investments, Program Patterns,
and Policy Choices (Berkeley and San Francisco, CA: Policy Analysis for California Education, PACE, and Far West Laboratory
for Educational Research and Development, December 1987).
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The overarching goal of staff development is to improve
instruction to students. To accomplish this goal, the general
purposes of staff development include broadening and deep-
ening teachers’ content knowledge and pedagogical skills,
expanding schools’ organizational capacity to improve, and
helping to prepare teachers for expanded professional roles.

Staff development programs are offered by four different
types of providers: individual schools, local school districts,
regional and county offices, and professional associations.
Districts and schools are the major providers of staff develop-
ment. More than half of state-appropriated staff development
funds in 1985-86 were disbursed to local school districts as
part of district-administered activities.

The PACE/Far West study found that the content and
form of local staff development activities are beginning to
reflect the era of education reform generally and California’s
own omnibus reform legislation, SB 813, particularly. Many
of the school districts that participated in the study keyed their
staff development offerings to the state’s new model curricu-
lum standards and to results of the school improvement
research. However, most district staff development programs
still reflect the “menu approach,” offering a wide array of
generic courses, such as classroom management and clinical
teaching, rather than content-specific courses geared to
schools’ increasingly demanding academic curriculum,

Although previous research suggests the promise of
school-level professional development programs, the PACE/
Far West study found that most school districts centralize staff
development planning and activities. Nearly two-thirds
(64%) of the time spent in district-sponsored staff develop-
ment activities involved teachers from more than one school.
More than 80 percent of staff development is aligned with two
major district-level functions, either curriculum and instruc-
tion or the administration of specific categorical programs.

More than half of district staff development costs were in
“leader time” for teachers and administrators who plan and
conduct professional development activities. District admin-
istrators absorbed the largest share of leader time. Ina teacher
survey conducted as part of the PACE/Far West study, four-
fifths of teachers said they believe teachers should provide
staff development. Yet, teachers generally participate in
professional development activities as leamers, not leaders.
Teachers as staff development leaders constituted less than 10
percent of staff development leader time. An exception to this
statistic was revealed in an examination of mentor teachers.
Two-thirds of all mentors reported they had led staff develop-
ment activities.

Approximately 20 percent of staff development money
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was appropriated in 1985-86 for regional service providers.
These service centers provided assistance to individual
school districts and administered statewide programs, the
largest of which were the Teacher Education and Computer
Centers (TECCs) and the California School Leadership
Academy’s Administrative Training Centers (ATCs).

Less than three percent of staff development funds were
disbursed to university-based categorical programs. The
University of California system conducts 19 such programs,
imcluding the California Writing, Mathematics, Literature,
and Humanities projects, and the EQUALS math program.
The California State University system administers 64 staff
development programs, including inservice courses for
teachers and adminisitrators and a New Teacher Retention
Program.

A major finding of the PACE/Far West staff develop-
ment study is that at both state and local levels, there is little
evidence of a coordinated concept of the possibilities of staff
development to influence teaching. At the local level, re-
searchers could uncover no comprehensive set of “beliefs”
which undergird staff development programs. Most district-
level staff development programs remain tied to the regula-
tions governing individual categorical programs. At the state
level, this uncoordinated notion of staff development takes
shape as the absence of a policy orientation toward profes-
sional improvement for teachers and administrators. Added
to this confused policy mix is general uncertainty about the
appropriate roles of county offices of education and institu-
tions of higher education as providers of continuing education
for California’s certificated staff,

Another finding of the PACE/Far West study is that,
while school districts are becoming increasingly sophisti-
cated about staff development offerings, the current arrange-
ment of staff development programs in most districts is
unlikely to yield substantial changes in teachers or teaching.
The study suggests that the purposes of professional develop-
ment would be better served if staff development programs
were organized differently, for example:

*  Thereis a need to reconceive the locus of control of
staff development. The school, as the center of
leaming, should be the primary decision unit to build
the strategic plan for staff development.

* A remarkably wide range of staff development
providers is available. Schools and districts should
select service providers on the basis of the providers’
particular knowledge and expertise. Some profes-
sional development courses are best organized by
local teachers, some by district personnel or regional
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service providers, others by colleges or universities.

*+  Consideration should be given to the timing of and
incentives for staff development. Teachers report
that access to new ideas is their prime motivator for
participating in staff development. Yetthe demands
on teacher time during the salaried work day and
work year often mitigate against teachers having
sufficient time to remain professionally current. In
addition, the state and individual school districts
should consider a portfolio of incentives, both inter-
nal and external, to encourage additional teacher
participation in staff development programs.

*  Anevaluation should be undertaken of the programs
to which staff development money is committed. As
part of California’s overall education budget, staff
development represents a modest investment, only
about 1.8 percent. However, in 1985-86, one half of
the state’s staff development allocation was con-
sumed by two programs: the Classroom Teacher
Instructional Improvement Program (CTIIP) and the
Mentor Teacher Program. Putanother way, less than
10 percent of the state’s teachers received 50 percent
of the state’s targeted staff development resources.
CTIIP was vetoed by the governor last year. The
Mentor Teacher Program has never been formally
reviewed.

* A feedback loop should be developed to assess the
effectiveness of staff development programs. Such
an evaluation mechanism could both provide a cost-
benefit analysis of activities which are completed as
well as assist in planning future staff development
offerings.

1987-88 STATE CATEGORICAL AID PROGRAMS
($10 MILLION+)

Intent of Funding : Includes support for (1) the Master Plan for
Special Education, (2) state administration, (3) the state spe-
cial schools for the deaf and blind, and (4) the Southwest
Regional Deaf-Blind Center,
Source of Funding: General Funds
Funds Appropriated Last Two Years:
1986-87
1987-88

$1,021,412,000.
$1,103,149,000.

Program: State Teachers Retirement System
Intent of Funding: Toprovide (1) an annual contribution to the
State Teachers’ Retirement Fund (STRF) to reduce the un-
funded liability of the State Teachers’ Retirement System;
(2) funds for supplemental cost-of-living adjustments to the
State Teachers’ Retirement System retirees.
Source of Funding: General Funds
Funds Appropriated Last Two Years:

 1986-87

1987-88

p - Racial D :
Intent of Program: Reimbursement to school districts for the
cost of court-ordered as well as voluntary school racial deseg-
regation programs.

Source of Funding: General Fund

Funds Appropriated Last Two Years:

$507,385,000

1986-87 $350,618,000
(Court-Ordered-$267,803,000:;
Voluntary-$82,815,000)
1987-88 $362,784,000
(Court-Ordered-$315,551,000:
Voluntary-$47,233,000)

Brogram: Child Care

Intent of Funding: Intended to (1) enhance the physical,
emotional, and developmental growth of participating chil-
dren, (2) assist families to become self-sufficient by enabling
parents to work or receive employment training, and (3) refer
families in need of medical or family support services to
appropriate agencies.

Source of Funding: General Fund

Funds Appropriated Last Two Years:

1986-87 $319,830,000
1987-88 $315,447,000
Program: Tr rtati incl jal B 1

Intent of Funding: The home-to-school transportation pro-
gram provides state reimbursement for the approved transpor-
tation costs of local school districts and county superinten-
dents of schools, up to a specified amount. The program also
funds transportation to and from related student services
required by the individualized education programs of special
education pupils. The state also provides assistance to small
school districts for bus replacement.
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Source of Funding: General Fund

Funds Appropriated Last Two Years:
1986-87 $288,797,000
1987-88 $289,970,000
Program: Adult Education

Intent of Funding: The Office of Adult, Alternative, and
Continuation Education Services is responsible for managing
(1) state- and federally funded school district programs for
adults and (2) general education development (GED) testing.

The appropriation for adult education local assistance to.

school districts includes adults in correctional facilities. The
funds are also for the purpose of providing additional adult
education courses in English as a Second Language (ESL).
Source of Funding: General Fund
Funds Appropriated Last Two Years:
1986-87
1987-88

$216,823,000
$239,488,000

Lrogram: School Improvement Program (Sunsetted July 24,

1987, although funded for 1987-88.)

Intent of Funding: Encourage a continuing process aimed at
improving instruction, services, school environment, and
organization at school sites. School Improvement Programs
involve parents, older students, and other members of the
community in the improvement process through the creation
of a school site council. The school site council develops,
monitors, and modifies (as needed) a school improvement
plan with specified components that address the needs of the
school. Funding is provided to allow the council some
discretionary resources which may be used to meet supple-
mentary needs of the school and implement the plan.
Source of Funding: General Fund/State School Fund
Funds Appropriated Last Two Years:

1986-87 $224,865,000
1987-88 $229,752,000
Pr 2 1 1 r Progr,

(ROC/Ps)
Intent of Funding: To provide support for vocational training
to high school students and adults in the 68 (1986-87 figure)
ROC/Ps in the state.
Source of Funding: General Fund
Funds Appropriated Last Two Years:

1986-87 $209,481,000

1987-88 $212,059,000
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Program: Economic Impact Aid (Sunsetted July 1987, but
funded for 1987-88.)

Intent of Funding: To support compensatory education serv-
ices to educationally disadvantaged students (low-achieving
pupils in economically disadvantaged areas) and to support
bilingual education services to limited-English-proficient
(LEP) students. Economic Impact Aid is a kind of “block
grant” that provides funding to school districts for both pro-
grams,

Source of Funding: General Fund/State School Fund
Funds Appropriated Last Two Years:

1986-87 $196,952,000
1987-88 $196,952,000
P w ional Material

Intent of Funding: Provision of textbooks for public school
students, grades K-12.

Source of Funding: General Fund

Funds Appropriated Last Two Years:

1986-87 $92,605,000
1987-88 $97,499,000
Brogram: Urban Impact Aid

Intent of Funding: To provide additional funding to urban
school districts that incur greater expenses than nonurban
districts because of their greater enrollment of disadvantaged
pupils.

Source of Funding: General Fund/State School Fund
Funds Appropriated Last Two Years:

1986-87 $76,200,000
1987-88 $86,635,000
Program: Child Nutrition

Intent of Funding: Includes (1) mini-grants to school districts
and child care agencies to implement nutrition education
programs and nutrition education for food service personnel,
(2) a basic subsidy for each meal served by public schools,
private not-for-profit schools, and child care centers to pupils
from low-income households eligible for free and “reduced-
price” meals, (3) a fixed-rate reimbursement to participatin g
school food authorities for daily nutrition supplements served
topregnant or lactating students, (4) reimbursement to partici-
pating schools for nutrition supplements to pregnant and
lactating minors.
Source of Funding: General Funds
Funds Appropriated Last Two Years:

1986-87

1987-88

$40,112,000
$40,113,000
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Program: Mentor Teachers
Intent of Funding: The Mentor Teacher Program has two
major objectives: (1) to provide exemplary teachers with
recognition and a $4,000 per year stipend as an incentive for
them to continue teaching in the classroom and (2) to employ
the skills of these exemplary teachers to train, supervise, and
inspire other teachers. After nomination by a local selection
committee, the district governing board may designate a
classroom teacher as a mentor for a period not to exceed three
consecutive school years. Upon completion of the three years
as a mentor an individual may be reviewed, renominated, and
reappointed.
Source of Funding: General Fund/State School Fund
Funds Appropriated Last Two Years:

1986-87

1987-88

845,750,000
$45,750,000

p - Gifted and Tal | Educati
Intent of Funding: For unique education opportunities for
high-achieving and under-achieving gifted and talented stu-
dents, including those in the upper range of intellectual ability,
while ensuring the participation of children from disadvan-
taged and varying cultural backgrounds.

Source of Funding: General Fund

Funds Appropriated Last Two Years:

1986-87 $21,236,000
1987-88 $22,510,000
Progrim: Driver Traini

Intent of Funding: For driver education through both a
laboratory component (behind-the-wheel training) and a
classroom component. School districts may also receive
reimbursement for the cost of replacing vehicles and simula-
tors that are used exclusively in the laboratory phase of the
program.
Source of Funding: General Fund
Funds Appropriated Last Two Years:
1986-87
1987-88

$19,500,000
$20,136,000

ld ke I I
Intent of Funding: Provides additional general state aid to
school districts that (1) had fewer than 2,501 units of ADA in
1978-79 and (2) incurred transportation costs equal to more
than three percent of their total local general fund education
expenses in 1977-78. There is no requirement, however, that
this aid be spent on transportation, and it may be used for a
variety of other purposes. Fifty-four percent of all districts

79
(552) receive this aid.
Source of Funding: General Fund
Level of Funding Last Two Years:
1986-87 $10,000,000
1987-88 $10,000,000
Program: Miller-Unruh Reading (Sunsetted, but funded at

same level for 1987-88.) .
Intent of Funding: To upgrade the reading achievement of
low-performing K-6 students by funding reading specialists
for participating schools.

Source of Funding: General Fund

Level of Funding Last Two Years:
1986-87 $19,869,000
1987-88 $19,869,000
Lrogram: Year Round Incentives

Intent of Funding: School districts that accommodate over-
crowding through the use of year-round schools may be
entitled toreceive incentive funds, additional general purpose
aid which may be spent for any prupose. Districts remain “in
line” for state school construction aid.

Source of Funding: State School Building Lease/Purchase
Fund

Level of Funding Last Two Years:
1986-87 $3,639,000
1987-88 $15,000,000
rogram. 1 j ro-
gram

Intent of Funding: To provide statewide coordination and
support to strengthen technological skills of students and
thereby better prepare them for employment.

Source of Funding: General Fund

Level of Funding Last Two Years:

1986-87 $26,155,000
1987-88 $13,055,000
rogram. Dr High Ri

Intent of Funding: Establishes three types of programs in
order to help school districts reduce the number of students
dropping out of school and deliver services to students who
have already dropped out. These programs are (1) the School-
Based Pupil Motivation and Maintenance Program, (2) alter-
native education and work centers, and (3) education clinics.
In addition, SB 65 authorized the superintendent of public
instruction to (1) provide grants to districts wishing to repli-
cate existing model programs and (2) establish an information
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clearinghouse on effective dropout prevention practices.
Source of Funding: General Fund

Level of Funding Last Two Years:
1986-87 $13,650,000
1987-88 $12,500,000

! Academic Senates, 1984.

* A form of remediation.

* California State Department of Education, Performance
Report for California Schools 1987 (Sacramento, CA: State
Department of Education, 1987, 6).

* For a summary see Richard N. Apling and Christine Padilla,
“Funds Allocation and Expenditures Under the Education
Block Grant,” Educational Evaluation and Policy Analysis, 8
(4),393-402.

* Eric Hartwig, Do “Our Schools Win, Too" ? School Uses of
Lottery Revenues: Year One (Berkeley, CA: University of
California, Policy Analysis for California Education, April
1987).

¢ See U.S. Department of Education, Preliminary Findings of
the National Assessment of Chapter 1, March 1987, a report
prepared for Congress.

7 Michael W. Kirst, “The Federal Role and Chapter 1,”
Stanford University School of Education, CERAS 87-3,
1986.
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#See Allan R. Odden, Education Reform and Services to Poor
Students: Can the Two Policies Be Compatible (Berkeley,
CA: University of California, Policy Analysis for California
Education, March 1987).

® David Pacheco and Peter Birdsall, Seeking Flexibility in
School Management (Berkeley, CA: University of Califor-
nia, Policy Analysis for California Education, November
1985). g

19 See James W. Guthrie and Michael W. Kirst (eds.), Data
Based Accountability in Education (Berkeley, CA: Univer-
sity of California, Policy Analysis for California Education,
June 1984, particularly the article by Walter Garms entitled,
“Merit Schools for Florida.™)

" California Legislative Analyst, Budget Analysis, 1987-88,
p.167.

12 California State Department of Finance, Report to the
Legislature of the Desegregation Cost Review Committee,
March 1987.

B3 Judith Warren Little, William Gerritz, David Stern, James
W. Guthrie, Michael W. Kirst, and David Marsh, Staff Devel-
opment in California: Public and Personal Investments,
Program Patterns, and Policy Choices (Berkeley, CA: Uni-
versity of California, Policy Analysis for California Educa-
tion and Far West Regional Laboratory for Educational Re-
search, December 1987).



chapter 7

Student Performance

ACHIEVEMENT SCORE TRENDS

California’s school enrollments are the largest of any
state in the nation. Almost one out of every nine school
children resides in California. Such large numbers are them-
selvesa major influence upon national averages. Thus, it is not
surprising that the long-term trend in achievement test scores
for California students has largely mirrored that of students
throughout the nation: a major decline, beginning in the early
to mid 1960s and extending over a 10 to 15 year period, has
been followed by a steady rise which began in the mid 1970s.
This trend has been remarkably widespread though not en-
tirely uniform across all grades and subject matters.

Figure 7.1 shows average California Assessment Pro-
gram (CAP) scores for grades 3, 6, 8, and 12 from 1979-80 to
1986-87. For grades 3 and 6 (see Figures 7.2 and 7.3) there
have been consistent and, when taken cumulatively, substan-
tial increases in all of the three tested subject matter areas—
reading, written language, and mathematics. This year,
however, 3rd grade increases in all three subject matter areas
slowed to two points from a pattern over the previous six years
which had ranged between four and seven points. This year
in grade 6 there was no gain in any of the three subject matter
areas.

The 8th grade test has been used only since 1983-84 so the
trend here is less clear.

The long-term pattern for the 12th grade has been essen-
tially flat, but in contrast to this year’s apparent leveling in
grades 3 and 6, 12th graders made their largest year-to-year
gains since the testing program began (see Figure 7.4). The
2.6 average score point gain in math resulted in an additional
17,500 seniors scoring in the 1983-84 top quartile, an increase
from 25 to 32 percent of students taking the test.

In connectionwith the preparation of this chapter, we are
particularly indebted to the architects and managers of the
California Assessment Program, Alex Law, Dale Carlson,
and Pat McCabe, and to John Vaccaro of the College Board
and Durelle Yarbro of the Educational Testing Service. We
also acknowledge the valuable help of Randi Hagen of the M.
Diablo Unified School District.
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. the Scholasuc Apmude TeSt (SAT) (up from 38
~ percent in 1982-83 to 46 percent in 86- 87) Al
~ though this usually means a larger propornon of
academlcally less able pupils in the test—takmg_."
population, and predictably would be expected to
produce a decline in the overall average, scores on
both the verbal and math portions of the SAT
actually inched up a point to 424 and 482, respec- -
tively. Nationally, verbal scores dropped.a pointto
430, and math scores went up one point to 476.
Thus, California students remain slightly below the
national average on the verbal part of the test and
slightly above it in math. '

* On the College Board Achievement Tests,
California’s scores increased slightly, but so did
scores across the nation, with the result that
California’s longstanding and substantial deficit in :
English, math, history, biology, chemistry, phys-
ics—and most other areas—remained unchanged.

California’s ethnic and language minority students
have been increasing their achievement at a faster
rate than whlte students. However, despne lhese

 continued .




FIGURE 7.1 Average CAP Scores by Grade Level and Content Area, and Difference in Scores by Year, 1979-80 through 1986-87
Grade level and
—content area Average test score, by year Year 10 Year Change
79-80 80-81 81-82 82-83 83-84 84-85 85-86
to to to to to to to
79-80 80-81 81-82 82-83 83-84 8485 85-86 8687 8081 81-82 82-83 8384 84-85 8586 8687
Grade 3
Reading 250 254 258 263 268 274 280 282 +4 +4 +5 +5 +6 +6 +2
Written Language 250 255 260 266 272 279 285 287 +5 +5 +6 +6 +7 +6 +2
Mathematics 250 254 261 267 274 278 283 285 +4 +7 +6 +7 +4 +5 +2
Grade 6
Reading 250 252 254 253 249 253 260 260 +2 +2 -1 4 +4 +7 0
Written Language 250 253 257 259 260 265 271 271 +3 +4 +2 +1 +5 +6 0
Mathematics 250 253 258 260 261 264 268 268 +3 +5 +2 +1 +3 + 0
Grade 8
Reading — -— — -— 250 240 243 241 - - - - -10 +3 +
Written Language -— -— -— — 250 246 248 254 - - - - 4 +2 +6
Mathematics — -— -— -— 250 251 253 259 - - - - +1 +2 +6
History-Social Science — -— -— -— - 250 243 247 - - - - - -1 +4
Science — -— -— - — - 250 256 - +6
Grade 12
Reading 63.1 634 632 631 622 629 627 636 +03 02 0.1 09 +0.7 02 +09
Written Language 624 631 632 630 626 632 634 641 +0.7 +0.1 02 04 +06 02 +0.7
Spelling 688 690 695 695 694 697 701 706 +0.2 +0.5 0 01 +03 04 +0.5
Mathematics 668 680 617 617 674 683 687 700 +12 03 0 03 +09 04 +1.3

Note: The scores for grades three, six, and eight are reported in scaled score units. These scores range from approximately 100 to 400, with a statewide average
0f 250. The base year for grades three and six was 1980. The grade eight test was first administered in 1983-84. History-social science was added to the grade
eight test in 1984-85. The scores for grade twelve continue to represent the percentage of questions answered correctly.

SOURCE: California State Department of Education.
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FIGURE 7.2 Reading, Writing, and Math Scores for
Grade 3, 1979-80 through 1986-87

290

280

270

260

250 s

3

240
79-80 80-81 81-82 82-83 83-84 84-85 85-86 86-87
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FIGURE 7.3 Reading, Writing, and Math CAP Scores for

Grade 6, 1979-80 through 1986-87
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SOURCE: California State Department of Education.

Several things can be said about the educational meaning
of these achievement score changes. One can be fairly
confident that where increases are indicated they are real. This
is so for two reasons. First, unlike many other standardized
tests which are composed of a small number of items and
whose security is much more vulnerable, the California As-
sessment Program (CAP) test is a “matrix sample” type of test
inwhich each subjectarea s tested by a large numberof items,
only a small proportion of which an individual student takes,
and the selection of test questions therefore varies for indi-
viduals 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 and is resistant to cheating and direct
teaching to the items in the test.

Second, during the extended period over which the scores
in grades 3 and 6—and to a much lesser degree in grades 8 and
12—have been increasing, the proportion of students in the
test-taking population who come from educationally disad-
vantaged backgrounds—as represented by the percentage of
ethnic minorities and those who have limited proficiency in
English—has also been increasing. Other things equal, this
would cause the average test scores to decline, but since the
opposite has been happening in most grades and subjects, it
seems clear that there has been an actual increase in students’
knowledge and problem-solving abilities.

How much this actual increase is due to improvements in
the educational experiences students are receiving in school
versus their family and out-of-school experiences is difficult
to say. However, it is not likely due to any decrease in the
difficulty of the tests.
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FIGURE 7.4 Reading, Writing, and Math CAP Scores for Grade 12, 1979-80 through 1986-87

75

.74

73

72

71

70

69

68

67

66

65

64

63

62

61

60

[ ]
_..!/l:
— i
-}\ /c/
] B
o
Ne)
/ 1
_.__,_...-—-""""'-- .' ‘>_-_=——-__—_?-- ‘,—Q”"‘ /
le/ X%""““‘-u‘/
[ ]
79-80 80-81 81-82 82-83 83-84 84-85 85-86 86-87
‘®- Reading ‘O~ Written ‘M- Spelling ‘0~ Mathematics
Language

SOURCE: California State Department of Education.

85



86

NATIONAL NORMS

The data presented in Figure 7.1 describe the trend on
academic achievement for California students as measured by
the state’s own test, the California Assessment Program, but
do not indicate how California’s students rank nationwide.
However, CAP scores have been statistically equated with
scores of several other nationally normed tests, and the data
from these studies are presented in Figures 7.5 through 7.8.

These “norming” studies suggest that, consistently
across the several tests, California’s 3rd and 6th graders have
steadily improved their relative standing since the mid 1970s
and are now performing above the national average. How-
ever, the 8th and 12th graders are scoring at or below it. For
all grades, the trend is one of relative improvement, i.e.,
California’s students are slowly catching up to the national
average, or in the case of the 3rd and 6th graders, moving
further above it.

COLLEGE ADMISSION TESTS

A similar pattern of prolonged and substantial decline
followed by a period of rising scores has also characterized the
Scholastic Aptitude Test (SAT) both nationally and in Cali-
fornia.

Figures 7.9 through 7.11 present verbal and math SAT
scores for Califomnia and the nation from 1971-72 through
1986-87. The pattern is somewhat different here from the
elementary and secondary achievement scores in that the
decline persisted until 1980 and has been followed by a
smaller and more hesitant increase which, assuming it contin-
ues, must improve further before both national and California
average scores reach their highs of the mid 1960s.

Since 1985-86, the national average went down one point
on the verbal and up one point on the math portions of the test,
whereas in California there was an increase of one point on
both portions of the test.

The SAT itself is an aptitude not an achievement test.
This means that itis designed to measure general abilities that
are known to be related to academic success in the first year
of college, rather than specific academic subject matter con-
tent. While the abilities measured by the SAT are the result of
students’ total educational experiences—in school and out of
school—ability tests are, for that reason, an imprecise meas-
ure of the subject area knowledge that comes more directly

ConpITIONS OF EDUCATION IN CALIFORNIA 1988

from instruction in the school curriculum. Such content
knowledge is better indicated by the College Board Achieve-
ment Tests which some colleges require for admission or
placement. These “achievement” scores reflect the perform-
ance of a subportion of the already selected part of the student
population who are college bound.

Keeping all this in mind, comparisons of this subgroup of
California students with comparable students nationwide are
reflected by data presented in Figure 7.12. Comparing these
data with those presented earlier pertaining to elementary and
secondary achievement scores and SAT scores, it is clear that
California college-bound students are further below the na-
tional average in their knowledge of the broad span of aca-
demic content measured by the Achievement Tests.

Figures 7.13 and 7.14 show that the relative deficit of this
group of California high school students compared to similar
students throughout the nation has been increasing over the
years, and the new scores for 1987 do not indicate that any
reversal of this trend is at hand.

In assessing the differences between California and the
nation on both the SAT and the Achievement Test scores, it
should be kept in mind that the national average is constituted
ina manner that puts California at a slight disadvantage. This
is so because the national average is made up of the scores of
students from all states, even though almost half the states are
not “SAT states,” i.., these states predominantly use the
American College Test (ACT) rather than the SAT, which in
turn means that those taking the SAT from that set of states are
usually a highly select group of students applying to hi ghly
selective out-of-state colleges. A fairer analysis would be to
compare California with only the other SAT states. The data
necessary to make this analysis were not available at the time
that this report was prepared, but if such an analysis were
made, it would probably have the result of bringing California
closer to the national verbal average and still further above it
inmath. The same effect would occur with the College Board
Achievement scores, i.¢., the substantial disparities between
California and the revised national averages would probably
be reduced somewhat,

Looking only at the trend in California scores, it is also
important to note that recent increases have been registered
even though the proportion of high school graduates taking
the SAT has increased substantially, a circumstance which, as
noted above, would by itself normally be expected to result in
a decrease in the average score.



FIGURE 7.5 Estimated National Percentile Ranks of Median California

Student Performance, 1966-67 through 1984-85
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FIGURE 7.6 Estimated Natlonal Percentlle Ranks of Median California Student Performance, 1969-70 through 1986-87

GRADE SIX
Content/area
et and porms Test Adminisicred
Survey
Comprehensive Tests of Basic Skills of Basic
(CTBS) (1968 Norms) Skills® Survey of Basic Skills**
Reading
CTBS
1968 norms 48 46 44 44 44 48
1973 norms 53 53 55 55 56 57 58 57 56 57 59
1981 norms 53 52 51 53 54 54
Stanford
1982 norms 52 52 52 52 52
Language
CIBS
1968 norms 43 43 39 39 37 43
1973 norms 49 51 51 52 53 55 57 58 58 60 62
1981 norms 48 49 49 52 54 54
Stanford
1982 normus 49 50 51 57 62
Mathematics
CIBS
1968 norms 47 43 38 K} 38 44
1973 porms 50 51 53 54 55 56 58 60 61 62 64
1981 norms 59 60 61 62 66 66
1982 norms 52 52 56 57 59

. The new California test, the Survey of Basic Skills: Grade 6 was first sdministered 1o all California pupils in 1974-75. The percentile ranks are based on an equating of the Survey of
Basic Skills and the Comprehensive Tesis of Basic Skills (CTBS), Form Q, which was normed in 1968.

o The revised version of the Survey of Basic Skills; Grade 6 was administered from 1975-76 through 1980-81. A second version of the test was first administered in 1981-82. The

percentile ranks, since 1974, are based on equating of the Survey of Basic Skills to three editions (1968, 1973, 1981) of the Comprehensive Tests of Basic Skills (CTBS) and the
ylanford Achievement Test

latest edition (1982) of the

SOURCE: California Sute Department of Education.
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FIGURE 7.7 Estimated National Percentile Ranks of Median California Student Performance, 1984-85

GRADE EIGHT
Content area/
test and norms Estimated norm
83-84 84-85 85-86 86-87
Reading — CTBS, 1981 39 34 36 38
Written expression — CTBS, 1981 50 49 49 51
Mathematics — CTBS, 1981 48 48 49 51

NOTE: The Survey of Academic Skills: Grade 8 was first administered in 1983-84. The estimated national
norms are based on an equating study of the new test and the latest edition of the Comprehensive Tests of Basic
Skills, Form U, normed in 1981.

SOURCE: California State Department of Education.

FIGURE 7.8 on following page.

FIGURE 7.9 Scholastic Aptitude Test (SAT) Scores for California and the Nation, 1971-72 through 1986-87

Year National California
Verbal Math Verbal Math
1971-72 452 484 464 493
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

SOURCE: College Board.



FIGURE 7.8 Estimated National Percentlle Ranks of Median California Studeat Performance, 1969-70 through 1986-87

GRADE TWELVE

06

Test Administered
Survey
Conteat/ares lows Tests of Educational Developmeant of Basic
lest and porms Form X, normed in 1962 Skills® Survey of Basic Skills* (Revised)

Reading
OED
1962 norms 52 49 49 47 47 43 43 42 42 41 41 42 42 41 39 41 41 43
1978 nonms 44 44 44 41 43 42
1970 morms 33 as 13 32 32 32 kK] 32 32 29 31 3
1978 nomms 42 42 41 40 41 41
JSIER
1970 norms 34 k1] 36 35 34 34 s s 34 13 34 M4
1978 porms 47 47 47 45 47 47
Language
[IED
1962 nomms 42 40 38 36 34 32 34 33 34 34 34 as a5 k1] 30 35 36 k1
1978 norms 43 43 43 40 43 4“
IAP
1970 porms 25 27 26 26 27 27 29 29 28 27 29 29
1978 nomms 40 41 40 38 40 40
SIER
1970 27 29 28 28 28 28 30 30 30 29 30 31
1978 norms 57 57 57 55 57 51
Mathematics
D
1962 nomms 48 48 48 48 48 41 44 43 43 43 44 46 46 46 45 47 48 51
1978 nomms 46 45 45 45 47 48
1970 norms 38 43 41 41 41 42 44 44 44 43 45 46
1978 norms 4] 41 41 40 41 43
SIER
1970 oorms 41 44 43 43 43 43 47 47 47 45 48 49
1978 pomms 55 55 55 55 59 61
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SOURCE: California State Departmeant of Education,
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FIGURE 7.10 Scholastic Aptitude Verbal Test Scores (SAT-V) for
California and the Nation, 1971-72 through 1986-87
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FIGURE 7.11 Scholastic Aptitude Math Test Scores (SAT-M) for
California and the Nation, 1971-72 through 1986-87
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FIGURE 7.12 1987 Average College Board Achievement Scores for California and the Nation

Mean California  Mean National Difference No. of California
Subject Area Score Score (US - Calif) Test Takers
English Composition 496 524 -28 43,038
Mathematics I 525 548 -23 35,331
American History 510 529 -19 14,758
Mathematics IT 646 662 -16 11,100
Spanish 545 536 9 7,741
Biology 518 550 -32 7,008
Literature 502 528 -26 8,344
Chemistry 555 574 -19 5,056
French 527 545 -18 3,380
Physics 575 597 -22 2312
German 577 574 3 553
European History 522 547 -22 534
Latin 572 561 11 190
Hebrew 671 618 53 54

SOURCE: College Board.

FIGURE 7.13 Differences Between National and California College Board Achievement Scores, 1981-87

Difference Between California and the Nation

Subject Area 1981 1982 1983 1984 1985 1986 1987
English Composition -17 21 -21 -26 -29 -26 -28
Mathematics I -20 23 -22 -25 -25 -23 -23
American History -21 -22 -19 -20 -19 -19 -19
Mathematics II -3 -6 -9 -12 -15 -14 -16
Spanish -12 -11 -1 -2 4 8 9
Biology -11 -7 -26 -31 -41 -34 -32
Literature -34 -36 -21 -25 -28 -28 -26
Chemistry 14 15 -7 -16 22 -17 -19
French 21 -20 -15 -18 -24 -18 -18
Physics 9 22 -5 -20 -19 -20 -22
German -18 -5 -5 -4 2 -2 3
European History -32 -28 -26 -28 -28 -16 -22
Latin 9 7 7 5 20 19 11
Hebrew -31 26 -8 29 12 16 53

SOURCE: College Board.
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FIGURE 7.14 Differences Between National and California
College Board Achievement Scores, 1981-87
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ETHNIC MINORITIES

Beyond the average increases that have occurred in most
grades and most subject matter fields, educators and policy
makers are keenly concerned about whether these overall
improvements have also been experienced by California’s
minority students.

The California Assessment Program has not collected
racial or ethnic data until recently. However, Figures 7.15 and
7.16 present CAP scores by ethnic group for the years and
grades for which data are available, 1981-1986. Those data
indicate that in all the subject matter areas tested—reading,
writing, math, spelling, history and social science, and sci-
ence—students from all of California’s ethnic minority
groups have been increasing their achievement scores.

More important, these achievement gains are increasing
at a faster rate than those of white students. Figure 7.17
presents data (again for the limited years available) on an
Index of Minority Progress, which is a figure expressing
minority scores as a percent of white scores. In all instances
this figure is rising, indicating that while the gap between
minority and white scores remains substantial—between 20
and 30 percent—that gap appears to be slowly closing. The
largest gap exists for blacks and the smallest for Asians.
Indeed, as has been generally observed and commented on,
the achievement levels of Asian students in mathematics
exceeds that of white students.

Another interesting pattern in the data in Figure 7.17 is
the difference among the three ethnic groups in the relative
standing of their 8th and 12th graders. Among black and
Hispanic students, 12th graders have closed more of the
achievement gap between themselves and whites than have
the 8th graders. But among Asian students, it is the reverse.
The 8th grade Asian students have closed or nearly closed the

95

gap in writing and reading (100.4% and 95.3%) and are well
ahead of whites in math (109.0%), whereas, in contrast to the
pattern among black and Hispanic students, 12th graders have
comparatively lower scores than 8th graders (88.0%, 91.8%,
and 103.1%).

It is tempting to speculate that this pattern among Asian
students is a result of the younger, 8th grade students having
greater capability in English than 12th graders since more of
them arrived in the U.S. earlier in their lives (by birth or
immigration) than the older 12th graders. But this explanation
would apply equally to Hispanics, where the achievement
score difference between the 8th and 12th graders is reversed.

A similar, though less marked, ethnic group pattern is
present in the trend for SAT scores, where we also have data
to compare California with the nation. Figures 7.18 through
7.20 present SAT data for California and the nation, disaggre-
gated by ethnic group, from 1978 to 1987,

During this 10-year period, SAT scores in California
have closely mirrored those for the nation as a whole. The
national and California scores were essentially identical in
1978, and both have risen about one percent since then.
However, for both California and the nation, the scores for
Hispanics and blacks have risen at a slightly greater rate than
whites, while Asian scores, relative to whites, have remained
about the same during this period.

The educational and economic importance of maintain-
ing this overall pattern of faster-than-average improvement
for disadvantaged minorities is underscored by the fact that
they will constitute an increasing proportion of California’s
student and adult populations. The recent and projected
changes shown in Figure 7.21 indicate that between 1980 and
2000 the proportion of Asians in the grade 12 population will
more than double, and the proportion of Hispanics will in-
crease by nearly half,

FIGURE 7.15 Grade 12 CAP Scores by Ethnic Group, 1985-86 through 1986-87

Scaled Scores

Ethnic Group
1985-86

Reading Writing Math
American Indian or
Alaskan Native 57.5 57.7 61.8
Asian 58.6 61.9 75.1
Pacific Islander 559 56.5 634
Filipino 60.7 62.6 68.4
Hispanic 5.5 55.9 60.8
Black 549 552 574
White 67.6 68.1 727

1986-87
Spelling Reading Writing Math  Spelling
65.7 589 58.1 635 660
71.5 60.0 62.9 76.1 72.0
68.5 584 59.2 66.1 70.7
76.8 61.8 63.4 70.0 776
66.1 56.5 56.9 624  66.5
66.4 56.5 56.6 592 670
72.0 68.2 68.5 73.8 724

SOURCE: California Department of Education.



FIGURE 7.16 Grade 8 CAP Scores by Ethnic Group, 1984-85 through 1986-87

Ethnic Group Scaled Sgores
1984-85 1985-86 1986-87

Read Writ Math HSS Read Writ Math HSS Sci Read Writ Math HSS Sci
American Indian
or Alaskan Native 202 207 213 215 206 208 216 207 225 211 216 222 212 233
Asian* - - A - 257 27 306 263 257 266 283 314 270 269
Pacific Islander* - - - - 216 225 234 218 226 223 235 41 225 235
Filipino 252 271 267 258 268 278 2N 257 260 264 285 279 261 268
Hispanic 194 203 204 202 199 207 208 197 207 202 213 212 199 213
Black 189 196 189 195 196 202 194 190 200 200 210 200 195 206
White 271 274 278 282 275 276 282 277 283 279 282 288 281 289

* The Asian and Pacific Islander categories were combined in 1984-85, s0 no separate data exist.

SOURCE: California Department of Education.

FIGURE 7.17 Minority CAP Scores as a Percent of White Scores, as an Index of Minority Progress, Grades 8 and 12, 1984-85 through
1986-87

ASIANS BLACKS HISPANICS
84-85 85-86 86-87 84-85 85-86 86-87 84-85 85-86 86-87
Grade 12
Reading 86.7 88.0 81.2 82.8 82.1 823
Writing 90.9 91.8 81.1 82.6 82.1 83.1
Math 103.3 103.1 79.7 80.2 83.4 84.6
Grade §
Reading 93.5 95.3 69.7 71.3 71.7 71.6 72.4 72.4
Writing 98.2 100.4 71.5 73.2 74.5 74.1 75.0 75.5
Math 108.5 109.0 68.0 68.8 69.4 73.4 73.8 73.6

SOURCE: California Department of Education,

96

8861 YINUOIITV)) NI NOLLYDNQF 40 SNOLLIONO?)



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

NATIONAL CALIFO California as a Percent of Nation
Total ile Asian Hi ile Asi it Asian Hisp Black
78 Verbal 429 446 401 370 332 427 453 400 367 330 102 100 99 99
Math 468 485 510 402 354 466 488 501 396 350 101 98 99 99
Total 897 931 911 772 686 894 941 901 763 680 101 99 99 99
79 Verbal 427 444 396 370 330 428 453 394 369 34
Math 467 483 511 410 358 473 492 502 408 363
Total 894 9217 907 780 688 900 945 896 777 697
80 Verbal 424 442 396 372 330 424 450 392 371 333
Math 466 482 509 413 360 472 491 498 408 364
Total 890 924 905 785 690 896 941 890 779 697
81 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
82 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
83 Verbal 425 443 395 375 339 421 449 382 374 348 101 97 100 103
Math 468 484 514 417 369 474 492 500 414 37 102 97 99 102
Total 893 927 909 792 708 895 941 882 788 725 102 97 99 103
84 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
85 Verbal 431 449 404 382 346 424 454 385 379 355
Math 475 490 518 426 376 480 497 505 421 386
Total 9%06 939 922 808 722 904 951 890 800 741
87 Verbal 430 447 405 379 351 424 453 387 374 359 101 96 99 102
Math 476 489 521 424 377 482 499 508 419 388 102 98 99 103
Total %06 936 926 803 728 906 952 895 793 747 102 97 99 103

SOURCE: California State Department of Education.
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FIGURE 7.19 California Minority SAT Scores as a Percent of White Scores, as an Index of Minority Progress, 1978-87

1978 1979 1980 1981 1982 1983 1984 1985 1987
ASIANS
Verbal 88.3 87.0 87.1 86.5 85.8 85.1 84.9 84.8 854
Math 102.7 102.0 101.4 102.0 102.0 101.6 102.6 101.6 101.8
Total 95.7 94.8 94.7 94.6 944 93.7 94.2 93.6 94.0
HISPANICS
Verbal 81.0 81.5 824 823 83.0 833 829 83.5 826
Math 81.1 829 83.1 83.6 83.9 84.1 85.0 84.7 84.0
Total 81.1 822 82.8 83.0 83.6 83.7 84.0 84.1 83.3
BLACKS
Verbal 72.8 73.7 74.0 75.2 71.0 715 77.6 782 79.2
Math 71.7 73.8 74.1 74.4 76.0 76.6 715 71.7 718
Total ) 723 73.8 74.1 74.8 76.6 71.0 715 719 78.5

SOURCE: College Board.

FIGURE 7.20 National Minority SAT Scores as a Percent of White Scores, as an Index of Minority Progress, 1978-87

1978 1979 1980 1981 1982 1983 1984 1985 1987
ASIANS
Verbal 89.9 89.2 89.6 89.8 89.6 89.2 894 90.0 90.6
Math 105.2 105.8 105.6 106.2 106.2 106.2 106.6 105.7 106.5
Total 97.9 97.8 97.9 98.4 98.3 98.1 98.4 98.2 98.9
HISPANICS
Verbal 83.0 833 84.2 844 84.9 84.7 84.5 85.1 8438
Math 829 849 85.7 859 86.1 86.2 86.2 86.9 86.7
Total 829 84.1 85.0 85.2 85.5 854 854 86.0 858
BLACKS
Verbal 744 74.3 74.7 75.1 76.8 76.5 769 71.1 78.5
Math 73.0 74.1 74.7 74.9 758 76.2 76.6 76.7 77.1
Total 73.7 74.2 74.7 75.0 76.3 76.4 76.7 769 778

SOURCE: College Board.
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FIGURE 7.21 Actual and Projected Percent of Minorities in the California
Grade 12 Population , 1980-2000
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MINORITY LANGUAGE STUDENTS

A similar pattern of faster-than-average gain holds for
the nonnative-English-speaking students who have been
judged by their teachers to be limited English proficient
(LEP), virtually all of whom are also ethnic minorities. Figure
7.22 presents CAP scores for the English-only and LEP
groups and an Index of LEP Progress, which is the LEP scores
expressed as a percent of the English-only scores.

For all the grades, years, and subjects where data are
available, the scores of both the English-only and the LEP
groups have been increasing, but, with only a few exceptions,
the LEP students have been increasing at a faster rate.

As with the same analysis on the ethnic minority stu-
dents, there remains a gap between LEP and English-only
students on the order of 20 to 30 percent. But where data from
earlier years are available, it is clear that progress has been
made. Since 1979-80, 3rd grade LEP students have increased
from 62.9 percent to 74.3 percent of the native English
speakers’ scores in reading, from 63.6 percent to 75.4 percent
in writing, and from 73.5 percent to 83.2 percent in math
(Figure 7.23).

The educational importance of these data, showing both
the extent to which LEP students are improving their achieve-
ment relative to majority students and the sizeable gap that
remains to be closed, is underscored by the data in Figures
7.24 and 7.25 which show how rapidly this portion of the
student population has grown in the last seven years. Popu-
lation projections call for even larger numbers of these
students in coming years.

HOMEWORK

The amount of time students spend on homework is
strongly related to their levels of achievement. For all grades
and subjects, the more time students report they spend on
homework, the higher their achievementscores. Fi gures 7.26
and 7.27 display this relationship.

Figure 7.28 shows, for the years and grades where data
are available, the trend on the amount of time spent on
homework. It appears from the data for grades 6 and 8 that
there was a substantial increase in time spent on homework
between 1979-80 and 1984-85. It is possible that the larger
portion of that increase, which occurred in the single year

ConNDITIONS OF EDUCATION IN CALIFORNIA 1988

from 1983-84 to 1984-85, was due to the broad set of higher
expectations and requirements that accompanied the educa-
tion reforms in Senate Bill 813. (However, looking back to
Figure 7.1, it is interesting to note that there does not appear
to have been any correlated spurt in achievement scores for
that year.)!

In any case, the amount of time spent on homework has
leveled off since 1984-85. Students from all three grades
report that they spend somewhat less than an hour-and-a-half
a day on homework, and there have been no appreciable
changes in that figure since 1984-85.

TELEVISION

The amount of time students spend watching TV is also
related to their academic performance, and apparently the
relationship is a negative one.

As the data in Figure 7.29 show, the more television
students report they watch, the worse their academic perform-
ance. This relationship holds for all three grades and subject
matters tested. Those who watch large amounts of TV score
substantially lower in reading, writing, and math than those
who watch relatively little TV. The most dramatic instance of
this relationship—12th grade math scores—is displayed in
Figure 7.30.

Whether or not this relationship indicates that TV watch-
ing has an actively negative effect on students’ academic
achievement or whether it merely indicates that students who
are already poor achievers for other reasons also spend a lot of
time watching TV, cannot be determined from these data.

But other data strongly suggest that a high level of TV
waltching is, indeed, a major factor in producing lower aca-
demic achievement, possibly through the simple mechanism
of TV time displacing academic interest and work. For
example, as the data in Figure 7.31 show, the negative rela-
tionship between achievement and amount of time spent
watching TV holds for all socioeconomic groups. Indeed,
high levels of TV watching produce a sharper decline in
performance among students coming from higher than lower
socioeconomic homes.

Itis, therefore, disheartening to note that the average level
of TV watching for California’s students ranges between two
and three hours a day and has not shown any appreciable
diminution over the last eight years (Figure 7.32).



FIGURE 7.22 CAP Scores of Limited-English-Proficlent (LEP) Students,

Grades 3, 6, 8, and 12, and Index of LEP Progress,* 1979-80 through 1986-87

__READING _WRITING MATH

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

80-81 82-83 84-85 86-87 84-85 86-87 84-85 86-87
Grade 3
English Only 264 268 272 277 281 286 291 292 264 284 291 296 297 260 274 281 285 290 291
LEP 166 169 176 186 197 206 215 217 203 213 221 224 219 229 237 242 242
Index of LEP 629 63.1 64.7 67.1 70.1 720 739 743 71.5 732 747 154 80.0 81.5 832 834 832
Progress *
Grade 6
English Only - - 264 265 262 267 273 274 271 276 282 283 268 270 273 277 278
LEP . . 156 159 161 170 182 181 - 181 190 200 199 199 201 207 212 210
Index of LEP > 2 59.1 60.0 61.5 63.7 66.7 66.0 668 68.8 709 703 744 758 765 176.5
Progress*
Grade 8
English Only . . « 262 256 261 261 259 266 259 262 269
LEP : - . 124 136 145 138 153 166 166 179 190
Index of LEP . . - 413 53.1 55.6 52.9 59.1 624 64.1 68.3 70.6
Progress®*
Grade 12
English Only - . . 5 < 64.6 64.6 654 - 647 65.1 658 < 69.3 69.7 71.0
LEP : s s . . 432 429 445 - - 455 449 468 . 564 56.7 58.7
Index of LEP - 5 2 : : 66.9 664 68.0 - 703 69.0 71.1 = 814 813 827
Progress*

*LEP Scores as a percent of English-only scores

SOURCE: California Department of Education.
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FIGURE 7.23 Index of LEP Progress, CAP Grade 3 Scores,
1979-80 through 1986-87

920
85
[ ] = m
l/
80 -/
l/
75 "/ —0 .-
i / . '_______. READING

J / ‘0- WRITING
. ,/ - MATH

65

55

79-80 80-81 81-82 82-83 83-84 84-85 85-86 86-87

SOURCE: California State Department of Education.



STUDENT PERFORMANCE

FIGURE 7.24 Percent of California Students Judged by Teachers to be “Limited English Proficient,”

Grades 3, 6, 8, and 12, 1979-80 through 1986-87

79-80 80-81 81-82 82-83

Grade 3 9.3 114 12.0 13.0
Grade 6 6.0 6.3 6.0 7.0
Grade 8 —_ = = o
Grade 12 —_ = o =

SOURCE: California State Department of Education.
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FIGURE 725 Percent of California Students Judged by Teachers to be
"Limited English Proficient,” Grades 3 and 6, 1979-80 through 1986-87
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FIGURE 7.26 Percent and Scores of 6th and 8th Grade Students by Time Spent on Homework, 1985-86

Hours % of Students % Correct Scores

Reading Writing Math
Grade 6
None 2 65.4 71.0 59.5
<1 hour 33 72.2 75.8 64.9
1-<2 hours 50 74.1 77.2 65.9
2 hours or more 15 73.4 76.6 65.5
Grade 8
None 3 54.5 499 464
<1 hour 31 62.5 58.3 534
1-<2 hours 48 65.9 62.0 56.1
2 hours or more 18 68.5 65.0 59.4

SOURCE: California Department of Education

FIGURE 7.27 12th Grade CAP Scores by Hours Reported Spent on Homework, 1985-86
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FIGURE 7.28 Time Spent on Homework, Grades 6, 8, and 12, 1979-80 through 1986-87 §
-
79-80 83-84 84-85 85-86 86-87 E
Grade 6 a
None 35 3 2 2 2
Less than 1 hour 39 60 33 33 33
1-2 hours 21 29 50 50 49
2+ hours — o= 13 wdd - )
100% 100% 100% 100% 99%
Average 38 mins. 56 mins. 1 hr., 17 mins. 1 hr., 17 mins. 1 hr., 17 min,
Grade 8
None 1 3 3 3
Less than 1 hour 57 30 31 31
1-2 hours 32 49 48 47
2+ hours _10 18 18 18
100% 100% 100% 99%
Average 46 mins. 1 hr., 20 mins. 1 hr., 20 mins.
Grade 12
None 4 4 4
Less than 1 hour 26 26 26
1-2 hours 49 41 41
2+ hours 21 28 28
100% 99% 99%
Average 1 hr., 23 mins. 1 hr., 29 mins, 1 hr., 29 mins.

SOURCE: California Department of Education.
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FIGURE 7.29 Percent and Scores of 6th, 8th, and 12th Grade Students by

Time Spent Watching TV, 1985-86

Hours Percent Correct Scores

Reading Writing Math
Grade 6
0 76.9 79.5 69.0
0-172 75.4 78.2 68.0
1/2-2 74.7 71.7 67.1
1-2 75.3 78.1 67.8
2-3 74.8 77.7 67.0
34 739 77.0 65.7
4-5 72.6 76.1 64.3
5+ 68.5 731 60.9
Grade 8
0 68.1 63.6 59.0
0-172 67.7 64.0 59.1
1/2-2 674 63.5 58.7
1-2 67.6 63.7 58.7
2-3 66.4 62.5 57.0
34 65.0 61.0 55.2
4-5 63.6 59.5 534
5+ 58.3 54.6 48.8
Grade 12
0-12 68.0 69.5 74.5
1/2-2 65.3 66.5 72.0
1-2 63.7 64.5 70.3
2-3 61.5 62.0 67.2
34 59.6 59.8 64.5
4-5 58.6 58.5 62.8
5+ 56.6 56.6 61.1

SOURCE: California Department of Education.



107

STUDENT PERFORMANCE

FIGURE 7.30 12th Grade CAP Math Scores By Hours Spent Watching TV, 1985-86
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FIGURE 7.31 Student Mathematics Achievement and Television Viewing According to Socio-Economic Status of Parent-Grade 12

%0
ADVANCED
0 DEGREE \
4 YEAR
COLLEGE
- COLLEGE [F~—~—__ E % .
ﬁ @ NOT A ) \\ \ \
HIGH SCHOOL | = i
™
GRADUATE \
\
—
0
N\
' -1 1-2 1-3 -4 4-3 [ 6 OR MORE
HOURS WATCHING TV PER DAY
Number of Students by
i v Parents 0-1 1-2 2-3 34 4-5 36 6 or More Total
Advanced Degree . 16,923 9,244 6,128 3424 1,730 818 1,323 39,590 174%
4 Year College 14928 10,097 7,725 4,613 2,425 1,127 1,656 42,571 18.7%
Some College 17,679 14017 12,305 8,149 4,491 2,233 3,366 62,240 27.3%
High School Graduate 13,090 11,885 11,850 8,822 5,294 2,714 4,101 57,756 254%
Not a High School Graduate 5,097 4,968 5,074 4,127 2,462 1,403 2,261 25,392 11.2%
Total 67,717 50,211 43,082 29,135 16,402 8,295 12,707 227,549
Percent 29.8% 22.1% 18.9% 12.8% 12% 3.7% 5.5% : 100.0%

SOURCE: California State Department of Education, California Assessment Program.
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FIGURE 7.32 Hours Spent Watching TV, Grades 5, 6, 8, and 12, 1979-80 through 1986-87

79-80 83-84 84-85 835-86 86-817
Grade 6
0-1 28 13 15 16 15
1-2 23 17 18 24 18
23 17 20 20 27 20
34 11 17 17 13 16
4+ 2l 32 30 19 29
100% 99% 100% 9% 98%
Average 2 hrs., 14 mins, 2 hrs., 47 mins. 2 hrs., 47 mins. 2 hrs., 43 mins. 2 hrs., 40 mins.
Grade 8
0-1 - 14 15 15 15
1-2 - 18 19 19 19
23 - 20 21 22 21
34 - 17 17 17 16
4+ - 3l 28 28 28
100% 100% 101% 99%
Average 2 hrs., 50 mins, 2 hrs., 44 mins. 2 hrs., 43 mins.
Grade 12
0-1 30 37 - 30 31
1-2 22 23 - 24 26
23 19 17 - 17 19
34 13 10 - 9 10
4+ 16 13 = 12 14
100% 100% - 92%* 100%
Average 2 hrs., 8 mins. 1 hr., 53 mins. - 2 hrs., 2 mins. 2 hrs., 6 mins.
* Missing data

SOURCE: California Department of Education.
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CONCLUSIONS

In light of these data, what conclusions can be drawn
about the status of academic achievement among California’s
public school students?

First, California’s students are neither extraordinarily
good nor remarkably bad. They are close to the national
average. Based on the studies cited above which have equated
the California Assessment Program test scores to those of
other nationally normed tests, California’s 3rd and 6th graders
are performing above the national average, whereas the 8th
and 12th graders'score at or below it.

Second, the achievement level of elementary students
has been increasing for more than a decade while that of
secondary students has remained about the same; but this long
period of increase may now be leveling off.

Third, with respect to the progress and status of
California’s minority students, black and Hispanic students
have been increasing theirachievement faster than whites, but
the gap which remains to be closed is substantial—on the
order of 20 to 30 percent. The same holds for students who
have limited English proficiency, most of whom are also
ethnic minority students.

Asian students are also increasing their academic per-
formance faster than white students (on the CAP scores, but
noton the SAT), but, unlike black and Hispanic students, they
have nearly closed the achievement gapin reading and writing
and have moved ahead of white students in math.

The larger policy question is what can be done to main-
tain the increases that have occurred (among 3rd and 6th
graders and minority students), to expand those gains into
categories and grades where there has not been a sustained
pattern of improvement (e.g., 12th graders), and, indeed, to
accelerate the rate of improvement for all California students.
The factors producing academic achievement are complex
and the policy task frustrating for the educators, public offi-
cials, and parents who have the responsibility for improving
it. No single action or policy is likely to hold the key to
improved student achievement.
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Figure 7.33 brings together, on a comparable ratio scale,
data on selected indicators of student achievement in Califor-
nia (reading and SAT scores) and some of the major factors
widely believed to be key determiners of it—ethnic composi-
tion of the student population, teacher/pupil ratio, per-pupil
expenditures, and teacher salaries. As is readily apparent
from both the direction and slope of these trend lines, the story
of the causes of student achievement is complex.

First, there are contrary trends among the achievement
indicators themselves. While 12th grade scores have been
stubbornly flat for a decade, major increases have occurred at
the 3rd grade. Scholastic Aptitude Test verbal scores have
dropped from above to below the national average, but SAT
math scores remain consistently above it.

Second, there can be little doubt that the increased num-
ber of disadvantaged ethnic and linguistic minority students
poses a major additional challenge to the school system. Yet,
asthe percentage of these students has increased dramatically,
achievement scores at most levels have held their own or, in
some cases, also increased substantially,

Third, there appears to be little direct relationship be-
tween teacher salaries and student achievement scores.
Moreover, because much of the research literature has con-
cluded that only dramatically large reductions in class size are
likely to make much difference in student performance, and
because such changes are unlikely to occur in California due
to their enormous costs, the trend on pupils per teacher is
nonindicative.

Finally, per-pupil expenditures have risen in recent years,
and thus generally correlate with the achievement increases
among 3rd and 6th graders and among minorities, but not with
the flat pattern of 12th grade scores.

All of this indicates that the factors which affect student
achievement are many and complex and that those who are
engaged in the crucially important effort to improve Califor-
nia student achievement cannot deceive themselves or others
that the solutions are simple.

! For a detailed assessment of SB 813, see chapter 9.
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FIGURE 7.33 Comparative Trends of Factors Related to Achievement in California, 1977-1987
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chapter 8

Fiscal Resources

Califomia’s public school system is the largest in the
nation and requires the largest fiscal base. For 1987-88, total
funding is estimated to be $21.1 billion (Figure 8.1). How-
ever viewed, this represents an awesome amount. Few states
have state and local expenditures for all government func-
tions that total $21.1 billion. In other words, financing
California’s public schools is one of the largest fiscal under-
takings in the United States. Even though this dollar amount
supports education services for over 4.7 million students
(average daily attendance or ADA!), at an average of $4,469
per student,? its sheer magnitude makes explaining school
funding to the public a difficult task.

As Figure 8.1 shows, California school funding has
increased substantially during the 1980s but, after adjusting
for pupil growth and inflation, has taken an uneven course.
Between 1980 and 1988, total funds for public schools
increased by $10.1 billion, or 92.4 percent. Since just 1983,
when California enacted its comprehensive education re-
form, SB 813, funding has risen by $8.3 billion, a sizeable
five-year funding hike by any standard.

However large these overall totals may be, they must be
adjusted by the number of pupils and inflation (both of which
have risen in the 1980s) to determine whether real resources
per child, measured in terms of purchasing power, have
increased. When these adjustments are made, the results are
more sobering. First, ADA increased substantially during
this decade, rising by 528,261 between 1980 and 1988, a
number close to the size of Los Angeles Unified School
District. Thus, a large portion of the new money for schools
simply provided education services to a large number of new
students. At the same time, a larger portion of the new money
also raised overall funding per pupil. Specifically, funding
per pupil increased from $2,611 in 1980 to $4,469 in 1988, a
rise of 71.2 percent which is less than the total increase 0f92.4
percent. Thus, about one-fourth of new funds covered enroll-
ment increases, while the rest increased overall funding per
child.

But when the per-pupil figures are adjusted for inflation,

For 198’?—88 total fundmg is cstimated 1o bc sz'x 1

‘each California school, classroom expenditures—

including teachers, instructional aides, and books—
compose 63 percent; other site expenditures—in-
cluding operation, maintenance, and administra-
tion—compose 19 percent; district and county ad-
ministration composes 5.5 percent; and the State
Department of Education composes 0.5 percent.
Revenues are highly equalized in California; 95.6
percent of all students attend districts with a per-
pupil revenue limit within an' inflation adjusted
$100 band (now $238) of the statewide average for
each district type (elemcmary high school, and
unified).

The state provides 65 percent of California public
school revenues; local and other sources, 26.5 per-
cent; the federal government, about 6 percent; and
the lottery, about 2.5 percent ($100/pupil).

Each year since California’s 1983 education re-
form, K-12 expenditures as a percentage of general
fund expenditures have not changed much, being
slightly above or slightly below 39 percent.
California’s expenditures per pupil for K-12 public
education, $3,751, is slightly below the national

continued
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FIGURE 8.1 K-12 Total Revenues, Nominal and Real, 1979-80 to 1987-88

Total Funding 1978-79 Dollars*
Total _ Percent Percent
Year Funding® ADA Per ADA Change Per ADA Change
79-80 $10,981.6 4,206,150 $2,611 183 $2,360 69
81 12,341.2 4,214,089 2929 12.2 2415 23
82 12,6154 4,200,678 3,003 25 2,302 4.7
83 12,864.1 4,230,065 3,041 1.3 2,199 4.5
84 14,150.0 4,259,631 3,322 92 2297 4.5
85 15,813.1 4351416 3,634 94 2,386 39
86 (est) 17,951.8 4,472,123 4,014 10.5 2,520 5.6
87 (est) 19,549.0 4,616,789 4234 55 2,560 1.7
88 (est) 21,1293 4,734,411 4,469 5.6 2,547 -0.5
Cumulative Change
Amt $10,147.7 528,261 31,858 _ $187 —
Percent 92.4% 12.5% 71.2% — 7.9% —

* Adjusted by the GNP deflator for state and local government purchases.

® Includes local debt. Includes all General Fund and special fund monies in item 6100, contributions to the State Teachers’
Retirement System (STRS), and state capital outlay. Does not include $116.2 million in debt service on general obligation
bonds for education and $20 million identified by the governor as available for GAIN-related expenditures. Includes lottery
revenues, combined state/federal grants, county income, and other miscellaneous revenues. [Total lottery funds (dollars in
millions): 1985-86, $558.4; 1986-87, $394.6; 1987-88, $493.0. ]

SOURCE: Legislative Analyst, September 1987, revised figures.
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the purchasing power increase is small, rising from $2,360 in
1980 to $2,547 in 1988, a jump of $187 or just 7.9 percent
(Figure 8.2). Thus, inflation-adjusted figures suggest that
even though an additional $10.1 billion has been pumped into
California’s public education system during the 1980s, real
resources have increased by less than 10 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, then
dropped for a few years, then increased again for a few years,
and then dropped again. This inconsistent fiscal pattern
impedes effective management of local education systems.

In short, while California public school funding has
increased by over $10 billion in the 1980s, it has risen only 7.9
percent in inflation-adjusted per-pupil terms, and the pattern
of growth has been inconsistent from year to year.

ConprrioNs oF EDUCATION N CALIFORNIA 1988

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 amount, with local funds composing only one-third
that of state funds and federal and other sources playing even
smaller roles. The figure shows that state funds increased by
over $1 billion each year from 1983 to 1987 but increased by
only about $400 million for 1988. While local property tax
revenues were stagnant from 1982 to 1984, they have been
rising since then, increasing by a total of more than $1 billion
between 1984 and 1988. Federal revenues have stayed about
the same during the 1980s, floating down slightly each year
between 1980 and 1983 and then rising marginally from 1983
t0 1988. When federal revenues are adjusted for inflation, the
1988 figure is less than the 1980 figure.

FIGURE 8.2 K-12 Total Revenues, Nominal and Real, 1979-80 to 1987-88

$4,500 T
g $4,000
. $3.500
o $3,000
. 825500
b $2,000
f $1,500
X $1,000
8500
$0

M Nominal

79-80 80-81 81-82 82-83 83-84 84-85 85-86 86-87 87-88
(est) (est) (est)

Year

SOURCE: Legislative Analyst, September 1987, revised figures.
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FIGURE 8.3 Sources of K-12 Education Funding, 1979-80 to 1987-88 (millions)

Year Local* State Federal Other Lottery
1979-80 2,180.0 6,998.5 1,109.4 702.7 n/a
1980-81 2,400.7 7.866.4 1,154.5 910.6 n/a
1981-82 29336 7.837.3 1,000.7 8438 n/a
1982-83 29418 8,100.7 967.6 854.0 nfa
1983-84 2,983.7 9,191.8 1,032.7 941.8 n/a
1984-85 3,305.3 10,400.7 1,096.2 1,010.9 n/a
1985-86 3,586.0 11,607.4 1,115.8 1,084.1 558.3
~ estimated
1986-87 3,813.3 12,685.5 1,262.9 1,162.6 394.6
estimated
1987-88 4,088.3 13,076.1 1,225.1 1,246.8 493.0
approximated

* Includes state property tax subventions.

SOURCE: Legislative Analyst, September 1987, revised figures.

Lottery revenues rose above expectations in the first
year, dropped the second year, then rose moderately. The
estimated lottery total for 1988 is below the total for 1985-
1986, the year it began. The lottery provides only about $100
per pupil. This contrasts with the public’s perception. Ac-
cording to one recent poll, 22 percent of the public thinks the
lottery is the single largest provider of school funds.

Inpercentage terms, the state is the major fiscal agent
for California public schools (Figure 8.4). State appropria-

tions compose 65 percent of total school funding, compared to
a national average of about 50.1 percent. Thus, the state role
in funding California schools is much larger than it is nation-
wide. The reason is Proposition 13, which limits local
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,.

FIGURE 9.4 Percent Revenues for K-12 Education by Source, 1979-80 to 1987-88

Year Local State Federal Other Lottery
1979-80 19.9 63.7 10.0 6.4 n/a
81 19.5 63.7 94 7.4 n/a
82 233 62.1 7.9 6.7 n/a
83 229 63.0 7.5 6.6 n/a
84 21.1 65.0 7.3 6.6 n/a
85 20.9 65.8 6.9 6.4 n/a
86 20.0 64.7 6.2 6.0 3.1
estimated
87 19.7 65.7 6.5 6.0 2.0
estimated
88 203 65.0 6.1 6.2 24
approximated

SOURCE: Legislative Analyst, September 1987, revised figures.
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The public is relatively uninformed about the nature of
school funding in California. Few taxpayers know that the
state provides most school funds and that funding per child,
after adjusting for inflation, is now only marginally larger
than it was in 1980.

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, education 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
funding relative to General Fund expenditures dipped in the
recession period of the early 1980s, it bounced back to 39.1
percent when education reform funding increases began.
From 1987 to 1988 it dropped 0.8 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 education reform, K-12 expenditures as a
percentage of General Fund expenditures have been about the
same and that K-12 funding would constitute a declining share
of the General Fund budget only if the drop between 1987 and
1988 were maintained into 1989 and beyond.

NATIONAL COMPARISONS

Another way to gauge California’s fiscal support of
public schools is to compare it to national and other state
averages. On most national fiscal comparisons, California
ranks below average,
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First, California education spending as a percentage of its
personal income is nearly one full percentage point below the
national average (Figure 8.6). For 1987-88, itis estimated that
California will spend 3.9 percent of its citizens’ personal
income on education compared to the national average of 4.6
percent. The numbers also show that California K-12 educa-
tion spending relative to personal income dropped more from
1980 to 1982, the years of the deep 1980s’ recession, than they
did nationwide. California figures also show that between
1982 and 1986, the years over which SB 813 was imple-
mented, K-12 spending as a percentage of personal income
rose substantially and began to approach the national average.
However, while the national average figure has continued to
increase, though marginally, since 1986 the California figure
has dropped, though also marginally. It is difficult to predict
the directions 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. (It should be noted
that this statistic is not only a function of state taxing and
spending efforts but it is also related to the relative number of
school-age citizens to the total population.)

Second, California spends per pupil somewhat below the
national average, below several states which have similarly
large enrollments and economic systems and which are as
technologically sophisticated as California. As shown in
Figure 8.7 * California’s expenditures per ADA estimated by
the National Education Association (NEA) for 1986-87 are
$3,751, slightly below the national average of $3,970. Even
though the NEA attempts to adjust all state figures to make

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

80 $18,519.7 $6,989.9 37.7% $2,949.7 15.9%
81 20,9954 7,456.9 355 3,385.6 16.1

82 21,606.3 7,638.5 354 34315 15.9

83 21,661.7 7,742.7 35.7 34304 15.8

84 22,8348 8,924.6 39.1 3,525.8 154

85 25,7216 9,991.5 38.8 4,124.1 16.0

86 28,8413 11,0724 38.4 4,517.9 15.7

87 31,487.6 12,2109 38.8 4,826.2 15:3

88 32,772.1 12,541.2 38.3 5,156.2 15.7

SOURCE: Department of Finance.
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California National
Personal Revised Percent Personal Revised Percent

Year Income* Estimates* Income Estimates” Estimates* Income
1979-80 $244,778 $9,300 3.8% $2,028,510 §95,027 47% .
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
1982-83 328,035 12,050 3.7 2,663,498 120,433 45
1983-84 352,459 13,300 38 2,834,375 128,331 45
1984-85 389,190 14,982 38 3,101,267 139,635 45
1985-86 422,676 16,745 4.0 3,320,099 151,333 46
1986-87 456,098 17,769 39 3,529,522 160,908 46

(esp)t
1987-88 505,561 19,549 3.9 3,778,028 172,507 4.6

(est)*
* in millions

t estimate based on three year average

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Commerce, Survey of Current Business, August 1987 and revised revenue est-
imates from National Education Association, Estimates of School Statistics, Washington, DC: NEA, selected years.

them comparable, differences in state school funding struc-
tures make this a difficult objective to achieve.’ Because of
adjustment difficulties, it is probably best to claim that Cali-
fornia today spends about the same as the national average
expenditure per pupil.

The numbers in Figure 8.7 reveal that on a per-pupil basis,
California spends below New York, Illinois, Pennsylvania,
and Michigan. Of the six states with the largest enrollments,
California’s per-pupil expenditures are above only Texas, a
state with historically low education spending. California
spends more than $2,500 less per pupil than does New York;
assumingaclass size of 28, this translates into $75,000 less per
classroom. California spends $1,000 less per pupil than does
Pennsylvania. Indeed, when compared to several states in the
midwest and northeast, California spends considerably less
per pupil.

Anecdotal evidence suggests 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-
25 students, a music and art teacher, perhaps a science teacher,
a physical education teacher, maybe a reading specialist, a
librarian, if not a 2-3 staff library and media resource
operation, and day care and preschool in many places.
Moreover, California spends less on public schools as a
percentage of personal income than do most of the other five
large-enrollment states. In 1985-86, California spent $37.37
per $1,000 of personal income, compared to $49.01 in New
York, $52.29 in Michigan, and $49.15 in Texas; the national
average was $43.83, above California and below these other
states. Further, California expenditures on public schools as
a percentage of total state and local governmental expendi-
tures for all functions was less than in any of these other five
states, with the California figure just over 20 percent and the
Texas figure just under 30 percent, compared to a national
aveage of 24 percent. In short, on a comparative basis,



118

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-
€rs earmn, on average, near the top of the scale ona comparative
state basis and have among the largest class sizes. While
lower teacher salaries could provide revenues to hire more

ConprTIONS OF EDUCATION IN CALIFORNIA 1988

teachers, California teacher salaries are high in large part
because of the high cost of housing and living in the state.$

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 at about the
national average, has above-average teacher salaries, and
places more students in each classroom.

FIGURE 8.7 Comparison of Selected School Finance Variables, California versus Five Other Large States

California
(4.2 mil.)

New York
(2.3 mil.)

Texas

Variable (2.9 mil.)

Illinois
(1.6 mil.)

National
Average

Pennsylvania
(1.6 mil.)

Michigan
(1.5 mil.)

Estimated
Expenditure
per Pupil
ADA 86-87

$3,751 $3,584 $6,299

1985-86
State/Local
Expenditures
for Public
Schools

Per $1,000
Personal Income

$37.37 $49.15 $49.01

1985-86
State/Local
Expenditures
for Local
Public Schools
as % of Total
State and Local
Expenditures

20.8% 29.5% 21.8%

Estimated

Avg. Classroom
Teacher Salary
1986-87

$31,170 $25,308 $32,620

Student 229 175 14.7
Enrollment per

Classroom Teacher

1986-87

$3,980 $4,752 $3,954 $3,970

$37.08 $43.61 $52.29 $43.83

23.2% 26.8% 25.5% 24.0%

$28,430 $27,429 $31,500 $26,704

18.0 16.4 20.9 17.8

Note: Comparisons are made among large states with diversified economies and similar costs of living.

SOURCE: National Education Association, Estimates of School Expenditures, 1986-87; U.S. Bureau of the Census, Govern-

mental Expenditures, 1985-86
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CURRENT EXPENDITURES

District general fund expenditures in 1985-86, the most
recent year for complete data, totaled $13,338.1 million
(Figure 8.8). Of that total, $5,980.6 million (45 percent) was
expended for teacher salaries, $665.9 million (5 percent) for
administrator salaries, $ 510.1 million (3.8 percent) for other
certified salaries such as music and art specialists, $445.2
million (3.3 percent) for instructional aides, $1,798.5 million
(13.5 percent) for other support personnel such as guidance
counselors, $2,016 million (15.1 percent) for employee bene-
fits, $592.7 million (4.4 percent) for books and instructional
supplies, $997 million (7.5 percent) for services and operating
and maintenance expenses, and $332.1 million (2.5 percent)
for capital outlay.

FIGURE 8.8 School District General Fund Expenditures,
1985-86

Category Amount (Millions)
Total $13,338.1
Teachers Salaries 5.980.6
Administrator Salaries 665.9
Other Certified Salaries 510.1
Instructional Aides 445.2
Other Support Personnel 1,798.5
Employee Benefits 2,016.0
Books and Supplies 592.7
Services and Operating Expenses 997.1
Capital Outlay 332.1

SOURCE: State Department of Education.

These figures, however, say little about expenditures on a
program basis, such as for the regular instructional program or
compensatory and special education. Further, the figures
providelittleinsight into how the approximately $2 million per
school site is spent. If teachers at the average school, the
argument goes, collectively eamn 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 8.8) are needed for each
program in a school, so that expenditures by object and
program can be analyzed simultaneously and in relationship to
each another. While California currently is phasing in an
accounting system that will produce such data, the system is a
few years away from being implemented completely.
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However, the State Department of Education, using data
from selected school districts that had expenditures by object
and program for 1985-86, recently conducted a study and
produced on a statewide basis average expenditures per
school. The results are intriguing (Figure 8.9).

Expenditures per school averaged $2,046,000. These can
be divided into classroom expenditures, site-level expendi-
tures, 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 consitute 45 percent of total
school expenditures; specialized teachers such as special
education and music and art constitute 5 percent; pupil sup-
port personnel including counselors, psychologists, nurses,
and librarians constitute another 4 percent; and books, mate-
rials, and supplies constitute the last 4 percent of classroom
expenditures.

Site expenditures, other than classroom expenditures,
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;
operations, maintenance, transportation, and food, 19 per-
cent; and classroom expenditures, including pupil support
personnel, 68 percent.

SCHOOL FINANCE EQUALIZATION

The predominant California school finance issue in the
1970s was the Serrano court decision and its mandate to
reduce wealth-related expenditure disparities to a $100 band
above and below the 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
issue largely because, since Senate Bill 90 in 1973 and
Proposition 13 in 1978, the state has statutorily established a
per-pupil expenditure level for all districts. Analytically,
California has a full state-funding school finance structure,
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FIGURE 8.9 Expenditures Per School, 1985-1986

Expenditure Percent
Category per School of Total
A. Classroom Expenditures 31,286,000 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 55%
D. State Department of Education 11,000 05%
Total Operating Expenditures $2,046,000 100%
School Facilities/Capital $ 133,000

SOURCE: State Department of Education.

called a revenue limit formula, under which the state deter-
mines a 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 expenditure per pupil disparities existed prior to
Serrano, and since after that the state did not bring every
district to the same spending level immediately, a natural
question is 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.
Pursuantto a 1984 Serrano appeal court decision that allowed
the $100 expenditure band to be adjusted by inflation, the data
show 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 1987-88, 95.6
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 for each of
the past five years. While similar data are not available from
many other states, few states would be able to match this
degree of expenditure equalization. In California, 95.6 per-

cent of all students in the state attend schools within districts
that have arevenue limit within $238 of the statewide average
revenue limit.

Whatever its equalization progress, California’s school
finance system is unusually complicated. The base revenue
limit does not determine the base revenues per pupil available
to each student. The base revenue limit is subject to literally
hundreds of adjustments, including adjustments for district
type, school size, enrollment declines, small district transpor-
tation, meals for needy students, equalization adjustments,
longer school day and year incentives, minimum beginning
teacher salary incentives, 10th grade counseling incentives,
caps on revenues for enrollment growth, and the like.

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 govemor’s
Commission on the Quality of Education is charged with
making recommendations to simplify this complex formula.

In addition to its complex revenue limit formula, Califor-
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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
Elementary 84.5% 92.2% 93.0% 94.0% 94.3%
More than

100 ADA

High School 80.3 86.8 87.1 89.1 89.4
More than

300 ADA

Unified 94.5 97.0 97.0 97.1 97.2
More than

1,500 ADA

All Districts 90.6 94,7 949 954 95.6

* Inflation adjusted band: 1983-84=$202; 1984-85=$212; 1985-86=$221; 1986-87=$227; 1987-88=$238.

SOURCE: State Department of Education.

nia has nearly 70 additional categorical programs, each with
a different funding mechanism. In fact, categorical funds
total $3.9 billion for 1987-88, about 18 percent of total school
funding. Several of the largest categorical programs are
discussed in Chapter 6; specific overall funding mechanisms
are reviewed in another PACE report.’

Most of the funding formulas for the major categorical
programs also are complex. For example, funding for several
programs is determined by whata districtreceived in 1978-79
(the year of the Proposition 13 bailout), with several types of
inflation and, sometimes, pupil growth adjustments from then
until 1988. The result is a byzantine categorical funding
system. Further, the inflation or cost-of-living adjustments
are almost always different from those used for the base
revenue limit formula and vary, moreover, across different
categorical programs.

One simple reform, borrowing on mechanisms most
states use, would be to base categorical funding on the current
or immediate past year number of students eligible for a
categorical program service. An additional option would
have the state pay all of the excess costs of providing extra
services for special-needs students. Anotherreform would be

to move to a pupil weighting system under which all students
eligible for a categorical program service would be given an
extra weight indicating the amount of extra service needed,
and the revenue limit formula would then be used to determine
funding on a total weighted pupil basis (see Chapter 6). The
governor’s education commission also has been requested to
make recommendations for simplifying and rationalizing
categorical funding mechanisms.

FUTURE REVENUE NEEDS

What are the Calfornia public school finance system’s
future revenue needs? Figure 8.11 begins to outline the
dimensions of the answer to this straightforward question.
The revenue needs are enormous. Using the Commission on
State Finance'’s enrollment growth (ADA) and inflation fig-
ures, California’s public schools will need an additional $1.5
billion next year (1988-89) simply to cover an additional
120,000 students and a 4.5 percent inflation rate. This large
increase would only keep the system even fiscally; it would
provide for no additional reforms, no class size reductions, no
new programs. It would be a “stay even” fiscal increase.
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FIGURE 8.11 Projections of Revenue Requirements, 1987-88 through 1996-97

Increase Increase Increase Increase Total
Comm. on for Enroll. for from Over Increase
State Finance Growth Inflation Previous 87-88 Over
Year ADA Proj. (inflated $)* (inflated $)* Year* Budget* 1987-88
87-88 4,700,500
88-89 4,820,600 560.9 950.8 1,511.7 1,511.7 7.16%
89-90 4,962,800 693.9 1,018.9 1,712.8 32245 15.28
90-91 5,142,400 915.9 1,0959 2,011.8 5,236.3 2482
91-92 5,293,700 801.7 1,028.3 1,830.0 7,066.3 33.62
92-93 5,461,300 1,051.6 1,297.0 2,348.6 94149 44.75
93-94 5,615,900 1,018.5 1,527.2 2,545.7 11,960.6 56.81
94-95 5,746,600 905.8 1,720.7 2,626.5 14,587.1 69.26
95-96 5,867,900 887.8 2,000.1 2,887.9 17,4749 82.95
96-97 5,980,000 868.0 2,239.1 3,107.1 20,582.0 97.67
* in millions

SOURCE: PACE analysis based on Commission on State Finance Annual Long-Term General Fund Forecast, Spring 1987.

For the subsequent year, 1989-90, the stay-even increase
rises to $1.7 billion. For 1991, the stay-even increase reaches
$2 billion. In fact, just to cover enrollment growth and
inflation over the next 10 years, school funding will need to
increase by $20.6 billion or, as it did during the past 10 years,
essentially double. These sobering figures suggest that main-
taining an even fiscal keel will be a stiff challenge for
California. These large sums will be difficult to garner in
either political or lay arenas. Further, the Gann limit might
prohibit the state from expending such sums, even if the
popular political will were there to appropriate them.

These “stay even” figures ignore the fiscal consideration
of suggested education system improvements. For example,
California has the second largest class sizes in the nation, next
to Utah. Butreducing class size is expensive; it costs approxi-
mately $200 million to reduce class size statewide by one
student. So it would cost about $1 billion to reduce class size
by five students. Even if such reductions were provided only
to the students and grade levels where they would most likely
make a difference, an extra $1 billion for system improve-
ments would 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 California 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 re-
quiring more than the usual level of education services. It is
difficult to predict the level of extra money needed for such
services, but iteasily could reach the $500 million to $1 billion
level.

Thus, given current structural arrangements, enrollment
growth, inflation, and an increasing number and percentage of
students needing extra education services, system improve-
ments pose an enormous revenue challenge for California
public schools. It not only will be difficult to generate such
revenues, but if found, as a subsequent section discusses, it
will be difficult to appropriate them. While the search for
mechanisms to fund these critical needs must continue, the
search probably also needs to expand into new areas to find
strategies to meet these education needs at more efficient cost
levels.
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THE GOVERNOR'’S PROPOSED 1988-89
SCHOOL BUDGET

In early January 1988, the governor submitted to the
legislature a budget that proposed to increase 1988-89 educa-
tion revenues by a total of $1.7 billion, more than what is
needed to keep the system even fiscally. The proposed
increased would be the highest one-year increase in
California’s history, and perhaps the highest ever one-year
increase for any state in the nation. In addition, the budget
proposed a new $1.6 billion bond issue to support school
construction for rising student enrollment.

The $1.7 billion proposed operating increase includes
$977 million new dollars from the state’s General Fund and a
local property tax rise of $240 million. Lottery revenues were
predicted to stay at $493 million, the figure for 1987-88
(Figure 8.12).

Figure 8.12 Governor’s Budget Revenues for K-12 Edu-
cation, 1988-89 (millions)

State General Fund $ 13,556
Lottery Fund 493
Other State Funds 1,262
Federal Funds 1,451
Local Property Taxes 4,049
Local Debt Service 273
Local Miscellaneous 1,433
Grand Total $22,517

SOURCE: Governor’s 1988 Budget.

While the bulk of the new funds were proposed for
enrollment growth (of an additional 140,000 students) and
inflation (a statutory 4.37 percent COLA), there were several
new initiatives. These included a COLA of 4.37 percent for
preschool and child care, increased funding for the Mentor
Teacher Program, expansion of the School Improvement
Program and summer school, a new professional and staff
development program, and modifications to the California
Assessment Program (CAP) including additional funds for
development of new CAP tests, expansion of CAP testing to
the 10th grade, and expansion of subjects tested to include
direct writing, science, and social studies.

THE GANN LIMIT

In November 1979, Californians approved Proposition 4
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(the Gann limit) witha 75 percent vote. Gann places an annual
limit on state and local spending. In 1980, the legislature
passed Senate Bill 1352 and trailer legislation that defined the
revenues subject to both state and local government limits.
Limits are adjusted annually by the change in California total
population and inflation. The inflation adjustment is the
smaller of the U.S. consumer price index or the California
personal income index. Revenues collected in excess of the
annual spending limit must be returned to taxpayers.

The limit had virtually no impact on either state or local
governments from 1980 to 1985, primarily because of high
inflation. After the low inflation of 1986, however, the state
limit was nearly reached, and Gann provoked a serious delib-
eration by both state and local fiscal officials. The Gann limit
began to dominate policy discussions in 1987 as continued
low inflation and unexpectedly high revenues pushed the state
over its limit by $1.1 billion (see Chapter 1).

Gann Impact on School Funding

Because schools receive the bulk of their revenues from
state sources, the Gann limit significantly affects education
funding. Costs of government usually grow faster than
inflation when general inflation is low, as is the case today.
This makes education revenue needs grow at a faster rate than
Gann allows state spending to grow. As a result, to maintain
current service quality levels education revenues can grow
sufficiently only if revenues are reallocated from other func-
tions; if that does not happen, education revenue growth is less
than needed to maintain current service levels. Also, new
programs can be initiated only if there are both additional
revenues and, more importantly, an additional capacity to
spend. Finally, reductions in federal aid to meet requirements
of either the Gramm-Rudman-Hollings Act or other mecha-
nisms to reduce the federal deficit exacerbate state and local
revenue requirements because federal aid is not part of the
Gann limit, but appropriating new state revenues to replace
lost federal dollars is subject to the limit and is technically
another form of new program initiation. In short, the Gann
limit renders it difficult for California state government to
fund education to support growing enrollments and inflation
and even more difficult to add system reforms.

The Local Gann Limit

School districts also are subject to a Gann limit. How-
ever, the legislative definition of school district Gann limits
minimizes their impact. When a local school district exceeds
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its limit, the limit can be automatically increased by notifying
the Department of Finance. Thus, as long as districts follow
correct procedures, their local Gann limit does not limit what
they can spend.

Possible Gann Limit Modifications

There are several options the state can invoke when more

revenues are collected than can be appropriated'®:

*  Provide refunds or tax cuts. This option was chosen
in 1987.

*  Recalculate the limit. Even under current law, the
Department of Finance and Legislative Analysthave
different views of the revenues included in the limit.
It would be possible to expand the Gann limit by new
statutory definitions of revenues included and ex-
cluded.

*  Prepay state debt. State appropriations to retire
voter-approved debt or debt incurred prior to 1979
are exempt from the limit. Prepaying debt would
reduce debt service, which totaled nearly $600 mil-
lion in 1987, and allow use of that money for other
purposes.

*  Provide taxincentives. Tax incentives or credits are
fiscal mechanisms that can further policy goals with-
out direct revenue appropriations, and thus they are
beyond the Gann limit. Exempting school districts
from the sales tax, a school construction tax credit, or
giving income tax relief to teachers are ways to
support schools with tax incentives outside the reach
of the Gann limit.

* Increase unrestricted subventions to local
governments. Unrestricted aid to local govern-
ments, including schools, is also not subject to the
Gann limit,

*  Defertaxcollections. The legislature could defer tax
collections in a year the state expects to exceed the
limit and defer those collections until revenues could
fall within the limit.

*  Propose limit overrides. By simple majority in a
statewide election, the state limit can be increased
for up to four years.

*  Modify the limit. By simple majority in a statewide
election, the Gann limit can be changed perma-
nently. There are several current attempts underway
inboth the legislature and the initiative process to use
this option. Most are directed at expanding the limit
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by changing the inflation index (to the growth of
personal income) or the population growth defini-
tion (to focus more on service populations) or by
removing certain taxes (such as the gas tax) from the
limit.

Conclusion

Absent Gann modifications, state and local governments,
especially schools, will be hard pressed to increase expendi-
tures to maintain current service levels. As discussed above,
schoolsneed substantial new dollars just to cover inflation and
provide services to a rapidly increasing student population.

! In this instance, ADA is higher than total enrollment of 4.4
million because it includes summer school, adult education,
ROC/P, and county offices not included in the fall enrollment
count.

?Includes all General Fund, special funds, and capital outlay.
* The GNP deflator for state and local government purchases.
¢ Figure 9.7 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). Thus,
according to the State Department of Education, estimated
1988 figures put California’s expenditure per ADA at $3,961
below the NEA national average of $4,125. But when the
California ADA figure is adjusted to reflect its inclusion of
excused absences, the estimated expenditure per adjusted
ADA is $4,199 just above the NEA national average of
$4,150.

¢ Cagampang, H., etal. 1986. Teacher Supply and Demand
in California: Is the Reserve Pool a Realistic Source of
Supply? Berkeley, CA: University of California, Policy
Analysis for California Education (PACE).

7 Allan Odden. 1987. The California School Finance System,
1986-87, Berkeley, CA: University of California, Policy
Analysis for California Education (PACE).

¥ Who Will Teach Our Children?

* Teachers for the 21st Century

1% California Tax Foundation, Up to the Limit, Artical XIIIB,
Seven Years Later (Sacramento, CA: California Tax Founda-
tion, March 1987.



chapter 9

Special Feature: How State
Education Reform Can
Improve Secondary Schools

Much of the reform activity described in previous
chapters was initiated by Senate Bill 813, a comprehensive
bill containing dozens of education reform provisions. The
scope of SB 813s changes and the activity generated from its
momentum had no previous parallel. The bill’s many ideas for
school improvement, if implemented, potentially could alter
the curriculum and instructional practices of virtually every
school in the state. However, despite the bill's sweeping
scope, and large accompanying revenue increases, itincluded
neither a proven effective reform philosophy nor a cohesive
school change strategy.

Many of Senate Bill 813’s provisions could be linked
logically to school improvement. Nevertheless, a question
remained as to whether districts could implement them in a
systematic manner. Also, little was known about the interac-
tive effects of such a large number of reform ideas being
enacted simultaneously. Could local school districts and
schools cope with this level of complexity? In short, after all
the excitement of enactment, could local districts weld to-
gether Senate Bill 813’s disparate provisions into a coherent
and forceful set of tools for school improvement?

Senate Bill 813 was enacted in July 1983. Now four-and-
a-half years later, an assessment of the condition of education
in California must examine how schools have adapted to
reform initiatives. PACE undertook a study to understand
how selected California schools reacted to state school im-
provement inducements and mandates.! Specifically, the
study assessed whether or not reform components contained
in Senate Bill 813 could contribute to school improvement,
and, if so, how. Its purpose was not to judge the overall
effectiveness of SB 813 but rather to understand if a number
of state-level education reform features could be imple-
mented locally and shaped into effective instruments for

"fsubjects in balf the schoo' :
+  The combination of additional funds prowded -
by SB 813 and new cumculum standards re- _
sulted in the selection and purchasc of new,
more rigorous texts in a majonty of sample
schools :

receiving greater attention and use m most of ':

 the sample schools. Itis used to assess educa-

tional progress, to pmpomt problem areas, and_ '

to modify curricula.. :

*  All sample schools implemented the longer

school day and year—this having been started

in many districts before the passage of SB 813.

* All sample schools implemented the 10th
grade counseling program.

Finding #2: Senate Bill 813 reform provisions can be

effective when woven into a cohesive school change
strategy at the local level. :

« The study’s sample schools show that local

education leaders can weave the fragmented

" continued
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| compcmems ofSB 813 andrela:ed stzue uuuanvw_.;.f

major :eform and many concrete efforts tobnng 12

. sxrucuon 1mprovement and to move beyond t‘br-
mal state curriculum program unple.memauon-.
into broader curriculum upgrading. s

jectives with new textbooks, state model curicu-
lum standards, local tests, and state CAP tests.

* New academic courses represented substantive
academic rigor and not relabeled or watered-

~ down versions of old courses.

*  Many schools developed new emphases in read-

 ing and vmung across cumculum content areas,

~and mqulred more mazhemaucs and science for
the average student.

*  Most schools implemented programs designed to
improve student CAP test scores.

*  Most districts implemented staff development
programs to strengthen teachers’ instructional
strategies.

«  Sample districts did not view SB 813 as onerous
or requiring unreasonable paperwork.

Finding #3: Successful local reformimplementation exhib-
its several key themes.

*  District leadership was important both in initiat-

ahout were. unde;rway through local mmanon-f:? -

e -stmctsdcvelopeddlsmcmdel(-li’,cmnmﬂum s

~ ing local reform action and i
: sevu'al ycars ful! rcform mp menlauon

3 aIIy demandmg onentanon and taﬂored them ap_f' ﬁjj .
. propriately to local pnonm& o

,_themost.unpmvcmemsmwac ers’ andadm’ih’ié’-
T tmtm-s professional expemsa__ S
.-_-_Fmdmg#tf At:ermon to boththe subsmnce” fcurr:culm*-_-'
 and instruction and. the process of school change are
. associatedwith higher testscoresandbe_ r!earmng con-
: E'.'dman.r for students. : - 5
'  Student CAP scores in the samp
o --’cmasad more than the statewnde:’average Fur-
~ ther, CAP scoresrose forall students, those atthe

bottom, those in the middle, and those atthe top.

ppoﬂ-mg- ove‘r - .

focus on an lmproved leammg enwronmem,-*._:

mcludmg helghtened concern for all students and-

schooIs in-

Senate Bill 813 changes in particular and the
broader reform effort in general had more influ-
ence on sample high schools than samplc middle
schools probably because SB 813’s provisions '
are directed more specifically at the high school.
Students in the sample schools are now subjectto
more rigorous and academically oriented educa-
tional expectations.
Administrative expertise and practice in the
sample schools improved. Administrators were
more able to design and implement a strength-
ened program of instruction, manage a reform
process, and supervise instruction.
Teachers sense of professional efficacy in-
creased.
Sample schools improved as institutions. They
had clearer plans and stronger norms of teacher
collegiality. '

- continued
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enhancing the productivity of schools.

A sample of 17 secondary schools was selected—12 high

schools and 5 middle or junior high schools.?2 The selection

. process produced schools that reflected the geographic and
urban-rural diversity of the state and the cultural and ethnic
diversity of secondary students in California. Research teams
studied specific districts and schools, collecting data at several
different times during the 1986-87 school year and spending a
total of at least 11 days in the field for each school. Research
teams collected documents and other data reflecting school
and district activity, interviewed dozens of individuals at the
district and school levels, and observed the interactions of
education professionals among each other and with students at
both the district and school levels,

State agencies played a major role in improving these
schools, but with the caveat that state initiatives interacted with
local efforts that often were launched priorto SB 813. “SB 813
didn’t cause the reform,” said one local superintendent, “but it
sure helped.” In the view of many local respondents, the state
(1) increased the momentum and continuity of local reform,
(2) provided critical technical assistance to districts and
schools, (3) monitored and reinforced successful perform-
ance, and (4) provided useful direction and materials such as
increased high school graduation requirements, new CAP
tests, the mentor teacher program, model curriculum stan-
dards, and the new state curriculum frameworks.

IMPLEMENTATION OF SB 813 POLICIES
AND PROGRAMS

The study examined the local implementation of several
key SB 813 policies and additional state initiatives. This
section summarizes and synthesizes study findings about how
the following policies and programs fitted together and
operated in local districts:

* increased high school graduation requirements

* model curriculum standards

* textbook selection criteria

* new state CAP tests, especially the 8th grade CAP

*  mentor teacher program

= certification for teacher evaluators

* additional staff development for teachers and ad-

ministrators

*  10th grade counseling program

*  California’s school improvement program

* homework policy

* longer days and years

* quality indicators

Increased High School Graduation, CSU, and
UC Entrance Requirements

Effective in the 1986-87 school year, SB 813 mandated
new statewide requirements for graduation from high school.
The State Board of Education developed even more rigorous
standards, though they only bore the weight of recommenda-
tions, not mandates. These entrance requirements are given
below. Numbers refer to years.

state board recommendations.

Study Findings—Graduation Requirements

*  All sample districts increased high school graduation requirements to the SB 813 minimums.

*  Most sample districts increased high school graduation requirements in anticipation of the SB 813 mandates. The
effective dates of increased requirements often fell immediately prior to SB 813 timelines.

*  English and mathematics requirements in sample districts generally fall above SB 813 mandates, but slightly below
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FIGURE 9.1 High School Graduation and University Admission Requirements and Recommendations

SB 813 State Board CSU Required UC Required

Subject Requirements Recommendations 1988 1988

English 3 4 4 4

Math 2 3 3 3
Algebra - (1)

Geometry - (1)

Science 2 2 1 1
Physical 16)) 1)

Life 16)) 6))

Social Studies 3 3 (this may be taken as one year of
World Civ. (1) (1)  U.S. History or .5 year U.S. History
U.S. Hist. (D (1)  and .5 year Civics or American Govt.)

Ethics - (.5
Am. Gov. (1) -

Economics - (.5)
Foreign Lang. 1 2 2 2
(or Fine Arts) (in same language)

Fine Arts

Computer - (.5)

Studies

Physical Ed. 2

Electives 3 4

Note:  Subsequent legislation has mandated 0.5 year of economics for high school graduation.

Model Curriculum Standards

To assist local school districts in upgrading course con-
tent, SB 813 required the State Department of Education to
develop model curriculum standards for the mandated gradu-
ated requirements. School districts were required to compare
their local curriculum to the model standards at least once
every three years. The model curriculum standards were
intended to serve as a model, not a mandate. The standards
have been designed to allow boards as much flexibility as
possible in making comparisons, and in implementing strate-
gies and details. The content that should be covered by the

time students have completed, for example, three years of
English, is clear in general terms but can be accomplished in
a variety of ways. Model curriculum standards have been
developed for grades 9-12 in the following subject matter
areas:

= English and Language Arts

» Foreign Language

*  History and Social Science

*  Mathematics

» Science

*  Visual and Performing Arts
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Study Findings—Model Curriculum Standards

Model curriculum standards were compared, as required by SB 813, to district curriculum guides in 11 of 12 high
schools and 4 of 5 junior schools.

The content of model curriculum standards in most subjects has been included in district guidelines at 8 out of 12
sample high schools.

When incorporated in the curriculum guides, model curriculum standards have resulted in a stronger emphasis on
higher order thinking skills,writing, and reading across content areas.

The impact of model curriculum standards on changes in course content in the classroom has been low.

Only 6 of 12 sample high schools claimed to have incorporated model curriculum standards into the subjects as
actually taught in the school.

Model curriculum standards have had minor impacts on curriculum change at the junior high or middle school levels.
Teachers frequently stated that model curriculum standards are difficult to implement; they include too many topical
subjects and are difficult for some groups of students.

Model curriculum standards appear to be an effective beginning step to major curriculum reform. Model curriculum
standards are stimulating districts to strengthen and deepen curricula and accelerate the pace of instruction. The new
standards are operating at the district level. Such is not always the case for the new curriculum in classrooms.

Changes in Textbooks Adopted

California high schools, grades 9-12, adopt textbooks
based on their own district policies. Textbook selection for a
given subject occurs every six years. During the year of the
study, texts were being selected for science, social studies,
English as a Second Language (ESL), English, and economics.

Junior and middle schools must select texts from a state-
adopted list when purchasing them with state textbook funds.
Recently, the state began to require publishers to cover con-
tentin greater substantive depth, to include higher-level skills
as well as basic content and knowledge skills, and to cover in
an objective manner some controversial topics.

Study Findings—Text Selection

Almost all sample schools select texts by using teams of teachers, administrators, and central office personnel. Once
these teams develop a list of texts, individual teachers frequently suggest which books from this list should be
purchased.

Alignment of texts with district curriculum and tests is effective at both the junior and senior high school levels in the
study sample.

Nine of 12 sample high schools and all junior highs write curriculum before selecting texts, One high school selects
texts prior to writing curriculum.

Sample districts are aware of the need to upgrade texts, so there have been changesregarding better texts, more difficult
texts, and the inclusion of higher order thinking skills.

Texts, along with model curriculum standards and tests, are a key link to curriculum changes.

Teachers in sample schools are using new texts in their courses.
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CAP and Other New Tests

Statewide testing of all California 3rd, 6th, and 12th
graders has been conducted since 1973. The California
Assessment Program (CAP) provides achievement informa-
tion on school and district levels, not for individual students.
This testing program uses questions specifically designed to
match California’s school curriculum. The 8th grade test
includes reading, mathematics, writing, science, and social
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studies. Currently, only reading, mathematics, and written
language are assessed in the 3rd, 6th, and 12th grade tests.
Future tests for these grades also will include writing samples,
as well as science, history-social science, and critical thinking
across all content areas. The current 12th grade reading and
mathematics tests have recently been revised, are now more
aligned with model curriculum guides, and will be admini-
stered in December 1987.

Study Findings—Tests

CAP reading scores rose in all sample high schools and in 4 out of 5 sample junior high schools; CAP mathematics
scores rose in 10 of 12 high schools and in 4 out of 5 junior high schools. Average CAP score gains in both reading
and mathematics rose above statewide average increases for both the high schools and the junior high schools.
Statewide testing strongly influenced curriculum change in sample schools.

All sample schools were sensitive to the importance of CAP tests to school and district public image.

CAP drove sample school curriculum changes by emphasizing higher order thinking skills, writing, and science.
Most sample junior and senior high school personnel were aware of the new 8th grade CAP, with its emphasis on
problem-solving applicationand higher-level thinking skills. Most were also aware of the new 8th grade direct writing
assessment. Most high school personnel were aware that the 12th grade CAP will change drastically in December 1987
when the new version will be given.

Eight of 12 sample high schools and all 5 junior high schools specified that the CAP had a high or medium influence
on their school “vision.”

Some degree of testing review is conducted for students at 8 of 12 sample high schools and 2 junior highs. Schools
are becoming more sophisticated about tests. Students are being taught how to take tests, tests are being integrated into
the curriculum, specific test content review often is provided, and schools are striving to increase students’ test scores.

Mentor Teacher Program

The California Mentor Teacher Program provides state-
funded stipends for up to five percent of classroom teachers in
California. In order to qualify for a stipend, a candidate must
be a credentialed, permanent classroom teacher, have recent
teaching experience, and have demonstrated exemplary
teaching ability.

A selection committee, composed of a majority of class-
room teachers, nominates candidates for mentor positions.
Candidates are selected by the school board from those
nominated. Mentors receive a $4,000 stipend above their
regular salary for performing any of the following duties, as
determined by the district:

*  Provide assistance and guidance to new teachers (a
mentor’s primary function)
* Provide assistance and guidance to more experi-
enced teachers
*  Provide curriculum development
The only restrictions placed on mentors are that they must
spend at least 60 percent of their time “in direct instruction of
students” and they may not formally evaluate other teachers.
Districts are provided funds for other support costs asso-
ciated with the program. In the 1983-84 and 1984-85 school
years, districts received $2,000 per mentor to cover these
costs.
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Study Findings—Mentor Teacher Program

Mentor selection processes varied in sample districts and schools but generally included application, interview, and
observation.

Mentor programs were affected by labor issues, and the necessity to bargain terms and conditions delayed or altered
implementation in some sample schools.

“Mentor” designations at times influenced teacher collaboration negatively rather than extending peer interaction.
Mentors were used primarily for curriculum development and secondarily to provide assistance to both new and
experienced teachers.

Assistance provided to teachers was on a voluntary basis.

Generally, mentor deployment had not been heavily coordinated with local school reform or change efforts promoted
by the state. .

Administrative support and direction at both sample districts and schools appears to be a factor in mentor success and
use. Although districts provided little training and assistance to their mentors, when it was provided, it was generally
in the area of clinical teaching and helped improve mentor activities.

Reliance upon mentors by staff was low, in part due to lack of clarity regarding roles. Administrative knowledge and
support of mentors seemed to increase visibility and usage.

The $2,000 per mentor administrative stipend was frequently employed to provide release time for mentors, money

for mentors to attend conferences and workshops, and to purchase materials and supplies.

Certification of Teacher Evaluators and New
Teacher Evaluation Systems

SB 813 required teacher evaluators to be certified in a set
of newly identified competencies. In order for school districts
to receive school apportionments from the State School Fund,
on or before 12/1/84, they had to adopt regulations establish-
ing the certification of personnel assigned to evaluate teach-
ers. Teacher evaluators needed to demonstrate competence in
instructional methodologies and evaluation for the teachers
they were assigned to evaluate. Personnel were to be compe-
tent in the following areas:

* Instructional leadership—the ability of an adminis-
trator to provide educational as well as managerial
direction

*  Cumiculum knowledge of the content, structure,
scope, and sequence of what students are being
taught

*  Instruction—knowledge of how students are taught,
including multiple teaching methodologies to reflect
multiple learning styles

*  Assessment—what students are learning, the ability
to use data to establish performance standards and
make program decisions

* School climate—the ability to create and sustain
supportive and appropriate learning environments
for students and school staffs

=  Staffdevelopment—knowledge of and commitment
to assessing and providing staff development tied to
district curriculum, instructional priorities, and
teacher needs

*  Supervision—knowledge of and ability to supervise
teachers through observation conferencing, and staff
development, as well as professional responsibilities
to evaluate teaching performance.

*  Evaluation and documentation—ability to use state
laws, district policies, contract provisions and ap-
propriate supervision techniques to recognize supe-
rior performance and to correct poor performance.

In addition, administrators needed to know district pro-

cedures for diagnosing student needs, how the instructional
program met those needs, and how assessment data were used
lo support revisions in instruction. An effective teacher
evaluation system is built upon local needs and services, and
the administrator should have a strong ability to motivate staff
and supervise instruction, as well as evaluate teaching per-
formance,
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Study Findings—Certification for Teacher Evaluators

«  Fifteen of the 17 sample schools trained all administrators in teacher evaluation. One indicated that new principals
were trained as they came on board, implying that all were trained.

*  Tenofthe 17 schools offered medium-intensity training, which might include an initial training session with an annual
review. Two schools had low-intensity, “one shot” training. The four instances of high-intensity training offered
follow-up and, in some cases, observation and peer coaching of the evaluation process. -

* In5 cases, training was provided by the district alone; 1 was provided by outside consultants alone, and 10 were
provided by acombination of district resources and outside consultants. There appeared to be norelationship between
the intensity and delivery system of the training.

*  Fourteen sample schools specified the use of a clinical supervision model.

*  Eightof the 17 schools reported some type of follow-up activity for the training. Nine did not mention follow-up.

*  Fourteen of the schools indicated that the principals were supervising in the manner in which they were trained; 3 were
not.

*  Five senior high schools and five junior high schools indicated that their method of teacher evaluation was not new
since SB 813. Most of these schools stated they had been satisfied with the quality of their teacher evaluations for some
time.

*  Seven schools indicated that the districts had done the training and that was all. Three reported that the reform was
a major impetus for launching an administrative training program. Seven stated that reform had had no impact in that
they had a good evaluation system for some time.

Other Local Staff Development for Teachers v i :
aiid A gt o development activities. Senate Bill 813 mandated that teach-

ers hired after September 1985 receive 150 hours of staff
The study also gathered information on other local staff development every five years,

Study Findings—Staff Development for Teachers

*  Thereisa widespread base of training in clinical teaching and clinical supervision on which future staff development
activities can build. Staff development focused on improving instruction, and administrator supervision of instruction
has become standard procedure in many sample schools. This base of staff development could be “exploited” as more
content and grade-specific staff development focuses on implementing the model curriculum standards, the new state
frameworks, and CAP tests.

*  Staff development generally took the form of formal inservice training.

*  The mostcommon themes in sample schools for staff development were clinical teaching, curriculum content, general
pedagogy, and classroom management.

*  Participation in staff development activities that promoted district-wide pedagogical and clinical teaching activities
was most often mandatory. Participation in additional staff development activities was often voluntary.

*  When they existed, mentors were frequently used as part of the district’s staff development program.

*  There was greater use of district or local trainers as compared with reliance on outside consultants.

*  County offices appeared to be only infrequently utilized as a resource.

*  Follow-up coaching was limited.

*  The extent to which new instruction techniques explained in staff development are actually used in the classroom is
unclear.
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county resources.

upon more heavily.

Study Findings—Staff Development for Administrators

*  All principals and most administrators received some type of staff training.

*  Ofthe 17 sample sites, 5 had mandatory training, 8 had a combination of mandatory and voluntary training provided.
Seven sites used a combination of district and outside consultants for training.

*  Fourteen sites indicated that training was done by the district; at four sites this was the only training prowdcd Seven
sites used a combination of district and outside consultants for training.

*  Nine sample sites were using administrative training centers as part of their training program. Threg sites were using

*  Atthe junior highs, the method of training was equally provided through meetings, conferences, and inservice training
sessions. At the high schools, all three methods were also used, but meetings, both formal and informal, were relied

*  Theintensity of administrative staff development was analyzed by researchers as follows: seven showed low intensity,
five medium, and four high. The other sites did not provide sufficient information to gauge the intensity of the training.

*  Six sites indicated that follow-up coaching was provided to administrators.

*  Sixteen of the 17 sample sites indicated that clinical supervision was at least one, often the only, purpose of admin-
istrative training. This policy is linked tightly to teacher evaluations. Ten provided training in curriculum and
instruction. Other popular topics were effective schools, district reform goals, and leadership.

School Improvement Program

California’s School Improvement Program provides
aproximately $85 per student to schools in the program to
develop and implement a school site-defined education im-
provement program. A School Improvement Program Qual-
ity Review is conducted every three years to evaluate each
school’s program. Until recently, the review was conducted
by State Department of Education monitors, and it empha-
sized program services for special-needs students. In 1983-
84, the program quality review guides were changed and the
program quality review function was decentralized to the

local level. Now, program quality review focuses on the
quality of a school curriculum program and the degree to
which categorical services for special student populations
reinforce the core, curriculum program. These changes spec-
ify in more detail the substance of local School Improvement
programs and signal that School Improvement can be used as
aprogram for implementing curriculum change in response to
education reform mandates. Further, consortia of local edu-
cators now conduct program quality reviews, thus removing
the state from the local review process.

on reform.

quality of education for minority populations.

Study Findings—School Improvement Program

* A majority of schools in this study did not receive School Improvement funds.
*  Three sample high schools participating in the School Improvement program indicated a high influence of the program

*  School participating in the School Improvement Program had a process for engaging in efforts to improve the school
and knew how to develop a long-term plan, and SB 813 gave them a more focused direction.

*  The two schools using Achievement Council assistance reported a high impact on the school’s reform efforts, in
general ways similar to a school improvement program.

*  The focus of School Improvement at the high schools was generally on staff development, computers, and raising the

*  The focus of School Improvement at the junior high schools was on staff development and raising test scores.
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Homework Policies

SB 813 required each district to develop a homework policy.
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individual site policies.

policies.

Study Findings—Homework Policy
*  Seven districts had developed a homework policy. In addition, three high schools and two junior highs also had

*  There has been little or no effect in sample schools of the homework policy related to school reform efforts.

*  Itappears difficult for districts or sites to enforce homework policies.

*  Homework practices seem to be a classroom teacher responsibility, difficult to affect by district policy.

*  There wasageneral sense that the amount of homework being assigned by teachers had increased in the past four years,
but more as a result of a new national atmosphere of “academic orientation” and not because of new district homework

10th Grade Counseling

SB 813 provided a program for districts to establish
a comprehensive program of counseling for pupils reaching
the age of 16, or for pupils prior to the end of the 10th grade,
whichever occurs first. The counseling program must review
a pupil’s academic progress and educational options and

design an academic program that would lead to high school
graduation. Districts were eligible to receive $20 per 10th
grade pupil for counseling services provided in 1983-84 and
in 1984-85 for services which supplemented, but did not
supplant, existing services.

graduation.
*  Counselor-student ratios varied from 1:71 to 1:440.

in 8th grade.

Study Findings—I10th Grade Counseling

* A 10th grade counseling program was implemented in all 12 sample high schools.
*  The focus of counseling is college preparation, dropout prevention, and high school course planning to ensure

*  Parents are involved in the counseling provided at most of the sample high schools.
*  Four sample schools extended the program to the 9th grade, and one received permission to implement the program
* No pattern was found in the manner in which the counseling money was used.

*  Students are generally counseled once a year; one school was providing counseling twice a year.
*  This policy was fully implemented in all sample schools; however, the quality of the program is mixed.

Longer School Day and Longer School Year Incentives

In 1984-85, districts operating school for at least 180 days
were entitled to an additional $35 per unit of average daily
attendance (ADA), exclusive of adult ADA and summer
school ADA. Thereafter, districts needed to maintain the 180
day instructional year in order to retain the financial bonus.

Based upon the number of instructional minutes offered
in 1982-83 and instructional minutes offered in 1983-84,
districts received a bonus of $20 per ADA in grades K-8 and
$40 per ADA in grades 9-12 for each of three years if they
increased the number of instructional minutes one third of the
distance per year toward, or met and maintained, the follow-

ing goals:
* 36,000 annual minutes in Kindergarten
* 50,000 annual minutes in grades 1-3, inclusive
* 54,400 annual minutes in grades 4-8, inclusive
* 64,800 annual minutes in grades 9-12, inclusive
Schools had several options for increasing the school day
or year. Some examples include:
*  adding a homeroom where none previously existed
* increasing the passing time between class periods
* increasing the minutes of each period
*  increasing the number of school days in the year.
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Study Findings—Longer School Day and Longer School Year

Several sample schools had begun the process of lengthening the day prior to SB 813.
Where there were previous cutbacks in the day and year, the lengthening resulted in major effects at the school level.
The biggest change seems to be the addition of a sixth period and more days in a year.
Some sample schools increased the day beyond the minimum required.the cases in which entire additional periods

were added.

The impact of the longer day and year on school reform was at best modest, except for the cases in which entire

additional class periods were added.

Most schools stressed the advantage of the extra money they received by complying with the minimum school day

and year requirements.

Quality Indicators

The first phase of the state’s “quality indicators” ac-
countability program was to identify the measures against
which educational progress will be judged and to establish
goals for statewide improvement. A comprehensive set of
accountability measures was developed which include the
following state quality indicators:

increased enrollment in mathematics, English, sci-
ence, history and social studies, foreign language,
and fine arts

improved statewide CAP test scores

reduced dropout rates and increased student atten-
dance rates

increased performance of the college-bound student
on the SAT and AP exams

and College Board achievement tests

Statewide targets for improvement through 1990 were
established for each quality indicator. The accountability
program also asked districts and schools to establish their own

local targets and improvement strategies to help meet the state
goals. Such local quality indicators could draw on a larger
body of evidence and address:

strength of the school’s curriculum, describing what
is being taught and how well students are learning
what they are being taught

amount and quality of writing assignments com-
pleted by students

amount and quality of homework assignments
completed by students

number and types of books read by students
support the school receives from the community and
parents

awards and recognition received by the school, its
teachers, and students

nature and quality of support the school provides
students with special needs

participation by students in extracurricular activities

Study Findings—Quality Indicators

Eight sample high schools and four junior highs had developed local qualityindicators. Of these schools, the influence
of these indicators on reform varied: high (4), medium (4), low (3), none (1).

The impact of the state’s quality indicators on school reform varied: high (3), medium (6), low (4), none (4). There
was a substantive impact in all but one high school and in all but one junior high school, including increased attention

to test scores, AP courses, and dropouts.
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IMPLEMENTATION PHASES

Districts in the study tended to initiate and implement
educational reform in a series of phases. The first phase was
the immediate concern of the SB 813 legislation—more
rigorous high school graduation requirements and a longer
school day and year. The second phase can be characterized
as re-establishing an “academic orientation” in secondary
schools and included upgraded curriculum standards, new
and better textbooks, new and more difficult tests, mentor
teachers, more administrator supervision of instruction, and
expanded school accountability through the use of so-called
“quality indicators.” The more recent third phase focuses on
revised curriculum and instruction that emphasizes thinking
and problem-solving skills, inquiry-oriented history and
geography, more mathematics and science, and integration of
writing assignments across contentareas. This third phase has
been incorporated into California’s new 8th grade CAP test
and several recent state curriculum frameworks; it will be
included in the state’s revised 12th and 6th grade CAP tests.

For the first two reform phases, the major SB 813 policies
and programs were at an advanced stage of implementation in
nearly all schools studied. Sample districts increased high
school graduation requirements and upgraded curriculum
standards. While schools in the study were selected because
they had increased student enrollments in academic courses,
the study confirmed that these courses were not “watered
down” or relabeled versions of old courses. Instead, they
represented legitimate academic content—a substantively
more demanding curriculum. Districts also lengthened the
school day and year, purchased new and better textbooks,
administered new and more difficult state tests, created a
cadre of mentor teachers, raised teacher salaries, and ex-
panded accountability by developing Quality Indicators, all
during the past four years. These actions constituted the core
of the education reform in California.

IMPROVING THE CURRICULUM AND
ENHANCING INSTRUCTION

The state, through SB 813 model curriculum standards,
state curriculum frameworks, and CAP tests, helped sample
districts clarify and coordinate curriculum elements such as
goals, texts and other instructional materials, instructional
strategies, and tests of student progress. This is often called
“curriculum alignment,” and the elements constitute the tech-
nical core of a school’s curriculum and instruction program.

Sample schools and districts did more than simply imple-
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ment SB 813 curriculum initiatives. They used them as a
springboard to engage in comprehensive curriculum upgrad-
ing. New district K-12 curriculum “scopes and sequences”
were created, new academic courses were developed particu-
larly in mathematics and science for the average student, new
cross-content emphases were begun such as reading and
writing across the curriculum and new interest emerged for
thinking and problem solving skills. :

One of the most powerful state influences on the technical
core of sample schools was the CAP testing program. State
CAP tests were driving local curriculum change. While the
older versions of CAP produced a curriculum focused on
basic skills, the new CAP tests, especially at the 8th grade
level, are promoting a curriculum with more subjects and
greater attention to problem solving and other higher level
thinking skills. Moreover, there were many positive examples
of how the CAP test was helping districts and sites make
curriculum improvements and stimulate reconsideration of
local curriculum in light of the focus of the state tests,
especially the new 8th grade CAP.

The study found that the sample school systems were
actively involved in a wide array of staff development activi-
ties, some spawned by SB 813 and others locally initiated.
Workshops of short duration with limited or nonexistent
follow-up coaching typified most staff development. More-
over, staff development often had an inconsistent relationship
to the overall reform direction, although many districts had
plans to strengthen this role for staff development. The study
also found considerable local awareness in sample districts
about generic (i.e., clinical teaching) versus content-specific
teaching strategies, and the districts’ disposition now was to
build upon the generic base and move into more content-
specific training in order to help implement the goals of the
new state curriculum frameworks.

While mentor teacher programs were formally
operational in most sample districts, many were only loosely
linked to the overall school reform efforts and usually pro-
vided services to volunteers, few of whom were experienced
teachers. Many sample districts, however, had plans to shift
mentor roles towards greater integration with overall reform
implementation, and mentors appeared to welcome this
change.

CRITICAL FACTORS FOR IMPROVING SCHOOLS:
THE LOCAL IMPLEMENTATION PROCESS

Successful local education reform implementation had
several important themes in sample districts. First, district
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leaders transformed the state technical core of curriculum and
instructional elements into integrated, district visions of re-
form. District leaders used the state curriculum and instruc-
tional elements because they believed that these represented
important and substantively sound content. They also as-
sumed ownership of the reform process because they had
themselves initiated similar, though limited, actions before
SB  813. Further, district leaders tailored the state reform to
local needs and priorities without destroying its essence. The
content of the resulting local vision was a more integrated,
substantively rigorous, technical core of curriculum and in-
struction than districts had prior to 1983, and included a
greater academic orientation than previously had been the
case. District leadership, in other words, was important.
District leaders established the reform vision for the sample
districts.

The second theme is that the new district academically
oriented and intellectually demanding curriculum was bal-
anced at the site by a complementary school vision that often
emphasized an intense concern for students’ self-esteem,
teacher collegiality, and overall social responsibility. The
school vision often matched the demographic characteristics
oflocal school environments and made the more academically
demanding district program possible to implement. This
finding fits with the strong role of school climate displayed in
other effective secondary school research.

The third theme is that the reform tended to be initiated in
a top-down manner, characterized by increased district cen-
tralization of curriculum development and textbook selection
yet coupled with extensive site-level teacher and administra-
tor participation in implementation. Districts and schools
seemed to be “teaming” in reform development and implem-
entation. New and instructionally oriented superintendents
and principals played key roles in reform initiation in most
districts and schools. Department chairs also played key roles
and were becoming more critical to implementation at the site
level. Moreover, it was important that the district leadership
role not just be “upfront” in proposing the directions for the
reform, but continue throughout the entire implementation
process in the form of continuing coordination, leadership,
pressure, and monitoring.

The final overall theme is that successful state reform
implementation in sample schools hinged on a closely aligned
vision between the district and schools, and between teachers
and administrators in schools. Higher gain schools, according
to ratings of the case researchers, were in districts in which the
district reform vision was clear and consistent, where district
leaders were both highly committed to educational reform
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(especially to improving basic skills), strong in communicat-
ing this commitment to schools, and where schools were
moving in the same direction and with the same substantive
agenda as the district.

All sample schools, except one junior high school, con-
ducted an effective local implementation process. Every
school in the study used some form of “cross-role teaming.”
Cross-role teams typically were groups that included teach-
ers, department chairs, and site and central office administra-
tors, and were charged with designing and coordinating the
implementation process. Cross-role teams blended top-down
initiation of the reform direction with bottom-up participation
in developing and implementing specific implementation
activities and helped produce a closely aligned vision and
agenda among teachers, administrators, schools, and districts.

Administrators and teachers in sample schools received
initial training to carry out reforms and undertake curriculum
development activities. When coupled with administrator
leadership, commitment, monitoring and pressure to imple-
ment, these initial trainings and corresponding curriculum
development activities were sufficient to implement the early
phase of revitalizing an academically oriented curriculum.

More substantial changes in curriculum and instruction,
beyond the two above-mentioned stages, took increased and
continuous amounts of assistance. For site administrators,
this assistance often focused on clinical supervision, teacher
evaluation, and classroom management strategies. For teach-
ers, this assistance often focused on clinical teaching, class-
room management, and general pedagogy. For most sites,
however, the quality and extent of assistance was sufficient
neither to change dramatically classroom teaching skills nor
to support the implementation of the even more demanding
curriculum reforms that include thinking, problem solving,
communication skills, and cooperative learning.

STUDENT, PERSONNEL, AND SCHOOL
OUTCOMES

Inaddition to assessing the status of SB 813 policiesin 17
secondary schools, study findings include several outcomes
for students, teachers, administrators, and schools as organi-
zations; analyses of key variables in effective local implemen-
tation processes; and the linkage of special-needs student
programs to reform implementation. A number of the out-
comes are based on ratings by case researchers, and represent
their judgments about the impact and effects of SB 813.

Schools in the sample made substantial gains between
1983-84 and 1986-87 in student achievement, as measured by
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CAP score gains. Moreover, schools also made gains in
school climate, administrator practice, teacher practice, and
nontest-score related student variables according to research-
ers’ ratings. Moreover, individual schools made sizeable
gains in all of these areas. CAP gains, for example, did not
occur at the expense of other outcomes. Further, test score
gains were not caused by favorable student or school demo-
graphic characteristics.

CAP scores for schools in the sample rose faster than
scores statewide, especially in reading. For the sample gen-
erally, student 8th and 12th grade CAP test scores increased
between 1983-84 and 1986-87. In these high schools, reading
gains were double the statewide average. In addition, test
scores rose across the range of all students in these schools.
There was an increase in students scoring above quartiles 1,2,
and 3 over these three years, which means that students at all
levels improved their performance. It wasnotonly the highest
performing students who improved their scores; students
across the spectrum improved their performance.

School “climate” in the schools studied improved sub-
stantially. Based on researcher ratings, school climate im-
proved across several dimensions, including shared sense of
a new school vision, level of collegiality in the schools,
amount of teacher discussion about curriculum and instruc-
tion, and a norm of continuous improvement. SB 813
contributed positively to all these changes. Based on addi-
tional researcher ratings designed to gauge either a positive or
negative impact of SB 813, the reform bill’s contribution was
most positive for the norm of continuous improvement.

Administrative expertise and practice also improved as a
result of these schools’ education improvement efforts ac-
cording to researcher ratings. Administrators were better able
to design district and school goals, manage a new curriculum
program, orchestrate its implementation, and engage in clini-
cal supervision of instruction. The most striking result for
teachers in the sample schools was their large increase in sense
of professional efficacy.

Finally, while CAP scores increased, other student out-
comes also improved, but at a somewhat lesser rate. Student
performance on both standardized tests and local proficiency
tests improved. On the other hand, dropout rates also in-
creased, although marginally.

SPECIAL STUDENT POPULATIONS

A particularly important finding was that special-needs
students were not overlooked in reform implementation.
Though not specifically addressed by SB 813, the needs of
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special student populations are being addressed by schools
and districts. Indeed, the trend seemed to be an increase in
both the degree of services and the types of approaches used
to provide these services. In addition, nearly all program
goals were to move students into the mainstream. Put differ-
ently, the goals were not to track and retain students in
remedial or special programs. While there was variation in
accomplishing these goals, the goals were to remedy aca-
demic deficiencies in order to equip students to function
successfully in a regular curriculum program. Students still
may be at-risk, but they are receiving programs and services
and are not being ignored.

While the curriculum in most special-needs programs
was aligned with the regular, core curriculum of the school,
and had increased substantively in academic rigor, it was still
somewhat less rigorous and demanding than the regular
program. Special program services also tended to focus on
basic skills of reading and mathematics, and usually did not
include alternative pedagogical approaches to teaching higher
level thinking skills. Atthe same time, the movement towards
English as a Second Language (ESL), structured immersion,
and sheltered English in the limited-English-proficient (LEP)
student programs fits with a general political trend to empha-
size the teaching of English, although the traditional bilingual
education programs have had teaching English as a primary
goal. Regardless of the genuine concern that was evident for
students who need additional help, the services provided to
them were rather traditional, providing little additional advan-
tages for these students,

TOWARD A MORE COMPLEX REFORM AGENDA

Secondary schools in the study easily and quickly
changed old course offerings and implemented more tradi-
tional, academic courses. This seemed to be the nature of the
initial response to SB 813 and other reform stimuli. These
changes required few new instructional strategies for teach-
ers, although they did require staff development which was
provided to all teachers and administrators and was linked di-
rectly to these first-phase reform goals. Secondary school
teachers preferred to teach more academic courses than
“general track” courses or even many of the electives. They
had been trained to teach academic courses, and they did not
need additional training or help to begin teaching more of
them. The study found wide progress in sample schools on
these types of improvements.

However, it was much more difficult for schools to
change the nature of teaching strategies or to change the
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general nature of the curriculum, such as proposed in
California’s (and the National Council of Teachers of Mathe-
matics and Science) new mathematics and science curriculum
frameworks. It was even more difficult to inject a greater
degree of emphasis into the curriculum in areas such as
thinking, problem solving, and communication skills. These
new practices entail substantial change on the part of teachers
and require sophisticated training programs to develop such
new pedagogical expertise. The study found less progress on
these dimensions of improvement.

Thus, the study found that SB 813 helped several schools
and districts to restore their curriculum to traditional notions
of academic excellence. The study also found these schools
poised to implement a substantially strengthened curriculum
program with an emphasis on analytic thinking and problem
solving skills, but the study also found few articulated and
consistent strategies for doing so.

Some districts had plans for expanding the curriculum
and instruction focus to these issues and had begun district-
school conversations about an appropriate implementation
process. Other districts already had incorporated these new
directions into detailed curriculum guides and had begun new
staff development efforts for teachers. None of the districts
had extensive or intensive staff training or new curriculum
materials in place. Several districts, however, have been
preparing department chairs and teachers to facilitate implem-
entation of these new directions,

POLICY IMPLICATIONS AND SUGGESTIONS

One implication pertains to the relationship between
early state initiatives and subsequent local efforts to improve
secondary schools. The study found that state improvement
efforts in curriculum and instruction, such as included in SB
813, can interact with local initiative to improve secondary
schools. Local implementation processes are critical to the
success of such improvements, and a common local implem-
entation process is successful across schools that differ ethni-
cally, geographically, and demographically.® Thus, one clear
policy implication is that the state should disseminate infor-
mation about effective local change processes and encourage,
if not stimulate, other districts and schools to develop such
processes,

Key structural elements of such a local improvement
process should include:

1. A district and school vision that focuses on rigorous
curriculum content and effective teaching strategies.
2. A district team, consisting of district staff, site adminis-
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trators, and teachers, that plans and coordinates the overall
implementation activities.

3. Adistrict implementation plan for coordinating and link-
ing the elements (curriculum objectives, texts and instruc-
tional materials, teaching strategies, and texts) of the technical
core of curriculum and instruction, and that includes an
interrelated set of implementation activities over a multiple
year time frame. :
4. Strategically targeted staff development, linked to the
curriculum content and pedagogical skills teacher need to
teach the curriculum, relying heavily on mentor teachers to
implement, and that provides significantly more on-going and
follow-through assistance than simply initial training.

5. District monitoring of student, teacher, and site adminis-
trator performance, of faithful program implementation, and
of the consistency of school emphases with district substan-
tive directions.

6. A school team of site administrators, department chairs,
and teachers that plans and coordinates the specific school
implementation activities. This team either should be the
school’s “curriculum council” or should be tightly connected
to such a council or to the principal’s cabinet.

7. Assistance to teachers to put the curriculum and instruc-
tional strategies into skilled classroom practice.

Another policy implication concerns the role of staff
development in education reform. The study found that teach-
ers’ instructional strategies had improved but not that much.
While districts have provided considerable initial staff devel-
opment and training, follow-through efforts and assistance in
implementing the new curriculum and pedagogy in class-
rooms have been provided only sporadically. Research shows
that this follow-through assistance is critical to substantial
classroom impact.

Ourimpression was that many teachers needed additional
subject-matter and pedagogical expertise to implement a new
curriculum that both changes substantively the content in
mathematics, science, social studies, and language arts, and
emphasizes numeric reasoning, critical thinking, written
communication, problem solving, cooperative learning, and
peer tutoring. If this view is correct, staff development—
indeed, massive human resources development—would be
needed to enhance the classroom impact of current and future
reform efforts. As the curriculum focus becomes more
substantive, and indeed becomes more intertwined with tech-
nology, this heavy emphasis on staff development and train-
ing should not be a surprise. Moreover, staff development
must be tied to other implementation strategies.

One possible staff development policy option is to ex-
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pand and focus the Mentor Teacher program. The scope of
needed staff development could justify creation of either
greater numbers of mentors or more mentor time devoted to
reform focused staff development. Mentor activities, more-
over, could be focused mare directly on new district and state
efforts to implement a restructured curriculum designed to
develop deeper content knowledge and thinking and problem
solving skills.

Finally, the study documented a genuine concem for
students who need extra help in mastering the regular curricu-
lum program, and who likely will need even additional helpto
master a curriculum that emphasizes thinking and problem
solving skills. The study also found that while services to
these students had increased in sample schools, the services
dwmselveswemrathanditionalandofmtypetha:had
produced insufficient achievement in the past. Thus, it fol-
lows that California will need to fund the development of new
instructional approaches for providing extra services to low-
achieving, limited-English-proficient, low-income, and at-
risk-of-dropping-out students that produce larger effects.
This new thrust could include funds for research to develop
new programs, regulation waiving for local schools to experi-
ment with new approaches, or some combination of the two.
The fact s that education excellence, so far, has not left at-risk
students unnoticed, but the education system’s strategies for
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dealing with at-risk students need strengthening. The will is
there, but new ways are needed to make these programs more
effective.

! Allan R. Odden and David D. Marsh, How State Education
Reform Can Improve Secondary Schools (Berkeley, CA:
University of California, Policy Analysis for California Edu-
cation, December 1987). -
? This study utilized a purposive, rather than representative,
sample of 17 secondary schools known to be in the process of
becoming academically more rigorous. Important lessons
were leamed as a result. However, based solely on the
selection of schools, results are not meant to be representative
of school experiences statewide. “Sample” in this case refers
only to the 17 secondary schools specially selected for this
study.

? The study found that implementation processes were differ-
ent for schools in the largest, urban districts, primarily be-
cause these districts had several factors, such as desegregation
mandates, other than the state’s initiatives in SB 813 dictating
the use of their time and resources. At the same time, initia-
tives in most of the urban districts studied also targeted core
curriculum and instruction for improvement.



