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with well-informed elites, specifically officials, analysts, and politicians. The
data analysis was conducted with consideration given to the paradigm outlined
by Carr and Fuhrman (1999) which suggested that litigation, leadership, and
public campaigns have been major factors in policy setting. The analysis first
examined the data within each state separately before considering the data
from the three states comparatively.

The analysis of the data suggested the following: (a) litigation can serve
as a catalyst for policy but it is not as significant as the volume of research has
suggested, (b) leadership is necessary but its form may vary, (c) educational
issues like accountability and achievement have had little impact on
equalization policy, and (d) policy decisions have been consistent with each
state’s political culture. Also, the data suggested that the responses of the three
New England states have been representative of the responses across the

country.
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INTRODUCTION

“The history of education since the industrial revolution shows a
continual struggle between two forces: the desire by members of
society to have educational opportunity for all children, and the desire
of each family to provide the best education it can afford for its own
children. . . . These two requirements are in direct opposition.” (Coleman, 1970,
p. Vii)

While summarizing the history of education in this country, Coleman also
anticipated the alignment of forces that would define the problems of equal
educational opportunity and the equalization of educational funding for the
subsequent three decades and more. The roots of those problems, i.e., the
disparities in educational funding and spending between wealthy and poor
school districts across the United States, have been longstanding. The major
sources of funding for public schools have always been the states and their
local districts. According to a 1997 report by the Center for the Future of
Children, the total state share of school funding during the 1995-96 school year
was 48%, and the total local share within states was 45% (Howell & Miller,
1997, p. 40). Aithough the percentage of the state share of total school
spending varied considerably among the states from a high of 74% in New
Mexico to a low of 7% in New Hampshire, in no state did the federal contribution
exceed 16%. The typical revenue source of the local share has been the local
property tax; even after three decades of the increasing use of other tax
sources, local governments across the country still relied on the property tax for

75% of their total tax revenues in 1990-91 (Swanson & King, 1997).
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However, districts have been subject to large differences in local tax
base wealth, and those differences have created significant funding gaps
between wealthy and poor school districts. In his book, Savage /Inequalities,
Kozol (1991) cited the disparities between the Chicago schools and a high
schocl in one of the city's wealthy suburbs, New Trier. “The wealth of New
Trier's geographical district provides $340,000 worth of taxable property for
each child; Chicago’s property wealth affords only one-fifth this much” (p. 66). A
study by the United States General Accounting Office (USGAQ) in 1998 added
that “localities with low tax base wealth usually have low funding per pupil even
with high tax rates; localities with high property values have high funding per
pupil even with low tax rates” (p. 15). Statistically, fifteen states had large
funding gaps between wealthy and poor districts during the 1991-92 year, and
another twenty states had moderate gaps, according to the USGAO study.

These gaps have prompted many states to consider policies which have
been directed at equalizing the funding between property-rich and property-
poor school districts. The USGAO report defined equalization as “a state's effort
to compensate for differences in districts’ abilities to raise education revenues’
(1998, p. 100). A state with perfect equalization would enable all of its districts
“to provide the state average funding level when all districts make an equal tax
effort” (p. 4). The equalization effort of a state is measured by the state's share
of total education funding and by the degree to which the state targets this
funding to its poorer districts. A state can also attempt to equalize funding in an
inverse manner by capping the revenues that wealthy districts can raise with
their own resources, and equalization can be enhanced by the efforts of poor
districts to raise their own rates. Whereas capping is rarely used because it is

so “politically sensitive” (p. 5), the latter strategy is used often. The USGAO
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study found that in 1991-92. for example, the poorest districts in thirty-five states
were making a greater tax effort than the wealthiest districts and thereby were
contributing to the reduction of the funding gaps.

Those gaps and the higher tax rates in poor districts have prompted
lawsuits in more than forty states since 1970, and the suits usually have
challenged the constitutionality of state school finance systems (USGAO, 1998).
A repeated pattern of the last thirty years has been the issuance of a legal
challenge to a state financing system through a suit in the state court system
followed by a period of political debate in the legislative and executive arenas
in response to the legal decision and arguments. Aithough some states have
undergone reforms to their school finance systems without court challenges,
states facing court orders were more likely to initiate attempts to address their
intrastate funding disparities (Evans, Murray, & Schwab, 1999). The initial legal
challenges in the 1970's were based on the economic concepts of equity and
fiscal neutrality. Those initial cases did not develop an acceptabie standard of
equity for use across states (Augenblick, Myers, & Anderson, 1997, p. 67), and
the concept of equity could not account for variable education costs due to
factors such as individual pupil needs (Parrish & Fowler, 1998, p. 99). Because
of those failings and the turn of national attention to the issue of student
achievement, the last decade has seen a shift to cases characterized by
concerns about educational adequacy for all students and about the funding
required to improve student performance (Ladd, Chalk, & Hansen, 1999).

Irrespective of court orders, though, the interplay between legal and
political factors in the consideration of equalization policies is complex and
usually contentious. Decisions must be made about whether or not to attempt

equalization at all and then about the extent of equalization and the means to
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effect it. Moreover, the debate over equalization invokes the opposing forces
and core values cited by Coleman in his description of the history of education
at the beginning of this study.

Because of the limited federal role in educational spending, the
equalization debate is played out in every state. Consequently, any analysis of
the debate must focus on intrastate factors. The three northern New England
states of Maine, New Hampshire, and Vermont have been engaged in intense
debates over equalization during the past decade. The three states are similar
demographically and geographically, and they began their debates with
funding gaps that were measured as moderate, according to the 1998 USGAO
report. However, their court rulings and policy decisions have differed
dramatically. Vermont and New Hampshire have both witnessed successful
court challenges to their funding systems, but Maine's court challenge was
unsuccessful. All three states did initiate reforms of their funding systems.
Vermont's reforms have resulted in almost total equalization, Maine's
equalization efforts have been extensive in scope but limited in effect, and New
Hampshire's efforts have been limited.

Significance and Purpose of the Study

Many studies have been conducted which have focused on the court
challenges to funding disparities across the country (Verstegen & Knoeppel,
1998; Minorini & Sugarman, 1999; Minorini & Sugarman, 1999a; Howe, 1999)
and on economic models for equalization (Guthrie & Rothstein, 1999;
Duncombe & Yinger, 1999), but there are relatively few case studies or
comparative studies of the political debates, decisions, and consequences
within states regarding equalization policies. Despite the continuing

importance of equalization and the ongoing debates about it, few attempts have
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been made to investigate and explain. for example, the divergent paths taken
by states such as Maine, New Hampshire. and Vermont from their initial court
challenges and equalization considerations to the determination of policy and
the implementation of their reform models.

The purpose of this study was to examine (a) the efforts to equalize
funding between wealthy and poor school districts and (b) the political,
educational, economic, and demographic factors that have determined the
focus and scale of those efforts in Maine, New Hampshire, and Vermont.

The study attempted to answer the following questions:

1. What social and poalitical factors explain the divergent paths that have
been taken in Maine, New Hampshire, and Vermont with respect to the school
funding equalization policies of the three states?

2. What have been the effects of litigation, political leadership, and
public support campaigns on equalization policy making in the three states?

This study utilized multiple methodologies of historical research including
(a) archival research of documents regarding the determination of policies for
the funding equalization efforts in the three states, and (b) face-to-face
interviews of key players, stakeholders, and analysts in the equalization
debates. This research will be useful in explaining the differences in the reform
models the three states have chosen and in outlining the factors that are
significant in the political debate and the policy decision making regarding

equalization efforts across the country.
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CHAPTER

REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE

“The case for equality in public education is a schizophrenic medley of
Karl Marx and Barry Goldwater. St. Thomas and Saint-Simon.”
(Coons, Clune, & Sugarman, 1970, p. xxi)

“Equality of educational opportunity . . . may perhaps best be thought of
in terms of the long struggle between liberty and equality in the American
culture.” (Mosteller & Moynihan, 1972, p. 7)

The debate about equalization is essentially an argument about the
redistribution of resources. Although capping the tax rates of wealthy districts
and raising the rates of poor districts are equalization instruments that do not
directly involve redistribution, they are the lesser options of equalization policy,
and even they imply a measure of state control over local issues. Increasing the
state share of education costs and targeting funding to poor districts are the
more significant options, and they indirectly or directly involve the collection of
revenues from wealthy districts which are eventually redistributed to poor ones.
Clune (1995) pointed out that “all education spending involves a transfer from
taxpayers to those being educated” (p. 107), and Kozol (1991) declared that “no
matter what devices are contrived to bring about equality, it is clear that they
require money-transfer” (p. 223). Although the means and the criteria for the
collection and distribution of monies vary widely, it is always true that “the idea
of equity involves value judgments about how to determine fairness in the

financing of K -12 education” (Berne & Stiefel, 1999, p. 9). Equalization policies
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trace their roots to philosophies about redistribution, justice, and fairness.

The justification of redistribution as a tool of social fairness was
advanced by Rawils in his 1971 book, A Theory of Justice. Rawls insisted that
there are two principles of social justice that define the roles of liberty and
equality. First, “each person is to have an equal right to the most extensive
liberty compatible with a similar liberty for others™ (p. 60). One's liberty is
extensive, but it must not interfere with the liberty of others. Second, social and
economic inequalities are permitted only insofar as they serve to everyone's
advantage and as they are “attached to positions or offices open to all” (p. 60).
Rawls explained that “deep inequalities cannot possibly be justified by the
notions of merit or desert” (p. 7). Therefore, social justice may require
redistribution when inequalities do not serve to everyone's benefit or when they
restrict the liberty of certain members of society. “Itis the duty of society, Rawls
believes, to ensure that our opportunities are as little affected by our
circumstances as possible” (Rogers, 1999, p. 58). No one actually deserves a
greater or lesser share of society’s resources, and the state must ensure the
equality of opportunity for all.

Kozol (1991) addressed an argument that tries to utilize Rawls’ thinking
to justify inequality in educational funding. According to this argument, schools
should train low-income children with the educational basics so that they can
get entry-level jobs while suburban schools should offer more expansive
educations focusing on college preparation because their students can more
consistently take advantage of the broader opportunities. “Investment
strategies, according to this logic, should be matched to the potential economic
value of each person” (p. 74). Society is better served and all individuals are

happier with the correct training and employment according to this argument.
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However, claimed Kozol, “This thinking must diminish the horizons and the
aspirations of poor children, locking them at a very early age into the slots that
are regarded as appropriate to their societal position. On its darkest side, it also
leads to greater willingness to write off certain children” (p. 76). That is unjust
because, as Rawls wrote, “it does not allow that the sacrifices imposed on a few
are outweighed by the larger sum of advantages enjoyed by many” (1971, p. 4).
Kozol's prescription was a massive redistribution of resources to benefit the
schools of low-income children in order to offer those children the same
educational opportunities that children in wealthy districts already have.

Nozick (1974) posed the counter-arguments to Rawls’ description of
social justice and his justification of redistribution. Nozick emphasized liberty
and insisted that it must be prioritized and protected as society's highest value.
Every individual is at liberty to earn wealth and resources, and “wealth is
created with moral encumbrances which entitle its owners to absolute control
over it irrespective of the social ramifications of such a distribution” (Paul, 1981,
p. 4). If there is no violation of law or liberty in the manner by which an
individual has garnered his or her wealth, then social justice demands that
there be no redistribution. “There are absolute rights against redistributionist
interference” (Paul, p. 10). Redistribution may be imposed only when there has
been a violation of law or liberty in the collection of wealth. “The state may not
use its coercive apparatus for the purpose of getting some citizens to aid others”
(Nozick, 1974, p. ix). Therefore, a higher standard is required for redistribution
because the social order benefits when private property and self-interest are
preserved and protected. Liberty is preserved, and the procedure by which
resources are earned is the standard for justice. Status and equality are not

standards by which justice is weighed according to Nozick.
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Nozick's prioritization of liberty was used by Sandel (1996) not only to
explain the contemporary civic philosophy in the United States but also to
develop a normative structure for the future. According to Sandel, the country
has embraced the concept of liberty to the extent that the United States has
become a “procedural republic” in which its citizens even have the liberty to
“choose their own values” (p. 58). Prior to World War II, the country had
espoused the collective and formative values of a national civic life. Now. the
concept of liberty has so dominated civic life that even the growth of the welfare
state has been sustained by “an ethic of fair procedures and individual rights”
(p. 74) rather by any sense of redistributive justice. For the last fifty years, “steps
to distribute income more equally were deemed desirable but secondary to the
aim of full employment and economic growth” (p. 63). Moreover, Sandel
ultimately embraced the downsizing of the moral community when he described
the current reality of overwhelming global economic forces and fragmentizing
ethnic and communal identities. The only “revitalized civic life" that can sustain
a democracy will be found in “the politics of neighborhood” (p.74). Allegiance to
larger entities will only develop where larger entities somehow “reflect the
identity” (p. 74) of the smaller communities. With liberty dominant and identity
fragmentized, Sandel believed, there is little likelihood that any redistribution of
wealth can be realized.

The History of School Finance Litigation

The concepts of equal educational opportunity and equal protection
under the law were the legal expressions of redistribution that became the
sources for many subsequent equalization policies (Berne & Stiefel, 1999). In
tracing the origins and the shaping of equalization efforts, Berne and Stiefel

identified the following court decision and three books as the significant
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influences that defined equal opportunity and equal protection in education:

1. The 1954 United States Supreme Court ruling in Brown v. Board of

Education declared school segregation by race to be a violation of the
Fourteenth Amendment’s equal protection clause. Although the case did not
focus on the financing of schools, it was important to the issue of equalization
because it essentially validated the legal concept of equal educational
opportunity for all children.

2. Coleman et al. issued Equality of Educational Opportunity in 1966
which concluded that “students’ family and other background characteristics
were more important than school resources in determining school achievement”
(Berne and Stiefel, 1999, p. 15). Coleman'’s report, therefore, suggested that
arguments in support of equalization policies could not be based on actual
educational outputs. Advocates might justify equal educational opportunity
morally and philosophically, but its substantive effects remained questionable.

3. Wise published Rich Schools, Poor Schools: The Promise of Equal
Educational Opportunity in 1968. He posited the principle of wealth neutrality
by insisting that “the quality of a child’s education in the public schools of a state
should not depend upon where the child happens to live or the wealth of his
local community” (p. xi). The principle was the first link between the legal
concept of equal opportunity and the economic one of school financing, and it
became the foundation for the subsequent court cases on school financing and
equalization.

4. Jencks et al. produced a major collaborative study in 1972 entitled
Inequality. Its most significant finding was that income equalizing could be
accomplished more effectively by directly redistributing income than by

addressing inequality in educational opportunity. The effect of the study was
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similar to that of Coleman’s; advocates of equalization had to focus on inputs
and processes rather than on subsequent outputs.

Minorini and Sugarman (1999) added another book to the list of
influences that informed subsequent equalization efforts. In 1970, Coons,
Clune, and Sugarman embellished Wise's concept of wealth neutrality in a
manner that was better suited to legal arguments. In their study Private Wealth
and Public Education, they agreed with Wise that educational discrimination
based on wealth was unconstitutional and that education was a fundamental
right protected by the federal constitution. Moreover, their principle of “fiscal
neutrality” focused on educational inputs, and they asserted that the dollar
inputs to schools must not be a function of wealth other than the wealth of a
state as a whole. Spending for education must be essentially equitable across
a state.

With redistribution translated into legal concepts and the justification of
redistribution focused on the moral standard of fairness, lawyers and advocates
for poor districts turned their attention to the courts in the attempt to redress
funding inequities. According to Minorini and Sugarman (1999), the locus of
their efforts was defined by the issuance of another landmark Supreme Court
ruling. Because of the success of the civil rights cases in the 1960's, advocates
like Wise and the members of Coons’s team expected that the federal courts
would declare educational funding inequities across school districts to be

unconstitutional. However, the federal Supreme Court decision in Rodriguez v.

San Antonio Independent School District in 1973 deflated those expectations.

A lower federal court had initially embraced the fiscal neutrality concept of the
Coons team in deciding this case about school funding inequities. In its ruling

on the appeal, though, the United States Supreme Court denied education the
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status of a fundamental right. The high court alsc stated that wealth. unlike
race, was not justified as a suspect classification, and so education funding was
not subject to an equal protection analysis under the federal Constitution.

The Rodriguez decision took the school finance issue out of the federal
courts, and lawyers and advocates of equalization focused instead on the state
courts.' Minorini and Sugarman (1999) emphasized the success of the efforts in
the state courts by pointing to the 43 challenges to state finance systems that
have been litigated, including 19 that have declared their state systems to be
illegal under their state constitutions. Four early funding equity cases were
particularly significant, according to Minorini and Sugarman. [n California, the

1971 case of Serrano v. Priest attacked the disparities in per pupil spending

across the state. Although the initial 1971 Serrano decision was based in part
on the assumption of federal protections which were subsequently denied by
the Rodriguez ruling, an appeal of the Serrano case in 1976 upheld the original
decision by applying the state constitution's equal protection clause. New

Jersey's 1973 decision in Robinson v. Cahill similarly declared that the state’s

school funding system with its gross disparities in per pupil spending violated
the New Jersey constitution. Of special importance, though, was the finding in
the Robinson decision that the violation was based on the state constitution’'s
education clause, which guaranteed a “thorough and efficient system” of
education to all students. Washington and West Virginia also had cases in the
late 1970's that overturned state systems because of inequities, but the two
cases foreshadowed a rationale that would become more important in later
cases. In both states, decisions were rendered that criticized specific
educational opportunities and programs. The decisions declared the

opportunities in poor districts to be “woefully inadequate,” as expressed in West
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Virginia's Pauley v. Kelly (1979) decision. The California and New Jersey

cases, therefore, opened the state courts as jurisdictions for rulings on the
inequities of educational finance systems based on either equal protection
clauses or education clauses in state constitutions. The West Virginia and
Washington cases suggested that courts could insist on judging the merit of
actual educational programs.

Despite a number of successful “equity” cases prior to 1980, “there was a
growing dissatisfaction with the outcomes of school finance ‘equity’ cases”
(Minorini & Sugarman, 1999a, p. 183). The California and New Jersey
experiences in particular led many advocates of equalization to look for other
legal arguments. Shortly after the Serrano decision, voters in California passed
Proposition 13, which radically restricted local and state taxing. As a result,
California wound up equalizing its school spending by “leveling down” (p. 186)
to the point that educational programs in all districts suffered. New Jersey's
legislature had a difficult time determining a satisfactory financing plan that
could provide enough funding for the poor districts, and the plaintiffs repeatedly
returned to court. Minorini and Sugarman wrote in 1999 that “New Jersey
school finance litigation has carried on for more than 20 years, and remains
unresolved” (p. 50).

Moreover, lawsuits in many states were simply unsuccessful, and the
rationales in those decisions reflected the general arguments against
redistribution and equalization. The Idaho Supreme Court, for example,
expressed a concern for the separation-of-powers in its 1975 ruling in
Thompson v. Engelking. The court refused to enter into the area of public
school financing, which had always been a legislative matter. Also, the Idaho

court expressed “some doubt as to whether equal funding had a significant
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relationship to educational quality” (Minorini & Sugarman, 1999, p. 53). The
Oregon Supreme Court utilized a different theme in rejecting the plaintiff's case
in its 1979 ruling in Olsen v. State. The court argued that the state’s interest in
promoting the local control of education justified the disparities that resulted
from locally-based funding. The Oregon court feared that its invocation of an
equal protection clause with regard to school funding could be similarly used to
contest disparities in other locally-based services such as police and fire
protection.

Kozol (1991) has been highly critical of the lack of progress toward
equalization despite the state court decisions of the 1970’s, and he blamed the

federal Supreme Court ruling in Milliken v. Bradley of 1975 for the perpetuation

of funding inequities. A federal district court had ordered a metropolitan
desegregation plan for Detroit and its suburbs after reasoning that
desegregation could not be achieved within the limits of Detroit alone.
However, the United States Supreme Court overturned the order. It concluded
that the suburbs had not contributed to any actual discrimination in Detroit.
Therefore, the suburban districts could not be punished with the loss of local
choice and with the order to join in the Detroit desegregation plan. Although the
case focused on racial desegregation, the Supreme Court ruling further isolated
the schools of the cities in many respects. The surrounding suburbs had no
responsibility to contribute to the solution of the city schools’ problems such as
desegregation or funding equalization.

Nonetheless, a new argument for equalization was suggested in the
earlier Washington and West Virginia cases and by the 1983 report A Nation at
Risk published by the National Commission on Excellence in Education. That

report focused attention on the shortcomings of public education and on the
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need for better performance and programs; those were the very specifics that
the Washington and West Virginia cases evaluated. “Productivity importantly
replaced inequality as the salient reform objective” (Minorini & Sugarman,
1999a, p. 186). By 1989, therefore, the arguments of equalization advocates
were focused on student performance and the adequacy of educational
programming, and new legal challenges were raised in state courts. Utilization
of the concept of adequacy also enabled advocates to support the principle of
vertical equity by demanding funding adjustments for students and districts with
special needs. In the earlier funding cases, the concept of fiscal neutrality had
generally supported the principle of horizontal equity by which all children
within a state were entitled to the same absolute amount of school spending.
The concept of adequacy provided a means to expand the factors involved in
funding determinations.

According to Minorini and Sugarman (1999), Texas and Kentucky were

the settings for the cases that outlined the designs of subsequent state cases.

The 1989 Texas decision, Edgewood v. Kirby, declared that wealth-based
disparities in school funding violated the state's education clause which
guaranteed an “efficient” system that would ensure a “general diffusion of
knowledge.” It ordered the state legislature to devise an acceptable funding
system in a state where broad-based property and income taxes were
prohibited. After three proposals were rejected by the state court, an unusual
plan was approved in 1995. The plan included a form of "recapturing” by which
part of the tax revenues raised by wealthy districts was distributed directly for
use by poor districts. This system of redistribution offered wealthy districts
several options by which they could consolidate with or share funding directly

with poor districts. The Kentucky court decision of the same year, Rose v.
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Council for Better Education (1989), took the bold step of declaring the entire
state system of education, not simply its financing component, to be in violation
of the state constitution’'s education clause. It ordered the state legislature to
redesign its educational system so as to ensure equal access for all students to
adequate educational opportunities. The court also stipulated a set of
guidelines for the legislature which included a list of seven items that the court
insisted would characterize an adequate education. The Kentucky legislature
responded by enacting the Kentucky Education Reform Act that increased the
minimum per pupil spending state-wide and that included new state curriculum
frameworks and a new assessment system. According to Verstegen (1998),
these rulings and the subsequent rulings in nine other states over the next
decade represented two important departures from previous policies: (a) they
established educational outcomes as critical objectives of state education
policy, and (b) they required more than the minimal or basic educational
programs that had been considered previously as the acceptable standards for

state policies.?

Economic Models for Equalization Policies
As court decisions declared a succession of state education funding

systems to be in violation of their state constitutions, economists and policy
makers devised a series of models for possible legislative adoption. All of the
models essentially utilized some combination of the following broad options that
were outlined in the USGAO report of 1998: (a) increase the state share of total
educational funding and thereby decrease the dependence on the local
property tax, (b) target more state aid to the poor districts, (c) set a cap on the
amount of money that the wealthy districts can raise and spend on their schools,

and (d) provide incentives for the poor districts to boost their tax rates in order to
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raise more revenues for school spending. The first two options were clearly
methods of redistribution, and the others focused on regulating local tax rates in
order to reduce the gap in spending between wealthy and poor districts.

After criticizing the typical policy setting decisions of state legislatures,
Augenblick, Myers, and Anderson (1997) outlined the following four
approaches by which legislators could convert the concept of educational
adequacy into funding formulas:

1. With a historical spending approach, legislators set a base-cost for an
adequate education by using the actual school expenses of the previous year
with some consideration given to the quality of education that was provided
across the state.

2. The expert design approach stipulated that “it is possible for a group
of experts to postulate the needs of a mode! school district with precision and to
associate a standard set of prices with those needs” (p. 75). The experts
determined the services that are needed and assigned prices to those services.

3. The econometric approach utilized complex statistical methodology to
determine the relationship between spending and pupil performance and then
set funding levels according to desired outputs.

4. The successful schools approach examined the expenditures of
schools that were judged to be successful and then set funding levels according
to those findings.

Odden and Clune (1998) concentrated on the shift in legal emphasis
from equity to adequacy in suggesting a set of proposals for new school finance
systems. They criticized the contemporary systems for lacking equity targets
and for not encouraging better school and student performance. They then

proposed that states set “clear fiscal equalization policy targets” (p. 162) and
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then add strategies and programs directed at the targets. They urged each
state to “reduce differences in base spending per pupil” (p. 163) and to identify
a minimal spending level linked to educational standards for use across the
state. For example, they recommended that legislators “use a state’'s median
per-pupil expenditure as a policy target and raise the spending of the bottom
half of all districts to this level, thereby eliminating all extremely low spending
districts” (p. 164). Odden and Clune also advocated the addition of
compensatory aid for low-income students in order to account for their particular
educational needs. Finally, Odden and Clune listed a set of strategies for
encouraging higher performance at the school level such as school-based
budgeting and performance-based incentives for teachers and schools. The
concept of additional school funding was utilized as both a policy target and a
policy tooi.

Guthrie and Rothstein (1999) used the expert design approach in
determining a funding formula for Wyoming that has been adopted and utilized
in that state. Their approach followed four steps: (a) defining adequacy with the
use of specific educational performances, (b) using “professional judgment . . .
[to] determine means for assembling instructional components capable of
delivering whatever outcomes are deemed ‘adequate™ (p. 210), (c) assigning
costs to the instructional components, and (d) adjusting the costs by accounting
for student differences and needs, school sizes and characteristics, and
geographical factors. Their judgments and calculations produced a preliminary
per pupil cost of $6,580, excluding capital expenditures, and they
recommended that the state use that figure as a figure for block-grant
distribution to the state’s school districts.’

Duncombe and Yinger (1999) developed the basis of an econometric
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