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DEFINITION OF TERMS  

ADEQUACY  of educational funding ensures that all schools have 

sufficient resources to achieve a specified outcome 

standard.
1
 

COMPARABILITY PROVISION  is a provision of Title I of the No Child Left Behind Act of 

2001 stating that school districts may receive Title I funds 

only if state and local funds will be used in schools served 

under this part to provide services that, taken as a whole, are 

at least comparable to services in schools that are not 

receiving Title I funds.
2
 

ELEMENTARY AND SECONDARY 

EDUCATION ACT OF 1965 

(ESEA)  

was a Great Society initiative directed especially at 

enhancing opportunities for low-income students, while 

improving the overall quality of education.
3
 

EQUITY  is the fair distribution and expending of available resources 

to schools and students, regardless of a school’s location 

within a state.
4
 

EQUALITY  in educational funding has been interpreted to mean 

providing the same amount of money for each pupil who is 

to be educated.
5
 

FULL-TIME EQUIVALENT (FTE) 

STUDENTS  

are students who are enrolled full-time in one or more 

funded education programs.
6
  

 

 

 

 

 

                                                 
1
Helen F. Ladd, “Reflections on Equity, Adequacy, and Weighted Student Funding,” Education Finance and Policy 

3, no. 4 (2008): 404-405.   

2
 No Child Left Behind Act of 2001, 20 U.S.C. § 6321 (Supp. I 2002). 

3
Marshal S. Smith, Brett W. Scoll, and Valena White Plisko, “The Improving America’s Schools Act: A New 

Partnership,” in National Issues in Education: Elementary and Secondary Education Act, ed. John F. Jennings 

(Bloomington, IN: Phi Delta Kappa International, 1995), 4. 

4
 Vern Brimley, Jr. and Rulon R. Garfield, Financing Education in a Climate of Change, 10

th
 ed. (Boston: Pearson 

Education, 2008), 60. 

5
 Ibid., 63. 

6
 Florida Department of Education, Funding for Florida School Districts Statistical Report: 2010-2011 (Tallahassee, 

FL: Office of Funding and Financial Reporting): 1, accessed December 22nd, 2010, 

http://www.fldoe.org/fefp/pdf/fefpdist.pdf.   

http://www.fldoe.org/fefp/pdf/fefpdist.pdf
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FINANCIAL AND PROGRAM 

COST ACCOUNTING AND 

REPORTING FOR FLORIDA 

SCHOOLS (REDBOOK 2001) 

is a manual to provide Florida school districts with a  

uniform chart of accounts for budgeting and financial 

reporting, especially addressing topics such as 

governmental accounting standards, program cost 

accounting and reporting, and school internal funds.
7
   

FISCAL YEAR (FY)  is a time period used for calculating annual financial 

statements in businesses and other organizations.  For the 

purposes of this paper, a fiscal year refers to the time period 

starting July 1st and ending June 30th. 

FUNCTION  refers to the objective or purpose of an expenditure.  

Functions are the activities performed to accomplish the 

objectives of an organization.  The activities of school 

districts are classified into four major functional categories: 

instruction, instructional support services, general support 

services, and community services.
8
   

GENERAL FUND  is a governmental fund holding all money not reserved to 

other funds. The general fund is the largest of all funds in a 

school district because most current annual instructional 

expenditures are paid from it, including teacher and 

administrator salaries, teaching supplies, insurances and 

utilities.
9
 

HORIZONTAL EQUITY  implies that students, all of whom are perceived to be equal 

in their right to an education, should be treated equally.
10

 

LOCAL EDUCATION AGENCY 

(LEA) 

 is synonymous with the term school district, which is an 

entity that operates local public primary and secondary 

schools. 

NO CHILD LEFT BEHIND ACT 

OF 2001 (NCLB) 

 is an Act to close the achievement gap with accountability, 

flexibility, and choice, so that no child is left behind.
11

 

                                                 
7
 The Florida Department of Education, Financial and Program Cost Accounting and Reporting for Florida Schools 

(Redbook 2001) (Tallahassee, FL: Florida Department of Education, 2001): 1-1, accessed February 19th, 2011, 

http://www.fldoe.org/fefp/redtoc.asp. 

8
 Ibid., 1-2. 

9
David C. Thompson, R. Craig Wood, and Faith E. Crampton, Money and Schools, 4th ed. (Larchmont, NY: Eye on 

Education, 2008), 111.  

10
 Robert Berne and Leanna Stiefel, The Measurement of Equity in School Finance (Baltimore: The John Hopkins 

University Press, 1984), 13. 

11
 No Child Left Behind Act of 2001, 20 U.S.C. § 6301 (Supp. I 2002). 

http://www.fldoe.org/fefp/redtoc.asp
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OBJECT  refers to the goods purchased or the service obtained.  There 

are eight major object categories: salaries, employee 

benefits, purchased services, energy services, materials and 

supplies, capital outlay, other expenses, and transfers.
12

 

SUPPLEMENT, NOT SUPPLANT 

PROVISION  

is a provision of Title I of the No Child Left Behind Act of 

2001 stating that a state educational agency or local 

educational agency shall use federal funds received under 

Title I only to supplement the funds that would, in the 

absence of such federal funds, be made available from non-

federal sources for the education of pupils participating in 

programs assisted under this part, and not supplant such 

funds.
13

   

TITLE I  stated purpose is to ensure that all children have a fair, 

equal, and significant opportunity to obtain a high quality 

education and reach, at minimum, proficiency on 

challenging state academic achievement standards and state 

academic assessments.
14

 

TITLE I, PART A  is the first of nine Parts (Parts A through I) into which Title 

I legislation is categorized.  The language of Part A is aimed 

at improving basic programs operated by local educational 

agencies and is further broken into two Subparts: Basic 

Program Requirements and Allocations.
15

  

VERTICAL EQUITY recognizes that students are different and requires that 

unequals receive appropriately unequal treatment.
16

 

 

 

 

                                                 
12

 The Florida Department of Education, Financial and Program Cost Accounting and Reporting for Florida 

Schools (Redbook 2001), 1-2. 

13
 Ibid. 

14
 No Child Left Behind Act of 2001, 20 U.S.C. 6301 (Supp. I 2002). 

15
 Ibid. 

16
 Berne and Stiefel, The Measurement of Equity in School Finance, 13. 
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The intent of Title I of the No Child Left Behind Act of 2001 is to ensure that all students, 

regardless of their socioeconomic status, are provided a fair and equitable opportunity to meet 

challenging academic performance standards.  Given such, Title I legislation provides for federal 

funding to be administered to school districts and schools serving high percentages of children 

living near or at poverty levels.  The Supplement, not Supplant provision within Title I 

legislation requires that such federal funding supplement state and local funding administered to 

schools serving needy student populations. While the Federal Title I program brings local school 

districts additional funds, decisions made at the school district level that alter the spending levels 

of state and local funds have the ability to offset the impact of Title I funding.  Such decisions 

often involve the placement of the school district’s most experienced, educated teachers, who 

earn higher salaries than their less experienced, less educated colleagues.   

The purpose of this study was to analyze the spending patterns within one selected Florida 

school district over the fiscal year period of 2005-2006 through 2009-2010 and identify whether 

significant differences exist between the amounts of state and local funds expended per-pupil at 

Title I schools versus non-Title I schools, either before or after accounting for teacher salaries.  
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Both descriptive and inferential statistics were used. The descriptive statistical measures 

employed were the mean, median, and standard deviation.  In order to test for a statistically 

significant difference between the per-pupil expenditures of state and local funds at Title I and 

non-Title I schools, the Wilcoxon Two-sample Test was employed.  The results illustrate that, in 

the selected Florida school district, the per-pupil expenditures of state and local funds at Title I 

schools, as compared to non-Title I schools, were generally equal, both before and after 

accounting for teacher salaries.  These findings suggest that the Title I Supplement, not Supplant 

provision’s requirement that school district officials distribute state and local funds equally 

before layering on Title I funds was being met within one Florida school district.   
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CHAPTER 1 

INTRODUCTION 

Since its inception as part of Lyndon Baines Johnson’s War on Poverty, Title I funds have 

been assisting schools in meeting the educational needs of students living near or at poverty 

levels.
1
  Originally, the concept of Title I was enacted in 1965 under the Elementary and 

Secondary Education Act (ESEA).
2
  The ESEA committed to closing the achievement gap 

between low-income students and their more advantaged peers.  The ESEA has been amended 

and reauthorized several times since its 1965 enactment.  The most current reauthorization, 

known as the No Child Left Behind Act of 2001 (NCLB), states that the purpose of Title I 

funding “is to ensure that all children have a fair, equal, and significant opportunity to obtain a 

high quality education and reach, at minimum, proficiency on challenging state academic 

achievement standards and state academic assessments.”
 3

  Moreover, the Comparability 

provision of Title I requires school districts to use state and local funds to provide comparable 

services between needy, Title I schools and less needy, non-Title I schools.  By equalizing 

education services before the addition of federal funds, the NCLB Act’s school finance 

Comparability provision aims to ensure that school districts distribute Title I money as a type of 

enrichment on top of an already level playing field.  Specifically, the Comparability provision of 

the NCLB Act, states: 

(A) COMPARABLE SERVICES- Except as provided in paragraphs (4) and (5), a 

local educational agency may receive funds under this part only if State and local 

funds will be used in schools served under this part to provide services that, taken 

                                                 
1
 John F. Hughes and Anne O. Hughes, Equal Education: A New National Strategy (Bloomington: Indiana 

University Press, 1972), 10. 

2
Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965, 20 U.S.C. § 821 (Supp. I 1966).  

3
 No Child Left Behind Act of 2001, 20 U.S.C. § 6301 (Supp. I 2002). 
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as a whole, are at least comparable to services in schools that are not receiving 

funds under this part.
4
 

After accounting for state and local dollars, Title I dollars are intended to provide 

supplemental funds for supplemental services in high-poverty schools.  The NCLB Act’s 

Supplement, not Supplant provision is designed to ensure that Federal Title I funds be used to 

augment the regular educational program, not to substitute for funds or services that otherwise 

would be provided by state and local dollars.  Specifically, the Supplement not Supplant 

Provision of the NCLB Act, states: 

(1) IN GENERAL – A State educational agency or local educational agency shall 

use Federal funds received under this part only to supplement the funds that would, 

in the absence of such Federal funds, be made available from non-Federal sources 

for the education of pupils participating in programs assisted under this part, and 

not supplant such funds.
5
   

The basic principles of Title I state that schools with large concentrations of low-income 

students will receive supplemental funds to assist in meeting students’ educational goals.  While 

the intent of Title I seems both altruistic and socially beneficial, the findings of empirical 

research, along with loopholes in NCLB Act law regarding how school districts measure 

comparability, suggest that Title I funds may not be serving the purpose for which they were 

intended.  

The effectiveness of the Title I program has been questioned since its inception in 1965.  

Borman and D’Agostino performed a meta-analysis on Title I’s effects on student achievement, 

which showed that during the 1970s and early 1980s, Title I programs for the disadvantaged did 

indeed improve students’ performance.
 6

  Borman and D’Agostino also show that since the 

                                                 
4
 No Child Left Behind Act of 2001, 20 U.S.C § 6321 (Supp. I 2002). 

5
 Ibid. 

6
 Geoffrey D. Borman and Jerome V. D’Agostino, “Title I and Student Achievement: A Meta-Analysis of Federal 

Evaluation Results,” Education Evaluation and Policy Analysis 18, no. 4 (1996): 315-20. 
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1980s, however, student achievement among those served by Title I funds has remained almost 

the same, with only minimal improvements.
7
  The U.S. Department of Education released its 

most recent assessment of Title I In 2007, titled A National Assessment of Title I, Final Report.
8
  

This report states that there has been no statistically significant change in the achievement gap 

between 1999 and 2004, based on long-term trend data for reading and math.
 9

  A separate report 

prepared by the National Center for Education Statistics, titled Achievement Gaps: How Black 

and White Students in Public Schools Perform on the National Assessment of Educational 

Progress shows that significant gains in closing the achievement gap are lacking, at best.  Long-

term data depicted in this report shows that from 1999 -2007 the achievement gap for reading has 

narrowed slightly, while the gap for math has shown no significant change.
 10

 Furthermore, 

according to both The Nation’s Report Card: Reading 2011 and The Nation’s Report Card: Math 

2011, there has been no significant change in the achievement gaps between white students and any 

another racial group’s students since 2009.11   

Although research findings regarding the effects of increased funding on student 

performance are mixed, one explanation for the nation’s failed attempts at significantly closing 

                                                 
7
Ibid.  

8
Stephanie Stullich, Elizabeth Eisner, and Joseph McCrary, National Assessment of Title I, Final Report: Volume I: 

Implementation (Washington, DC:  Government Printing Office, 2007), accessed January 3rd, 2001, 

http://ies.ed.gov/ncee/pdf/20084012_rev.pdf.  

9
Ibid, 45. 

10
 Allen Vanneman, Linda Hamilton, and Janet Baldwin Anderson, Achievement Gaps: How Black and White 

Students in Public Schools Perform in Mathematics and Reading on the National Assessment of Educational 

Progress (Washington, DC: Government Printing Office, 2009), 1, accessed February 1st, 2011, 

http://nces.ed.gov/nationsreportcard/pdf/studies/2009455.pdf.  

11
National Center for Education Statistics, The Nation’s Report Card: Reading 2011 (Washington, DC: Government 

Printing Office, 2009), 2, accessed December 22
nd

, 2011, 

http://nces.ed.gov/nationsreportcard/pdf/main2011/2012457.pdf; National Center for Education Statistics, The 

Nation’s Report Card: Mathematics 2011 (Washington, DC: Government Printing Office, 2009), 2, accessed 

December 22nd, 2011, http://nces.ed.gov/nationsreportcard/pdf/main2011/2012458.pdf. 

  

http://ies.ed.gov/ncee/pdf/20084012_rev.pdf
http://nces.ed.gov/nationsreportcard/pdf/studies/2009455.pdf
http://nces.ed.gov/nationsreportcard/pdf/main2011/2012457.pdf
http://nces.ed.gov/nationsreportcard/pdf/main2011/2012458.pdf
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the achievement gap may have to do with the administration of state, local, and federal funding 

at the school district level.  Authors have pointed out that while many states have developed 

funding systems that result in equitable funding for school districts, there has been little change 

in the inequitable way that school district officials fund their schools.
12

  While the Federal Title I 

program brings school districts more funds, it is unclear how school district officials integrate 

these additional funds with state and local funds to provide increased spending on the highest 

poverty schools.
13

  To the extent that state or local governments offset Title I funding by altering 

the level of spending of state and local funds, Title I may have diminished impact on 

disadvantaged students’ academic achievement.   

There exists a body of literature suggesting that decisions made at the school district level 

are influencing the ability of Title I funds to serve as supplemental resources among schools 

serving disadvantaged students.
14

  Some researchers argue that local school district officials 

offset federal spending on Title I schools by reducing local and state spending on such schools, 

which in turn disables federal funding from serving as supplemental funding to schools serving 

high percentages of disadvantaged students.
15

  Resulting from a study on how Title I funds fit 

                                                 
12

 John Podesta and Cynthia G. Brown, “NEEDED: Federal Action for Fair Funding of High-Poverty Schools,” 

Education Week 7, no. 44 (2008): 28. 

13
 Marguirite Roza, Strengthening Title I to Help High-Poverty Schools: How Title I Funds Fit into District 

Allocation Patterns (Seattle, WA: Center on Reinventing Public Education, University of Washington, 2005), 

accessed February 11th, 2011, http://www.crpe.org/cs/crpe/download/csr_files/wp_crpe6_title1_aug05.pdf. 

14
 Katherine E. Baird, “Federal Direct Expenditures and School Funding Disparities, 1990-2000,” Journal of 

Education Finance 33, no. 3 (2008): 297-310; The Education Trust, The Funding Gap 2005: Low-Income and 

Minority Students Shortchanged by Most States (Washington, DC: The Education Trust, 2005); Nora Gordon, “Do 

Federal Grants Boost School Spending? Evidence from Title I,” Journal of Public Economics 88, (2004): 1771-

1792; William Hussar and William Sonnenberg, Trends in Disparities in School District Level Expenditures Per 

Pupil (National Center for Education Statistics, 2000), accessed January 13th, 2011, 

http://nces.ed.gov/pubs2000/2000020.pdf; William T. Hartman, “District Spending Disparities Revisited,” Journal 

of Education Finance 88, (1994): 88-106; Roza, Miller, and Hill, “Strengthening Title I”; Marguerite Roza, A New 

Look at Inequalities in School Funding: A Presentation on the Resource Variations within Districts (Seattle, WA: 

Center for Reinventing Public Education, University of Washington, 2002). 

15
 Gordon, “Do Federal Grants Boost School Spending,” 1773. 

http://www.crpe.org/cs/crpe/download/csr_files/wp_crpe6_title1_aug05.pdf
http://nces.ed.gov/pubs2000/2000020.pdf
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into district allocation patters, Roza found that some school districts distribute base funds 

inequitably, so that wealthier schools, which do not receive Title I funds, receive more base 

funding than schools which receive Title I funding.
16

  According to Roza, “Title I funds are 

supposed to boost spending for high-poverty students, not fill holes created by district allocation 

practices.”
17

   Research analyzing within-district per-pupil expenditure variations in one large 

urban school district found that once Title I money was extracted from instructional spending 

totals, significant disparities existed among schools.
18

 In an analysis of the effects of Title I on 

state and local education revenue, and how much the Title I program ultimately increases 

spending by the recipient school districts, researchers found that state and local revenue efforts 

initially were unaffected by Title I changes, but that local governments substantially and 

significantly crowd out changes within a three-year period. 
19

  

School districts which employ accounting practices that allow for the impact of Title I 

funds to be negated by decreased state or local funding are at risk for being in violation of two 

main provisions of NCLB Act legislation: The Comparability provision
20

 and The Supplement, 

not Supplant provision.
21

  The Comparability provision requires that school districts be able to 

document that the services provided with state and local funds in Title I schools are comparable 

to those provided in non-Title I schools.  State and local funds must be used in Title I schools to 

provide services that are at least comparable to services provided to non-Title I schools. Whereas 

                                                 
16

 Roza, “Strengthening Title I,” 8. 

17
 Ibid., 2. 

18
 Dennis J. Condron and Vincent J. Roscigno, “Disparities Within: Unequal Spending and Achievement in an 

Urban School District,” Sociology of Education 76, no. 1 (2003): 27. 

19
 Gordon, “Do Federal Grants Boost School Spending,” 1788. 

20
 No Child Left Behind Act of 2001, 20 U.S.C. § 6321 (Supp. I 2002). 

21
 Ibid. 
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the Comparability provision aims to equalize state and local funds among all schools within a 

district, the Supplement, not Supplant provision requires that federal funds do not take the place 

of any expenditures that would have been made with state and local funds.  In other words, the 

effects of federal money should be to supplement, not supplant, local and state spending. 

In addition to questions regarding comparability prior to accounting for Title I funds, are 

questions regarding the use of Title I funds.  According to the U.S. Department of education, 

Federal Title I allocations have almost doubled since 2000 ($8 million in 2000, $14.5 million in 

2009, and $13 million in 2010).
 22

  While large amounts of this funding are designated to certain 

programs, such as Improving Basic Programs, Reading First, and Migrant Education, some 

researchers argue that it is not easy to trace these dollars to schools and ascertain whether or not 

these funds are being spent in ways that benefit disadvantaged students most greatly.
23

  Monk, 

for example, pointed out that a lack of building level financial records has limited the study of 

the distribution of resources among schools.
24

  Additionally, Unnever, Kerchhoss, and Robinson 

were unable to replicate their study of district variation in educational resources because school 

level data were unavailable.
25

   

To be eligible to receive Title I funds, a school district must demonstrate that it satisfies the 

Comparability requirement of the NCLB Act.
26

  According to the federal statute, a school district 
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is deemed to have met the Comparability requirement if district officials file a written assurance 

of comparability with the state, maintain documentation that they have implemented a district-

wide salary schedule, and maintain documentation of district-wide policies that ensure equity 

among schools regarding teachers, administrators, other staff, and the provision of curricular 

materials and instructional supplies.
27

  Furthermore, U.S. Department of Education non-

regulatory guidance requires school districts to demonstrate and document that such policies are 

being implemented and are resulting in equivalence being achieved among schools.
28

 To 

demonstrate that equivalence is being achieved, the school district may use such measures as 

student/instructional staff ratios, student/ instructional staff salary ratios, or expenditures per-

pupil. A school district may also implement a resource allocation plan based on student 

characteristics, such as poverty, limited English proficiency, or disability.
29

   

Within these options for demonstrating equivalence, two loopholes arguably exist.  First, 

the student/instructional staff ratio option is problematic because the term “instructional staff” is 

not defined within federal statute or regulations.  Furthermore, Florida statute also fails to 

provide a definition for “instructional staff.”  Instead, Florida statute only states that, 

“Instructional personnel means any K-12 staff member whose function includes the provision of 

direct instructional services to students.  Instructional personnel also includes K-12 personnel 

whose functions provide direct support in the learning process of students.”
30

  Florida statute 

continues by listing K-12 personnel included within its classification of “instructional 
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personnel.”  Included in this list are “classroom teachers,” “student personnel services,” “other 

instructional staff,” and “education paraprofessionals.”
31

  Therefore, two schools could appear 

comparable in instructional staff even though one school employed only teachers and the other 

school employed primarily teacher aides.  Secondly, student/instructional staff salary ratios are 

based on average amounts of money spent on instructional staff salaries per student, rather than 

on real salaries.  This is upheld by the NCLB Act statute stating that “...in the determination of 

expenditures per pupil from State and local funds, or instructional salaries per pupil from State 

and local funds, staff salary differentials for years of employment shall not be included in such 

determinations.”
32

 In other words, if a school district chooses to compare per-pupil teacher salary 

expenditures, the district does not have to take into consideration the difference in spending on 

the salary of a veteran teacher or a teacher with advanced degrees, as opposed to a novice teacher 

or a teacher with only minimal credentials.  Instead, per-pupil teacher salary expenditure 

comparisons among schools are done by comparing the average instructional staff salary per 

student in each Title I school with the average instructional staff salary expenditure per student 

in non-Title I schools.
33

  Without accounting for differences in actual teacher salaries, 

Comparability requirements cannot produce meaningful expenditure comparisons between Title 

I and non-Title I schools.
34

   

                                                 
31

 Ibid.  

32
 No Child Left Behind Act of 2001, 20 U.S.C. § 6321 (Supp. I 2002). 

33
 Non-Regulatory Guidance, 16-17. 

34
Lindsey Luebchow, Equitable Resources in Low Income Schools: Teacher Equity and the Federal Title I 

Comparability Requirement (Washington, DC: New America Foundation, 2009), accessed July 10th, 2011, 

http://education.newamerica.net/sites/newamerica.net/files/policydocs/Equitable_Resources_in_Low_Income_Scho

ols.pdf. 

http://education.newamerica.net/sites/newamerica.net/files/policydocs/Equitable_Resources_in_Low_Income_Schools.pdf
http://education.newamerica.net/sites/newamerica.net/files/policydocs/Equitable_Resources_in_Low_Income_Schools.pdf


  

23 

Statement of the Problem 

Most of the discourse on inequitable school funding has centered on the drastic disparities 

in spending and related educational resources found between school districts of varying degrees 

of wealth.
35

 Hussar and Sonnenberg measured disparities within states over the period from 

1980-1994 and concluded that within-state funding disparities declined in most states, whereas 

funding disparities among all districts in the nation increased.
36

 Hartman analyzed disparities in 

spending between school districts in Pennsylvania and found that districts with higher property 

values and income levels enjoyed higher per-pupil expenditures.
37

  In 2002, the Education Trust 

released a study that compared unequal funding between districts in all the states in the U.S. and 

found that districts with higher proportions of poor and minority students received fewer state 

and local dollars per-pupil as compared to districts with fewer disadvantaged students.
38

  More 

recently, the Education Trust released a further study analyzing the funding gaps in forty-nine 

states and found that, across the county, $907 less is spent per student in the highest-poverty 

districts than in the most affluent districts.
39

  Resulting from such findings has been a wave of 

school finance litigation, which has led to changes in state funding formulas.  Such changes have 

shifted the relative amounts of state aid received by richer and poorer districts to reflect 
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increased funding equity across districts.  As of 2008, within-state disparities were the lowest 

they have been since the first documented measurements nearly thirty years ago.
40

  

Although research and litigation have addressed inequities in per-pupil expenditures 

existing across districts, such action falls short of explaining and addressing inequities in per-

pupil expenditures that exist within districts. In a study of schools and districts in California, 

Hertert found that despite the state legislature’s relative success in achieving equity in funding 

between districts, there was a much greater degree of variation between schools within the same 

district.
41

  Inequities in the distribution and utilization of educational resources at the school level 

are important to understand because, ultimately, school districts’ policies determine the flow of 

money and other resources to schools.  Analyses of school district spending practices would help 

education stakeholders better understand what role school districts play in ensuring equal 

distribution of state and local funds.   

As part of the NCLB Act of 2001, Congress mandated a National Assessment of Title I to 

evaluate the implementation and impact of the Title I program.
42

  The final report of this study, 

prepared by the U.S. Department of Education and released in 2007, included three key 

evaluation questions addressing Title I participation and the use of Title I funds:  

1. Whom does the Title I, Part A program serve? 

2. What does the money buy? 

3. How are the funds distributed, and has that changed since the last reauthorization?
 43
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In regard to the first question, the report found that the number of students counted as Title I 

participants has tripled over the past decade, rising from nearly 7 million in 1994-95, to 20 

million in 2004-2005.
44

  Regarding the second question, the report found that most Title I funds 

were used for instruction, supporting salaries for teachers and instructional aides, providing 

instructional materials and computers, and supporting other instructional services and 

resources.
45

  Most relevant to this study, are the findings regarding the third question: How are 

the funds distributed? Regarding this question, the report found that at the school level, the 

highest-poverty schools received smaller Title I allocations per low-income student than did low-

poverty schools.
46

  In 2004-2005, the average Title I allocation in the highest-poverty Title I 

schools was $558 per low-income student, compared with $763 per low-income student in low-

poverty schools.
47

  Considering that the intent of Title I is to “Improve the Academic 

Achievement of the Disadvantaged,”
48

 and that one way Title I is designed to reach this goal is 

by “distributing and targeting resources sufficiently to make a difference to local educational 

agencies and schools where needs are greatest,”
49

 it would seem illogical and problematic for the 

highest-poverty schools to not be receiving the largest per-pupil Title I funding allocations.  

Given a large body of research finding within-district disparities to outweigh between-district 
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disparities, it is relevant to question whether these inequities in per-pupil funding allocations may 

be a result of decisions made at the school district level.
50

  

If conclusions about the effectiveness of the Title I program are going to be drawn based 

on the assumption that Title I funds are serving the purpose for which they were intended – to 

provide supplemental resources to an otherwise level playing field, then it is imperative to ensure 

that these conclusions are not based on false assumptions.  Research exploring the level to which 

state and local funds are dispersed equally, with specific focus on the effect that teacher salaries 

have on equality levels, will provide the field of education finance literature with suggestions 

regarding the extent to which NCLB Act Comparability requirements are being met, and in turn 

provide information for evaluating the extent to which additional funding is the key to improved 

student performance.      

Purpose of the Study 

Most of the discourse on inequity in school funding has centered on the drastic disparities 

in funding found among school districts of varying degrees of wealth.  But, a wealth of such 

literature concerning inequities across districts reveals little about inequities in funding within 

districts.  Therefore, the purpose of this study was to analyze the spending patterns within one 

selected school district to identify whether significant differences exist between the amounts of 

state and local funds expended per-pupil at Title I schools versus non-Title I schools, either 

before or after accounting for teacher salaries.  The following questions were addressed in this 

study: 

1. Is there a significant difference in the per-pupil expenditure amounts of state and local 

funds between Title I and non-Title I schools, before accounting for teacher salaries? 
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2. Is there a significant difference in the per-pupil expenditure amounts of state and local 

funds between Title I and non-Title I schools, after accounting for teacher salaries? 

3. What do the differences in per-pupil expenditure amounts of state and local funds 

between Title I and non-Title I schools, both before and after accounting for teacher 

salaries, reveal about the extent to which the requirements of the Federal Title I 

Comparability provision are being met?    

Considering that the Comparability provision of Title I requires school districts to use state 

and local funds to provide comparable services between needy, Title I schools and less needy, 

non-Title I schools, it should be expected that the per-pupil expenditure amounts of state and 

local funds for both groups of schools, and across both variables, are equal.  Therefore, the 

following null hypothesis was addressed for each of the five fiscal years observed in this study 

(2005-2006, 2006-2007, 2007-2008, 2008-2009, and 2009-2010): 

Null Hypothesis: There is no significant difference between the median per-pupil 

expenditure amounts of state and local funds at Title I schools and the median per-pupil 

expenditure amounts of state and local funds at non-Title I schools. 

The results of this research will serve several purposes.  First, the results will provide one 

example for the condition of within-district school expenditure equity. Second, the results will 

reveal the extent to which the highest paid teachers are dispersed equitably throughout a selected 

Florida school district.  Third, the results will serve as one example for determining whether 

school districts are meeting Federal Title I Comparability requirements.  Lastly, this study will 

add to the wealth of research literature informing policymakers and the general public for future 

decision making regarding within-district funding practices and teacher allocation matters. 
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Significance of the study 

In 2008, Baird investigated the impact of federal dollars on school funding disparities, both 

within and across states.
51

 Particularly of relevance to this dissertation are her findings regarding 

within-state disparities.  Using the coefficient of variation, she found that prior to accounting for 

federal revenue, inter-district funding disparities fell throughout the 1990s by 16 percent.
52

  After 

factoring in federal funds, inter-district funding disparities fell by 15 percent.
53

  Baird’s findings 

suggest that federal funding may have little impact on funding disparity levels between needy 

and more advantaged schools.  Moreover, Baird’s study indicates that within-state funding 

disparities are a result of policies within states, and not the result of federal policy or programs.
54

  

The findings of her study create significance for similar inquiry to be conducted within districts, 

in order to see if within-district actions offset the ability of Title I funds to increase the per-pupil 

expenditure amounts at needy schools.   

This study is significant for three reasons.  First, ensuring that school district officials are 

addressing the needs of disadvantaged students and providing such students with the 

supplemental resources to which they are entitled, as required in NCLB Act legislation, is an 

ethical and legal responsibility of such decision makers.
55

  Checking for expenditure inequities 

within districts is one way of doing this.  Secondly, if conclusions about the effectiveness of the 

Title I program are going to be drawn based on the assumption that Title I funds are serving the 

purpose for which they were intended – to provide supplemental resources to an otherwise level 
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playing field, then it is imperative to ensure that these conclusions are not based on false 

assumptions.  Thirdly, if large state and local funding expenditure disparities between Title I and 

non-Title I schools within the selected Florida school district exist, either before or after 

accounting for teacher salaries, then factors resulting in such outcomes need to be identified and 

addressed.  However, if these data reveal that no such disparities exist and that Title I funds are 

in fact serving as supplemental resources to disadvantaged students,  then perhaps researchers 

and policymakers need to consider sources other than increased funding as a means for closing 

the achievement gap between disadvantaged and non-disadvantaged students.  This study will 

identify where and when any such disparities do exist, within one selected Florida school district.  

Lastly, a portion of education finance literature reports that state legislatures have largely met 

their obligations to resolve disparities among school districts, suggesting that the bulk of the 

remaining disparities are the result of decisions made at the school district level.
56

  Therefore, it 

is purposeful and significant to conduct research which both calculates disparities in per-pupil 

expenditures within school districts and identifies potential causes. 

Methods  

This study inquired into recent trends in the distribution of education dollars across schools 

within a selected Florida school district, with particular attention paid to the impact of teacher 

salaries on per-pupil expenditure disparities between Title I and non-Tile I schools.  It pursued 

this by calculating per-pupil expenditure amounts of state and local dollars within the selected 

school district, both before and after accounting for teacher salaries, over the fiscal year period of 
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2005-2006 through 2009-2010.  District per-pupil expenditure totals for Title I and non-Title I 

schools were then compared to identify whether statistically significant differences at the .05 

alpha level were apparent.   

While resource disparities within districts can be measured in a variety of ways, this study 

used two of the most common measures found in education finance literature: descriptive 

statistics and inferential statistics.  Three main descriptive statistical measures were used to 

examine the resource accessibility to students served by either a Title I or non-Title I school 

within the selected school district: the mean, median, and standard deviation.  These three 

measures were used because each measure is relevant, each measures the disparity of an 

expenditure distribution differently, and because all three are widely accepted measures of 

disparity within the field of education finance.  In order to test for a statistically significant 

difference between the per-pupil expenditures of state and local funds at Title I and non-Title I 

schools, the Wilcoxon Two-sample Test was employed.  The Wilcoxon Two-sample Test is a 

nonparametric statistical hypothesis test for assessing whether two independent samples of 

observations have equally large values.
57

  It is one of the most well-known and powerful of the 

nonparametric tests for comparing two populations.
58

      

Sources 

This study utilized data from FYs 05-06, 06-07, 07-08, 08-09, and 09-10.  This study 

required school level data that was available through sources associated with the accounting 

department and the student projections department of the selected school district.  Since the 

district’s general fund accounts for the vast majority of operational expenditures supporting the 
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district’s educational system, including funds targeted for direct instruction, per-pupil 

expenditures from only the district’s general fund were considered in this study.  Further, 

disparity calculations were limited to those of funds expended on only direct instruction of 

students at each school. Total direct instructional expenditure amounts were collected from the 

district’s Annual General Fund Expenditure Report, which is an unpublished document obtained 

from the school district’s accounting department.  Data depicting the number of full-time 

equivalent students per school were collected from the school district’s Fulltime Equivalent 

Historical Data Report, which is an unpublished document obtained from personnel associated 

with the district’s student projections department.        

Limitations of the Study 

Data used in this study are limited to that of elementary schools from one selected Florida 

school district.  Per-pupil expenditures from only the district’s general fund were calculated and 

analyzed.  Only expenditures on direct instruction were included.  This study depicts the 

monetary expenditures on students enrolled in Kindergarten through fifth grade basic programs 

only, and does not include district expenditures on students enrolled in Exceptional Student 

Education or English for Speakers of Other Languages programs. 

Organization of the Study  

Chapter 1 introduced the problems being addressed in this study and presented sections 

from the No Child Left Behind Act of 2001 that are relevant to this study.  Chapter 2 contained a 

review of the history and evolution of the federal government’s role in education, with specific 

attention to that of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965 and Title I. Chapter 2 

also provided a review of education litigation involving both Title I and the shift from a focus on 

resource equity to a focus on resource adequacy in public education.  Chapter 3 included a 

discussion of the two types of quantitative research methodology used in this study: descriptive 
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and inferential statistics. A discussion about program cost accounting and reporting in Florida 

was also given in Chapter 3.  Chapter 4 presented the results of the statistical analyses in the 

form of text, tables, and figures.  Chapter 5 contained conclusions, implications, and 

recommendations for further action and research regarding the problem addressed in this study.        

Summary  

The intent of Federal Title I funds is to increase the educational resources available to 

disadvantaged students.  Key provisions within Title I statutory text require school districts to 

use state and local funds to provide comparable services between needy, Title I schools and less 

needy, non-Title I schools.  Doing so will ensure that districts distribute Title I money as a type 

of enrichment on top of an already level playing field.  A portion of school finance literature 

suggests that decisions made at the school district level are influencing the ability of Title I funds 

to serve as supplemental resources among schools serving disadvantaged students.  Such 

decisions have the potential to offset federal spending for poor schools by reducing state and 

local spending on such schools.  Teacher salaries are an important variable influencing a school 

district’s ability to reach equity.  While the Title I Comparability provision allows school 

districts to compare teacher salaries among schools by using teacher salary averages, these 

comparisons reflect little about how the actual salaries of teachers impact a district’s ability to 

reach true equity.  Through the use of descriptive and inferential statistics, this study inquired 

into recent trends in the distribution of education dollars across schools within a selected Florida 

school district, with particular attention paid to the impact of teacher salaries on per-pupil 

expenditure disparities between Title I and non-Tile I schools.  It pursued this by calculating per-

pupil expenditure amounts of state and local dollars within one selected Florida school district, 

both before and after accounting for real teacher salaries.   
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CHAPTER 2 

REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 

Federal Aid before Title I 

Federal funding of public education largely began with the Johnson administration and the 

passage of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965 (ESEA).
1
  The ESEA was 

designed by commissioner of education, Francios Keppel, and constituted the most important 

educational component of Johnson’s “War on Poverty.”
2
  The ESEA transformed federal 

involvement in education by making federal funds available to states and school districts.   

While federal funding of public education largely began when President Johnson’s 

administration passed the ESEA of 1965, a national commitment to education predates even the 

ratification of the Constitution.  In 1787, the Congress of the Confederation passed the Northwest 

Ordinance, which surveyed lands and granted the sixteenth section of each township for 

educational uses.
3
 In fact, a total of nearly ninety-nine million acres of federal land were granted 

for the establishment of educational institutions, under the Northwest Ordinance.
4
  In 1862, 

President Lincoln signed the Morrill Act which provided grants of land to the states, which could 

be sold and the proceeds used to fund colleges that focus on agricultural and mechanical studies.
5
  

In 1917, the Smith-Hughes Act passed, which provided federal funding for agricultural and 

vocational education.
6
 In 1950, Congress passed the Federal Impact Aid law.

7
  This law was 
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designed to assist school districts that had lost property tax revenue due to the presence of tax-

exempt federal property.  The Impact Aid law (now Title VIII of the ESEA) provides assistance 

to school districts with concentrations of children residing on Indian lands, military bases, or 

low-rent housing properties.  The Impact Aid law has been amended several times since its 

inception in 1950, but continues to provide funding to school districts.
8
 Partially because of 

Sputnik, Congress passed the National Defense Education Act in 1958.
 9

  This Act authorized 

federal funding for scientific research and science education.
10

  Finally, in 1964, the Civil Rights 

Act passed, which, among other things, authorized the federal government to provide aid to 

schools and higher education institutions dealing with problems related to inequality and 

desegregation.
11

  

Over the course of two centuries, the federal government took action, although limited, in 

the area of education when vital national interests were involved. Examples of such action 

include supporting democracy by granting land for the establishment of schools and colleges, 

fostering economic expansion by training workers, providing for the defense of the nation by 

expanding educational opportunities in critical areas of learning, and working to overcome 

segregation and inequalities among schools.  These actions, combined with civil rights and social 

welfare imperatives of the time, resulted in the emergence and enactment of Title I of the ESEA.   
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The Emergence of Title I 

In 1954, the U.S. Supreme Court in Brown vs. Board of Education
12

 ruled that segregation 

of children by race in the public schools was a violation of the Fourteenth Amendment of the 

U.S. Constitution.
13

  That ruling gave rise to a national debate about the quality of education 

being provided to African American children and eventually led to a broader discussion about 

the needs of children of all races who came from poor families or who had other disadvantages.
14

 

When President Kennedy assumed office in 1961, he proposed large-scale federal aid to 

improve education, including the education of black children and of other poor and 

disadvantaged youths.
15

  At the time, black children constituted approximately 13 percent of the 

enrollment in elementary and secondary schools.
16

  As a group, they were overwhelmingly poor: 

65 percent of black children were living in poverty, compared with 20 percent of white 

children.
17

  In other words, the issues of race and poverty became linked because the factors of 

race and poverty in America were intertwined.   

Three major obstacles prevented President Kennedy from enacting his education 

initiatives.
18

  First, some feared that new federal aid to education would lead to forced integration 

of white and black students.  Second, conservatives said that new federal aid would lead to 
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federal control of elementary and secondary education.  Third, proponents of Catholic schools 

and other private schools blocked any new legislation that did not involve some aid to their 

schools.  In 1964, President Johnson, signed the Civil Rights Act, which sought to remove legal 

barriers to the full participation of racial minorities in American society.  That law addressed one 

obstacle to federal school aid by requiring the racial integration of students in public schools.
19

 

In 1964, Lyndon Baines Johnson was elected President, and he and his administration 

addressed the last two obstacles.  Johnson’s chairman of the Commission on Education, John 

Gardner, suggested tying education aid to Johnson’s War on Poverty.  Johnson adopted this 

approach and Title I of the ESEA was proposed as a program of aid to disadvantaged children, 

along with other categorical programs designed to strengthen public education (Titles II – IV).
20

 

With this approach, Johnson was able to overcome the second and third obstacle originally faced 

by the Kennedy administration.  Johnson gained the support of Catholic school proponents by 

creating a “child benefit theory” of assistance to tie onto his ESEA proposal.
21

  The “child 

benefit theory” explains that federal money would follow the disadvantaged child to whatever 

school he or she attended – public or private.  He also reassured conservatives that federal aid 

would not lead to federal control of elementary and secondary education by requiring that a 

“public trustee” would have to administer ESEA funds for all children, including those attending 

both public and private schools, and that trustee would be the local public school district.  This 
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idea of child-orientation, but with public control of the funds, while including private schools in 

the allocation of federal funds, cleared the way for Congress to pass the ESEA of 1965.
22

 

On April 9th, 1965, Congress passed the ESEA of 1965.
23

  The ESEA of 1965 was 

landmark legislation codifying the federal role and national interest in ensuring quality education 

for all students. The ESEA was a Great Society landmark that signified a national interest in 

assuring equal access to a quality education for all Americans. In essence, the federal 

government took responsibility for compensating poor school districts to put them on a fiscal par 

with more affluent districts. 

Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965 

The Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965 is undoubtedly the most expansive 

federal education bill every passed to date.
24

  An outgrowth of the Civil Rights Act of 1964, the 

ESEA became Lyndon Johnson’s educational centerpiece of the “The Great Society” initiatives 

and was aimed toward providing funding for poor and disadvantaged students.
25

  As a former 

teacher, Johnson witnessed the impact that poverty had on students’ abilities and opportunities.  

His experiences as a teacher helped shape his belief that equal access was vital to a child’s ability 

to lead an educated, productive life.  In his poverty speech, Johnson is cited: “We must, by 

including special school aid funds as part of our education program, improve the quality of 

teaching, training, and counseling in our hardest hit areas.”
26
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In addition to Johnson’s “War on Poverty” initiative, previous presidents’ commitments to 

education and global events of the time also inspired passage of the ESEA.  Realization that 

there was a need for improving America’s education system began at the start of the Cold War 

and heightened when the Soviet Union successfully launched the Sputnik spacecraft during the 

Eisenhower administration in 1957.
27

  John F. Kennedy kept discussions for improving education 

a priority by developing a number of proposals to ensure that American students were 

competitive with those in other countries and that every American received a good education, 

regardless of religious, racial, or class background.  After Kennedy’s assassination in 1963, 

Johnson and his commissioner of education, Francios Keppel, reviewed and revised Kennedy’s 

proposals to derive the ESEA that passed in 1965.
28

 

The ESEA is an extensive federal statute which funds primary and secondary education.  

The Act mandates that funds are authorized for professional development, instructional 

materials, resources to support educational programs, and parental involvement promotion.  The 

Act was originally authorized through 1970; however, the federal government has reauthorized 

the Act several times since its enactment.  The current reauthorization of the ESEA is known as 

the No Child Left Behind Act of 2001.
29

   

The original ESEA contained six Titles.  Title I was designed to provide financial 

assistance to school districts for the education of children from low-income families.
30

  Title II 

funds were responsible for school library resources, textbooks, and other instructional 
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materials.
31

  Title III was concerned with supplementary educational programs and services, and 

the educational centers where such programs and services could be held.
32

  Educational research 

and training was the emphasis for funds allocated through Title IV.
33

  Title V provided for the 

strengthening of state departments of education.
34

 The last section, Title VI, contained general 

provisions of the ESEA.
35

 

The ESEA has been amended and reauthorized several times since its enactment. In 1981 

Congress reauthorized the ESEA as the Education Consolidation and Improvement Act of 1981 

(ECIA).
36

  As part of the Reagan Administration’s efforts to decrease federal intervention in 

domestic affairs, the intent of this reauthorization was to provide greater flexibility for state and 

local providers of education services in their uses of federal funds. As a result, Title I, which 

continued as Chapter 1, was streamlined to remove some of its rigidness; more than forty 

categorical programs were consolidated into a single block grant under Chapter 2; and, the 

language of Chapter 3 reduced the role of the federal government in both state and school district 

decision making.
37

  In 1994, the ESEA (during that time known as ECIA), was reauthorized as 

the Improving America’s Schools Act of 1994 (IASA).
38

  The IASA was a major part of the 

Clinton administration’s efforts to reform education.  Central to this reauthorization was the idea 

that aligning federal resources and policies with state and local reform would strengthen and 
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improve education for all children.  In addition, IASA encouraged comprehensive school reform, 

upgraded instructional and professional development to align with high standards, and 

strengthened accountability.  IASA amended ESEA legislation and established new programs 

outside of the ESEA.  The amendments made to ESEA reflected the following themes: (1) the 

creation of linkages between major ESEA programs and systemic education reform; (2) 

increased administrative flexibility or states, local education agencies, and schools; (3) a new 

focus on several areas of emerging education interest; and, (4) somewhat greater targeting on 

students and schools with high needs.
39

  Among the major programs amended or established 

were the Title I program, the Dwight D. Eisenhower Professional Development Program, and the 

Bilingual Education Act.
40

  

In 2001, the ESEA (known then as the IASA) was reauthorized as The No Child Left 

Behind Act of 2001 (NCLB).
41

  The NCLB Act is based on the belief that setting high standards 

and establishing measureable goals can improve individual outcomes in education.
42

  The Act 

required states to establish assessments of basic skills to be given at certain grade levels, if those 

states are to receive federal funding for schools.
43

  In 2007, reauthorization of the NCLB Act was 

passed by congress, but vetoed by President Bush because Congress’ education bill, which 

included NCLB Act reauthorization, exceeded his budget request.   
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The most recent movement toward ESEA reauthorization is President Barack Obama’s 

educational reform plan, known as A Blueprint for Reform.
44

  This plan encourages the nation to 

embrace educational standards that would prepare Americans for global leadership.  This plan 

replaces the NCLB Act’s requirement that every American child reach proficiency in reading 

and math with the goal that all students should graduate from high school college-ready by 

2020.
45

  Moreover, it provides incentives for states to adopt academic standards that prepare 

students to succeed in college and the workplace.  Rather than relying on test scores alone, as 

does the NCLB Act, A Blueprint for Reform proposes measuring academic growth on indicators 

such as pupil attendance, graduation rates and learning climate.  It supports the creation of 

accountability systems that reward student growth and school progress toward college- and 

career-readiness.  It proposes continuing the NCLB Act’s practice of urging state legislatures and 

school district officials to focus on closing the achievement gap by identifying and intervening in 

schools that continually reflect achievement gaps.  However, the language in A Blue Print for 

Reform suggests lessening federal interference in reasonably well-run schools.
46

 

Title I (1965-1980) 

Title I is currently the largest federal aid program for elementary, middle, and high 

schools.
47

  It is one of the six Titles under the original ESEA of 1965, and continues to be the 
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largest federally funded education program.
48

  Under the original ESEA of 1965, Title I was 

designed to provide financial assistance to school districts for the education of children of low-

income families.
49

  Once ESEA took effect in 1965, $1 billion flowed to states and local school 

districts.
50

  When the law was first signed, funding was based on three factors and required the 

use of two poverty indicators in the formula to distribute funds.  The three factors, beginning 

with the two poverty indicators, were as follows: A) the number of children aged five through 

seventeen from families with annual incomes of less than $2,000, B) the number of children aged 

five through seventeen from families with incomes exceeding $2,000 in the form of aid to 

families with dependent children (AFDC), under Title IV of the Social Security Act, and C) One-

half the state average per pupil expenditure in the state for the second proceeding year.  

Substituting the symbols used above for the factors themselves, the formula applied was: (A+B) 

x C = the number of dollars of the maximum basic grant. 
51

  When Public Law 89-750 became 

effective in November of 1966, two other factors were added to the funding formula.
52

  These 

factors were the number of children supported in foster homes with public funds, and the number 

of children in institutions for neglected or delinquent children, provided their education was not 

the responsibility of a state agency.
53

  Public Law 89-750 also changed the per pupil expenditure 
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factor from one-half the state average per pupil expenditure to one-half the state or national 

average, whichever is higher.
54

     

This original formula was considered a flat grant, which did not take into account local tax 

rates or assessed valuation. A flat grant is a flat sum of money per unit paid to districts without 

concern for a local share or local ability to pay.
55

  Through this flat grant, every district received 

identical amounts of funding for each student enrolled, regardless of inequalities among districts, 

such as local wealth and district geographic location.  Under the original ESEA legislation, a 

school district was required to have at least 100 children from low-income families or 3 percent 

of its total enrollment from low-income families.
56

  In November of 1966, Public Law 89-750 

changed the required number of children for eligibility to ten.
57

  Title I funding grew rapidly 

from $746.9 million in 1965 to its peak of $3 billion in 1980.
58

 So far, Title I of the ESEA has 

been the largest aid program administered entirely by the federal education agency.     

With the passage of the ESEA, the political coalition composed of President Johnson and 

the Congress, assumed that the Title I mission had been defined.
59

 However, in a relatively short 

period of time, it became evident that a strategy for defining Title I’s ambivalent statement of 

mission in the legislation needed to be addressed. While some interpreted Title I as a mandate to 

serve poor and deprived children, using the schools as the vehicle for providing special education 

and educational-related services, others interpreted Title I as a program to aid school systems, 
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using the number of deprived children as the mechanism.
60

 Such confusion is reasonable given 

the contradictory wording of the original law.  In its Declaration of Policy for Title I, the ESEA 

of 1965 states: 

In recognition of the special educational needs of children of low-income families 

and the impact that concentration of low-income families have on the ability of 

local educational agencies to support adequate educational programs, the Congress 

hereby declares it to be the policy of the United States to provide financial 

assistance (as set forth in this title) to local educational agencies serving areas with 

concentrations of children from low-income families to expand and improve their 

educational programs by various means...
61

  

The beginning of this excerpt can be interpreted to view Title I as a policy for aiding the 

children, while the later portion lends itself to benefiting local educational systems.
62

   

Defining Title I’s mission was the responsibility of the U.S. Office of Education (USOE).
63

  

However, differing views among the Office’s officials regarding what the exact purposes of Title 

I dollars should be led to the failure to devise a plan for the spending of Title I dollars.  Within 

the Office of Education were “traditionalists,” who viewed Title I as a way to channel general 

aid to needy local school districts, and the “change advocates,” who argued that Title I was a 

way to provide educational services to poor and deprived children.
64

  After ongoing debate, the 

reformers gradually prevailed over the traditionalists.
65

  This victory can be attributed, in part, to 

the release of Title I of ESEA: Is It Helping Poor Children?
66

  This report suggested that Title I 
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money was being used for general school purposes, rather than being specifically directed toward 

poor and educationally deprived children.  This report found that in some cases, Title I money 

was being used in ways that did not affect teaching and learning at all, such as for the purchase 

of portable swimming pools, and the refurbishing of superintendents’ offices.
67

  

  In response to this report, the USOE increased the rules and regulations for administering 

Title I funds, and as a result, two new provisions were adopted.  First, the Comparability 

provision was designed to ensure that Federal Title I funds targeted disadvantaged children, and 

that these funds be used in addition to – not in lieu of – state and local funding.  Second was the 

Supplement, not Supplant provision, which required that services funded with federal dollars 

could not replace any educational services that a disadvantaged child would have received from 

state and local dollars prior to the supplementary federal aid.
68

 

With the adoption of such provisions, the intent of Title I was becoming more and more 

clear: To improve the educational opportunities of poor and disadvantaged children.  However, 

implementation of these provisions proved difficult.  Apathetic and sometimes defiant state 

departments of education often produced inaccurate data, incorrect computations, and untimely 

reports. 
69

  This led to even more stringent administration of Title I, increased transparency of 

federal bookkeeping, and more federal audits on school districts.  As a result, it became clear that 

schools were implementing effective programs geared toward targeting the needs of the neediest 

students, such as reading laboratories, and poor and minority groups raised their expectations 
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about what they could achieve through education.  Also resulting from these heightened rules 

and accountability, was a surge of complaints from school officials about the overload of federal 

paperwork that was now tied to Title I funds, along with concerns about the inherent drawbacks 

of pulling out and labeling students as “disadvantaged” or “poor,” which often resulted from the 

new Title I provisions.
70

      

Title I (1980- 1994) 

With the start of a new decade and a newly elected President, Title I began to undergo a 

major transformation.  A new conservative political wave, along with increasing resentment from 

educators regarding the strict federal rules and regulations tied to Title I, led to the proposal to 

decrease federal aid to education, and to combine funds into “block grants” with few federal 

requirements regarding the use of such funds.
71

  In 1981, Congress reauthorized the Elementary 

and Secondary Education Act as the Education Consolidation and Improvement Act of 1981 

(ECIA),
72

 which continued ESEA while restructuring federal involvement. In an attempt to 

eliminate many of what the U.S. Advisory Commission on Intergovernmental Relations 

perceived as shortcomings surrounding implementations, effectiveness, efficiency, and 

accountability of the federal categorical aid system, the new Title I, which continued as Chapter 

1, was streamlined to remove some of its rigidness.
73

  In addition, more than forty other 

categorical programs were consolidated into a single block grant under Chapter 2.
74

  

Furthermore, language of Chapter 3 reduced the role of the federal government in state and local 
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education agency decision making.
75

  Specifically, the original ECIA’s declaration of policy 

stated that,  

The Congress declares it to be the policy of the United States to continue to provide 

financial assistance to State and local educational agencies to meet the special 

needs of educationally deprived children, on the basis of entitlements calculated 

under title I of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965, but to do so 

in a manner which will eliminate burdensome, unnecessary, and unproductive 

paperwork and the free the schools of unnecessary Federal supervision, direction 

and control.  Further, the Congress recognizes the special educational needs of 

children of low-income families, and that concentrations of such children in local 

educational agencies adversely affect their ability to provide educational programs 

which will meet the needs of such children.  The Congress also finds that Federal 

assistance for this purpose will be more effective if education officials, principals, 

teachers, and supporting personnel are freed from overly prescriptive regulations 

and administrative burdens which are not necessary for fiscal accountability and 

make no contribution to the instructional program.
76

   

While many programs were collapsed, Title I continued under a new name: Chapter 1.  Chapter 1 

increased local discretion of Title I spending, as funding came via block grants, rather than 

categorical grants.  If the form of block grants, school districts were given large sums of money 

with only general provisions describing on what the funding should be spent. In the past, these 

funds were delivered via categorical grants, which can be spent only for narrowly-defined 

purposes. Chapter 1 funds were disbursed according to the same basic formula as Title I funds.  

However, some have observed that Chapter 1 funds were substantially lower than those under 

Title I.
77

   

Chapter 1 differed from Title I in several other ways.  Under Title I, eligible students were 

identified according to an annual needs assessment conducted by school districts.  This needs 

assessment ensured that the most educationally needy students in the schools with the lowest-
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income students, would be selected for services.  In contrast, Chapter 1 stated that the annual 

needs assessment “permits selection of children who have the greatest need for special 

assistance,” but did not require that only these selected children be serviced with programs 

funded by Chapter 1.
78

  This provision, which permitted, rather than required services to the most 

educationally needy students, seemed to increase school district flexibility in determining exactly 

on whom to spend Chapter 1 funding.
79

 

President Ronald Reagan’s administration challenged the effectiveness of increased federal 

aid to education and heightened concern for the general performance of American public 

schools.  Sparked by the release of A Nation at Risk 
80

 in 1983, Americans from both the political 

and business sectors began to advocate for major changes in the instructional practices of 

American public schools and for changes in the nature of aid to elementary and secondary 

education.
81

  Prior to the 1980s, the intent of Title I had been to improve the educational 

opportunities of poor and disadvantaged students by providing supplemental federal aid to 

districts which served these students.  But, the law failed to outline exactly how these children 

should be taught, nor did the law set expectations for the academic improvement of these 

students.
82

   

During its reauthorization in 1988, congress amended Chapter 1 to require state 

legislatures to set expectations for the improvement of disadvantaged students in schools 
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receiving Chapter 1 funding.  The law also required that states identify schools serving 

disadvantaged students who were not meeting expectations and devise a system of steps that 

districts and states had to follow in assisting these low-performing or failing schools.  The 1988 

reauthorization also allowed for increased flexibility in the uses of Chapter 1 funds. Chapter 1 

funds did not need to solely target disadvantaged students and programs geared toward only their 

needs; Chapter 1 funds could be used for school-wide projects benefiting all students.
83

 

A significant event in the history of American education occurred when the newly elected 

President George H. W. Bush and the state governors met at an educational summit in 

Charlottesville, Virginia in September of 1989.
84

  Here, government leaders decided that in order 

to raise the academic achievement of American students, national educational goals needed to be 

set.  As a result of the Charlottesville Summit, the following six national education goals were 

set: 1) By the year 2000, every child must start school ready to learn; 2) The United States must 

increase the high school graduation rate to no less than 90 percent; 3) Students’ performance in 

critical subject areas will be assessed at the fourth, eighth, and twelfth grades; 4) By the year 

2000, U.S. students must be first in the world in math and science; 5) Every American adult must 

be a skilled, literate worker and citizen; and, 6) Every school in America must be drug-free.
85

 

As a result of the Charlottesville summit, Title I (then Chapter 1) began a new phase in its 

then twenty-five year life.  This third phase shaped Title I as a program which served as a vehicle 

for increased educational accountability based on high academic standards and greater flexibility 
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in the uses of federal aid.
86

  The vision created at the Charlottesville summit became clearer 

when President Bush released his plan for national school reform, called America 2000: an 

Education Strategy.
87

  America 2000 outlined the Bush administration’s plan to move America 

toward the national education goals adopted by the President and the governors at the 

Charlottesville summit.  America 2000 was based on four related themes: 1) Creating better and 

more accountable schools for today’s students; 2) Creating a new generation of American 

schools for tomorrow’s students; 3) Transforming America into a nation of students; and, 4) 

Making our communities places where learning will happen.
88

 However, President Bush’s plan 

faced a great deal of opposition from Congress, and America 2000 was never enacted.
89

  

When President Clinton took office in 1993, he created his first educational proposal, 

named Goals 2000: Educate America Act.
90

  Goals 2000 was an Act to provide federal aid to the 

states to assist state legislatures in developing their own academic standards, defining levels of 

student mastery, and initiating testing to ascertain whether students had reached those levels of 

knowledge.
91

 Goals 2000 laid out eight National Education Goals targeting school readiness, 

school completion, student achievement and citizenship, teacher education and professional 

development, math and science, adult literacy and lifelong learning, safe schools, and parental 

participation.
92

 Furthermore, the Goals 2000 Act called for the establishment of a National 
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Education Goals Panel.
93

 The purpose of this establishment was to provide a “bipartisan 

mechanism for building an national consensus for education improvement, reporting on progress 

toward achieving the National Education Goals, and reviewing the voluntary national content 

standards and the voluntary national student performance standards…”
94

 An additional 

component of this Act gave the U.S. Secretary of Education the authority to waive federal rules 

and regulations for states with approved Goals 2000 plans, which, in turn, allowed for state and 

school districts to have increased flexibility in the use of Title I funds.
95

  The ideas laid out in the 

Clinton administration’s proposal for the 1993 reauthorization of Title I paralleled the ideas 

discussed at the Charlottesville summit: Require states to adopt high standards and hold all 

students accountable to the same standards.  Not surprisingly, the Clinton administration’s Title I 

proposal required states receiving funds to have high academic standards, to define levels of 

student mastery, and to assess students’ achievement.  In 1994, Congress passed Clinton’s 

proposal for Title I and reauthorized The ESEA under as the Improving America’s Schools Act 

of 1994.
96

  

Title I (1994- 2001) 

In 1994, Chapter 1 was reauthorized under the Improving America’s Schools Act of 1994 

(IASA) and reverted back to its original name: Title I.
97

  Under the IASA, the new Title I 

program symbolized a continued commitment toward equity and meeting the educational needs 
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of disadvantaged students.
98

  Specifically, in the statutory text of the IASA, Congress recognized 

the importance of closing the existing achievement gap and the urgent need for educational 

improvement in schools with high concentrations of children from low-income families.
99

 

Furthermore, congress recognized that educational needs were particularly great for low-

achieving children in our nation’s highest-poverty schools, children with limited English 

proficiency, and children of migrant workers, and that all children should be expected to master 

high, challenging standards in core academic subjects.
100

 Rather than relying on isolated add-on 

services and lower standards for the students who received such services, the new Title I called 

for school-wide reform strategies to enable all children to achieve high standards.
101

 For 

example, the IASA allowed a school district to use Title I funds in combination with other 

federal, state, and local funds in order to upgrade the entire educational program in a school.
102

  

The IASA made future ESEA Title I funding contingent upon states having plans that include 

content standards and pupil performance standards.
103

  And, through changes to the Title I 

allocation formula, the new Title I increased the extent to which Title I funds were targeted at 

relatively high-poverty schools within school districts.
104
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Title I (2001-Present) 

In May of 2001, Congress passed the No Child Left Behind Act of 2001 (NCLB Act), 

which was the most recent reauthorization of the ESEA.  President George W. Bush signed the 

bill into law on January 8th, 2002.
105

  The NCLB Act is a landmark in education reform designed 

to improve student achievement and change the culture of America’s schools.  This law, 

described by President Bush as the “cornerstone of my administration,”
106

 represents a sweeping 

overhaul in federal efforts to support elementary and secondary education in the United States. 

The NCLB Act incorporates the principles and strategies proposed by the former President 

George H. W. Bush.  Included in these principles and strategies are increased accountability for 

states, school districts, and schools; greater choice for parents and students, particularly those 

attending low-performing schools; more flexibility for states and local education agencies in the 

use of federal education dollars; and a stronger emphasis on reading, especially for our youngest 

children.
107

  These principles and strategies lay the foundation for the NCLB Act’s goal that all 

students will meet or exceed the proficient level on state assessments by the 2013-2014 school 

year.
108

  

NCLB Act State Requirements 

There are several requirements which state legislatures and individual school district 

officials must meet in order to receive NCLB Act funds.  The NCLB Act legislation requires that 

state education officials had in place for the 2002-2003 school year, challenging academic 
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content and achievement standards for all students in reading or language arts,
109

 mathematics,
110

 

and (beginning in the 2005-2006 school year) science.
111

  By the beginning of the 2005-2006 

school year,
112

 state officials were required to have a state assessment system in place for 

measuring the achievement of students against the state legislature’s academic content and 

student achievement standards in math and reading or language arts for each of grades three 

through eight.
113

  By the beginning of the 2007-2008 school year, state education officials were 

required to have an assessment system in place for evaluating every student in science at least 

once in each of the following grade spans: third through fifth, sixth through ninth, and tenth 

through twelfth.
114

 State education officials are currently required to have all students attain a 

level of proficiency, as measured by state assessments, by the start of the 2013-2014 school 

year.
115

 The NCLB Act also requires states to provide school districts assistance in developing 

parental involvement programs for the district and the schools.
116

 In regard to students with 

limited English proficiency, state education officials are required to take the following steps: 

Identify the languages spoken by all limited English Proficient students,
117

 help develop an 

English proficiency test if local school districts are unable to do so,
118

 develop instructional 
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benchmarks defining the language proficiency that students with limited English should attain,
119

 

and include limited English proficiency students in the academic assessment requirements of all 

other students.
120

  Lastly, the NCLB Act requires state education officials to disseminate an 

annual student performance report card that provides parents and community representatives 

with comparative statewide information for all local school districts based on state 

assessments.
121

   

Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP)  

Among the many current requirements of the NCLB Act is the requirement for state 

legislatures to develop and implement a state-wide accountability system that will encourage all 

public school stakeholders to work toward making adequate yearly progress (AYP).
122

  While the 

NCLB Act leaves it up to each individual state legislature to devise its own accountability 

system, the NCLB Act does include general regulations that the states must follow. According to 

the NCLB Act, state accountability systems must be based on the state legislature’s academic 

standards and assessments,
123

 must be the same accountability system used for all public schools 

throughout the state,
124

 and include sanctions and rewards for schools and local school districts 

which do or do not make AYP.
125

  The NCLB Act requires each state legislature to define AYP 

for school districts and schools, within the parameters set by NCLB statutory text.
126

 In defining 
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AYP, each state legislature sets the minimum levels of improvement – measurable in terms of 

student performance – that school districts and schools must achieve within time frames 

specified in the law.
127

 

NCLB Act legislation requires that each state legislature must set state, district, and 

individual school AYP goals.
128

  Just as NCLB Act legislation refrains from devising an 

accountability system that state legislatures must implement, it leaves it up to each individual 

state legislature to decide what constitutes “adequate yearly progress” for that state, its districts, 

and its elementary and secondary public schools.
129

  Similar to the NCLB Act’s handle on 

accountability systems, however, the Act does include requirements that state legislatures must 

follow in determining AYP.
130

  Included among these are the requirements to apply the same 

high standards of academic achievement throughout all public schools within the state,
131

 to 

measure progress in a manner that is statistically valid and reliable,
132

 to measure the progress of 

the state, school districts, and individual schools, based on state standardized assessments,
133

 and 

to include separate, annual measureable goals for the achievement of all public elementary and 

secondary schools, as well as separate, annual measureable goals for the following subcategories: 

economically disadvantages students, students from major racial or ethnic groups, students with 
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disabilities, and students with limited English proficiency, and include graduation rates for public 

secondary schools.
134

   

To make AYP, the NCLB Act requires that schools must meet the annual goal for each of 

the subgroups previously listed and also test at least 95 percent of the students in each 

subgroup.
135

 When a school does not make AYP for two consecutive years, it is identified as in 

need of improvement.
136

 The NCLB Act lays out an action plan and timetable for steps to be 

taken when a Title I school is identified as in need of improvement.
137

  Action is taken only after 

a school has not met AYP for two consecutive years, and is as follows: A Title I school that has 

not made AYP, as defined by the state, for two consecutive school years will be identified by the 

district as needing improvement before the beginning of the next school year.
138

 School officials 

will develop a two-year school improvement plan.
139

 The district will ensure that the school 

receives needed technical assistance as it develops and implements its improvement plan.
140

 

Students attending such schools must be offered the option of transferring to another public 

school in the district – which may include a public charter school – that has not been identified as 

needing school improvement.
141

 If a school does not make AYP for three consecutive years, the 

school remains in school-improvement status.
142

  Districts serving such schools must continue to 
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provide technical assistance to the schools, and continue to offer the transfer option to affected 

students.
143

  Such districts must also initiate availability of supplemental educational services, 

such as tutoring or remedial classes, to low-income students enrolled at such schools.
144

 In 

addition, districts serving schools failing to make AYP for three consecutive years must 

promptly notify parents of students enrolled in such schools.
145

  If a school does not make AYP 

for four consecutive years, the school district must implement certain corrective actions to 

improve the school, such as replacing certain staff or fully implementing a new curriculum, 

while continuing to offer public school choice for all, as well as supplemental educational 

services for low-income students.
146

  If a school does not make AYP for a fifth year, the school 

district must initiate plans for restructuring the school.
147

 This may include reopening the school 

as a charter school, replacing all or most of the school staff, or turning over school operations 

either to the state or to a private company with a demonstrated record of effectiveness.
148

     

NCLB Act School District Requirements 

 The NCLB Act includes requirements for individual school districts, as well.
149

 Among 

these is the annual requirement of each school district to submit to the state a plan, approved by 

the state educational agency, that is coordinated with the programs included under the NCLB 

Act.
150

 The NCLB Act includes several provisions for a school district’s plan.
151

 Among these is 
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the provision that a school district plan must include a description of any student academic 

assessments that are administered in addition to the assessments described in the state plan.
152

  In 

addition, each school district plan must provide several assurances,
153

 including assurance that 

the district will provide assistance and support to schools as schools work toward making 

AYP,
154

 provide services to eligible students attending private schools,
155

 communicate with 

parents in a timely and understandable manner,
156

 and comply with NCLB Act requirements 

regarding teacher and paraprofessional qualifications.
157

  School district plans must also include 

assertion that the district will implement effective means of outreach to parents of limited 

English proficient students, in an effort to involve these parents in the education of their 

children.
158

  

Current Title I Components 

Under current NCLB Act law, there are ten Titles.  First among these Titles is Title I:
159

 

Improving the Academic Achievement of the Disadvantaged.  Subsequently, there are nine Parts 

that entail Title I: Part A through Part I.
160

  Each of these nine parts addresses a factor affecting 

the education of disadvantaged students.  For example, Part C, Part D, and Part H focuses on the 
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education of migratory children, intervention programs for children who are at-risk, and school 

dropout prevention, respectively.
161

       

Title I and the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act of 2009 (ARRA) 

In response to the economic downturn experienced by Americans toward the end of the 

Twenty-First Century’s first decade, President Obama signed the American Recovery and 

Reinvestment Act of 2009 (ARRA) into law on February 17th, 2009.
162

 The ARRA was an effort 

to boost America’s economy and create and save millions of jobs.
163

 The Act included many 

measures aimed at thrusting a thriving America into the Twenty-First Century.
164

  Among these 

measures were $98.2 billion in funding aimed at expanding the educational opportunities for 

American students.
165

 The ARRA provided $10 billion in additional fiscal year 2009 Title I, Part 

A funds to school districts for schools that have high concentrations of students from families 

that live in poverty.
166

  These funds were intended to help improve teaching and learning for 

students most at risk of academic failure.
167

  States and school districts were required to use 

ARRA Title I, Part A funds consistent with the statutory requirements of Title I, Part A of the 

ESEA.
168

  In addition to the Title I, Part A grants, the ARRA appropriated $3 billion dollars for 
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Title I School Improvement Grants, which was a program that made formula grants to states to 

help states and school districts implement statutorily specified actions to turn around low-

performing Title I schools that had been identified as in need of improvement, correction action, 

or restructuring.
169

  In distributing allocations, state legislatures were required to give priority to 

school districts with the greatest need for additional school improvement funds and the strongest 

commitment to helping identified schools meet required improvement goals.
170

   

Education Litigation and Title I 

Since the original ESEA of 1965 was passed, plaintiffs have launched several lawsuits at 

different aspects of its implementation.  More than sixty-one lawsuits aimed at influencing the 

ESEA have been decided by a court.
171

  While Title I has been the object of relatively little high-

profile litigation, cases involving Title I have been decided.  Twenty-nine of the more than sixty-

one lawsuits aimed at influencing the ESEA were aimed at deeming the ESEA in violation of the 

Establishment Clause of the Constitution.
172

  In these cases, plaintiffs sued governmental entities 

for using Title I funds in violation of the constitutional precedent governing the relationship 

between “church and state.”  For example, in Agostini v. Felton,
173

 the Supreme Court held that 

the Establishment Clause does not prohibit a city from sending public school teachers into 

parochial schools to provide Title I education services to disadvantaged students.  In twenty-six 

of the other lawsuits aimed at the ESEA, plaintiffs attempted to enforce ESEA provisions 
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regarding the way in which federal funds were to be distributed under the program.
174

  For 

example, many of these lawsuits aimed at enforcing ESEA requirements that Title I funds 

“supplement,” rather than “supplant” state funds for the education of disadvantaged students.  

Alexander v. Califano
175

 and Department of Education v. Bell
176

are specific examples of such 

cases.  In Lopez Perez v. Hufstedler,
177

 the plaintiffs aimed at remedying the insufficient 

implementation of Title I in regard to migrant students.  In Valdez v. Graham,
178

 the plaintiffs 

aimed at forcing the Department of Education to use 1980 census data instead of 1970 census 

data for the allocation of Title I funds.     

Equality, Equity, and Adequacy 

Equality versus Equity 

In examining educational funding, it is important to understand the difference between the 

terms equality and equity.  Equality in educational funding has been interpreted to mean 

providing the same amount of money for each pupil who is to be educated.
179

  Spending the same 

number of dollars on each student is a form of equality, but it may not be equitable; some 

students necessitate greater expenditures, such as those with special needs.
180

 Equity in school 

funding has come to refer to funding based on the needs of children.
181

  Equity can be defined in 
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many different ways.  According to Brimley and Garfield, equity is the fair distribution and 

expending of available resources to schools and students, regardless of a school’s location within 

a state.
182

  Two groups have captured the attention of most equity scholars.  These two groups 

are children, who receive educational services, and taxpayers, who defray the costs of 

education.
183

 While there are objects of concern regarding equity for taxpayers, such as tax 

burdens and educational services received,
184

 for the purposes of this study, only school funding 

equity as it concerns schools and children will be discussed.  Two approaches to the fair 

distribution of resources to schools and students are characterized as horizontal and vertical 

equity.   

Horizontal Equity 

The statement, “equal treatment of equals,” characterizes the principal of horizontal 

equity.
185

 Horizontal equity implies that students, all of whom are perceived to be equal in their 

right to an education, should be treated equally.
186

  Under horizontal definitions of equity, all 

children should receive an equally expensive (or inexpensive) education, and the school districts 

in a state, as the agencies that operate schools, should therefore receive equal per-pupil 

funding.
187

  Therefore, a school funding system that is horizontally equitable is one which 
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dispenses uniform amounts of per-pupil funding among all districts.
188

  A funding system that is 

horizontally equitable assumes that all students are alike.
189

 

Horizontal equity became a policy consideration in response to widely varying educational 

expenditures across school districts.
190

  During most of the Twentieth Century, horizontal equity 

was the approach typically used to conceptualize funding equity.
191

  Recent scholars, however, 

find this approach too simplistic because it does not attend to important considerations, such as 

students’ needs or students’ ultimate educational performance.
192

 

Vertical Equity 

Implicit in the principal of treating equals equally is the willingness to accept the unequal 

treatment of unequals.
193

 Characterized as the “unequal treatment of unequals,” is what education 

finance scholars refer to as “vertical equity.”  Vertical equity recognizes that students are 

different and requires that unequals receive appropriately unequal treatment.
194

  The extent of the 

appropriate unequal treatment is largely based on societal values.
195

 Hirth and Eiler explain that 

in order to be afforded an equal opportunity, children with fewer resources from home (and 

therefore greater educational needs) ought to receive more educational support than children with 
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more resources from home (and therefore lesser educational needs).
196

  Those concerned with 

achieving vertical equity recognize high percentages of students living below the poverty level, 

high percentages of students with limited English proficiency, high percentages of students with 

disabilities, and race as additional risk factors contributing to higher costs for educating.
197

  

Adequacy 

Adequacy of educational funding addresses the question: What level of funding is required 

to produce an expected level of student performance?  An education system meets an adequacy 

standard if all schools have sufficient resources to achieve a specified outcome standard.
198

  This 

outcome standard might be defined in terms of a given percentage of students at a proficient 

level.
199

 Usually a state legislature’s minimum requirement for student performance is viewed as 

the “expected level.”
200

 Odden and Picus suggest that “the notion of adequacy involves the 

provision of a set of strategies, programs, curriculum, and instruction, with appropriate 

adjustments for special-needs students, districts and schools, and their full financing, that is 

sufficient to provide all students an equal opportunity to learn to high performance standards.”
201
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Inequities in School Funding 

Inequities among Districts within States 

Most of the discourse on inequity in school funding has centered on the drastic disparities 

in funding found among school districts of varying degrees of wealth within individual states.
202

  

These disparities are due in large part to the significant role that local property taxes play in 

generating funds for school districts.
203

  The U.S. system of public education was founded on the 

principles of local financing and local control.
204

 In the 1920s there were over 125,000 school 

districts in the country, funded almost exclusively by local property taxes.
205

  Thompson, Wood, 

and Crampton specify that in 1920, 83 percent of the total $970 million in funding fell on local 

districts.
206

  Since this early division of costs report, the local share of education funding has 

dropped significantly.  In 2005, the local share of public school funding was 44 percent, while 

the state contributed 47 percent, and the federal government contributed 9 percent.
207

  

Although state governments have gradually taken on a bigger share of public school 

financing, local funding remains a critical aspect of all state funding systems because of the 

disparities resulting from varying property values.  Thompson, Wood, and Crampton explain that 

school districts typically derive revenue by assessing taxes against each property within the 
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district.  However, no two districts contain exactly the same property values.  Suburban 

properties are usually more valuable than rural or inner city properties, and therefore, generate 

school tax revenues that are vastly higher than the revenues generated in districts comprised of 

less valuable properties.
208

  This inequality in per pupil funding led to a wave of school finance 

litigation, resulting in State Supreme Courts overturning the state finance systems in sixteen 

states between 1971 and 1996.
209

  

As a result of such litigation, changes in state funding formulas shifted the relative 

amounts of state aid received by richer and poorer districts.  However, these shifts in state aid do 

not necessarily lead to corresponding changes in district spending or increased equity among 

schools.
210

  School districts may reduce local taxes in response to an increase in the amount of 

state taxes, therefore negating state education officials’ attempt at offsetting revenue disparities 

resulting from varying property values.
211

  Hartman analyzed disparities in spending between 

school districts in Pennsylvania from 1991-1992 and found that districts with higher property 

values and income levels enjoyed higher per-student expenditures despite the state legislature’s 

equalized funding formula.
212

  More recently, analysts who have examined funding differences 

across school districts within states have found that a substantial equalization of school finances 
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across school districts within states was achieved in the 1990s.
213

 As of 2008, within-state 

disparities were the lowest they have been since the first documented measurements nearly thirty 

years ago.
214

          

Inequities across States 

Attention has also been drawn to funding disparities across states, because, in the past, 

between state differences have been much larger than funding differences within states.
215

 

During the 1980s, public education funding disparities between states was found to be twice as 

large as within-state disparities.
216

 Throughout the 1990s, average funding disparities across 

states declined by approximately 23 percent, however as of 2008, differences across states 

currently remain higher than differences within states.
217

 Research conducted during the late 

1990s found that two-thirds of national differences in district financing were a result of funding 

differences between states, with only one-third resulting from funding differences within districts 

in the same state.
218

 Recent research on this same topic conducted by Baird in 2008 shows that 

differences in per-pupil funding among states remain significantly larger than differences within 
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states.  Yet, these differences have been narrowing and are no longer two-thirds of total 

differences as estimated in the 1980s.
219

 

Inequities among Schools within Districts 

While research has provided us with convincing evidence that state finance reform has 

significantly reduced inequities in public school funding among districts, research also shows 

that despite such reform, inequities remain among schools within districts.  Inequities in the 

distribution and utilization of educational resources within districts are important to understand 

because, ultimately, school districts’ policies determine the flow of money and other resources to 

schools.  In a 1995 study of schools and districts in California, Hertert found that despite the 

state legislature’s relative success in achieving equity in funding between districts, there was a 

much greater degree of variation between schools within the same district, than there was across 

districts.
220

 In similar research, Stiefel, Rubenstein, and Berne analyzed school level data and 

found significant disparities in per-pupil funding within four large urban districts: Chicago, Fort 

Worth, New York City, and Rochester.
221

 Related research by Burke in 1999 estimated resource 

distributions at the school level, which revealed significant intra-district disparities that in some 

states (Illinois and New York) exceeded inter-district disparities.
222

  In 2007, Roza, Guin, Gross, 

and Deburgomaster used Texas school-level expenditure data to study the funding differences 

among and within school districts in Texas.  Their findings demonstrate that “…at least in Texas, 

funding decisions within districts currently have a greater impact on a school’s resources than 
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inequalities in access to revenues across school districts.   Although reforms have been 

successful in reducing inequalities between Texas districts, variation in funding within districts 

remains high.”
223

 

The Shift from Equity to Adequacy – School Finance Litigation 

Since the standards movement began in the late 1980s, the catalyst for school finance 

litigation has shifted from concerns regarding equitable distribution of available resources, to the 

provision of sufficient resources to meet the goals for student learning articulated in state 

standards.
224

  Evidence of this shift becomes clear when analyzing the surge of school finance 

litigation that began in the early 1970s.  Thro describes this surge in three waves.
225

  The first 

wave is marked by litigation concerned with the Federal Constitution’s Equal Protection 

Clause.
226

 The first wave of this surge began in 1971 with the California case of Serrano v. 

Priest.
227

  Upon appeal in 1976, the California Supreme Court found the state legislature’s 

method of funding schools to be contrary to its constitutional guarantee of equal protection under 

that law.  Because the California state legislature’s school funding plan relied primarily on 

revenues generated from property taxes in each school district, revenues available to students 

varied along with the taxable wealth of each district.  This disparity in available resources per 

student was deemed inequitable and, therefore, unconstitutional.  In 1973, and still within this 
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first wave, was also the case of San Antonio v. Rodriguez,
228

 in what ultimately was an 

unsuccessful attempt to address school funding inequities in Texas under the Equal Protection 

Clause of the U.S. Constitution.  In this case, the U.S. Supreme Court held that although 

education is one of the most important state services, it is not within the rights guaranteed by the 

Constitution.  Instead, the Court ruled that fundamental state taxation and education reforms are 

state matters.  Since that time, all school funding suits have been tried in state courts and have 

been base upon each state legislature’s constitutional provision guaranteeing education to all.  

Rodriguez marked the end of school finance challenges based on the federal Equal Protection 

Clause.   

The second wave in this surge of school finance litigation began in 1973 and was based on 

state constitutional language.  This second wave began with Robinson vs. Cahill.
229

  In its 1973 

land-mark decision, the Supreme Court of New Jersey ruled that the New Jersey state 

legislature’s school financing system violated the education provision of the New Jersey 

Constitution.  The New Jersey Supreme Court held that the state legislature’s “thorough and 

efficient” provision was of such legal strength to invalidate the state school aid formula.
230

   

As school finance litigation began to move into its third wave, which began in 1989 with 

Rose v. A Better Council for Education,
231

 its basis began to shift from equity and fairness to 

securing the resources necessary to provide an adequate education to all students.  Adequacy 

lawsuits focus on how much money is needed to provide all students in a state with a 

constitutionally guaranteed education.  Rather than resulting in a redistribution of resources from 
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high-wealth to low-wealth districts, which is the case with equity lawsuits, adequacy suits seek a 

higher level of funding for all students and thus avoid pitting districts against one another.
232

 

The trend toward adequacy litigation began with the 1989 landmark decision in Rose v. 

Council for Better Education,
233

 in which the Kentucky Supreme Court declared the state 

legislature’s entire school system unconstitutional and inadequate to fulfill the education rights 

of Kentucky school children.  Subsequent reforms in Kentucky, achieved through the Kentucky 

Education Reform Act (KERA) passed by the state legislature in 1990, are among the most 

comprehensive and revolutionary outcomes of any school finance litigation.
234

      

Widely considered the landmark case in the third wave of school finance litigation, Rose v. 

Council provided a model for many of the subsequent school finance reform decisions. Rose also 

illustrates how this third wave of adequacy analysis litigation can implicate several issues 

involving educational adequacy.  In this way, Rose has influenced, in some incidences, school 

finance litigation dealing with a collision between adequacy and The NCLB Act. Because of its 

relevance to the field of education finance, a thorough explanation of Rose is provided. 

Rose was filed in Kentucky in response to what appeared to be horrible educational 

conditions.  During the 1980s, Kentucky ranked fiftieth among the states in adult literacy and 

adults with high school diplomas, forty-ninth in the rates of students continuing to college, and 

forty-eighth in per pupil expenditures on public schools.
235

  Given the state of education in 

Kentucky, arguments addressing adequacy, rather than just equality and equity, seemed to make 
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sense.  Therefore, the plaintiffs based their arguments on the education clause in the Kentucky 

Constitution: “The General Assembly shall, by appropriate legislation, provide for an efficient 

system of common schools throughout the State.”
236

  In order for an appropriate ruling to be 

made, the court was required to define what constitutes an efficient system of public schools.  

The Rose court eventually devised that the education clause requires schools to be funded in 

more than a de minimis fashion, and that all children are entitled to equal educational 

opportunities.   

Having articulated what suffices as an “efficient” system of public schools, the Kentucky’s 

Supreme Court was able to determine whether the Kentucky legislature had actually met its 

constitutional burden.  Based on volumes of evidence, the court ruled that the system of public 

schools in Kentucky was not adequate to provide to all students the level of education required 

by the state constitution.  Therefore, the court ruled that the state legislature needed to take action 

in order to provide for this kind of system.  In effect, the legislature not only had to provide 

adequate and uniform funding for all common schools, it also had to ensure that the students of 

Kentucky would acquire a set of knowledge and skills that would enable them to prosper, excel, 

and succeed in endeavors beyond a secondary education.  The Kentucky Supreme Court’s Rose 

decision has influenced adequacy litigation and legislation by shifting the definition of an 

efficient education from one that looked at only educational inputs to one that looks at both 

educational inputs and outputs.   

In response to the Court’s Rose ruling, the Kentucky legislature enacted the Kentucky 

Education Reform Act
237

(KERA).  KERA called for sweeping changes in the public school 
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system of Kentucky.  This new legislation required that the state legislature equalize its funding 

system and raise educational funding, mandated major curriculum and school governance 

reform, required the development of learning standards and a curriculum based on these 

standards, mandated student progress monitoring in relation to these standards, and required the 

implementation of accountability measures based on student progress.  The language in the Rose 

decision and the reforms mandated by KERA depict the shift in focus of school finance litigation 

from that of inputs to outputs, and it is outputs that are the primary focus of NCLB reform. 

Other third wave cases in which the plaintiff’s primary legal argument was geared toward 

adequacy followed Rose.  One of these is Campaign for Fiscal Equity Inc. v. State of New 

York.
238

 In this 1993 lawsuit, Campaign for Fiscal Equity, a nonprofit advocacy organization, 

sued the state of New York to reform the state legislature’s system of school finance.   Using an 

adequacy argument, the plaintiffs argued that the New York state legislature’s school finance 

system underfunded New York City public schools and failed to provide students with their 

constitutional right to a “sound basic education.” In 1995, the New York Supreme Court found 

for the plaintiffs and concluded that the New York Constitution indeed entitles students to 

receive a “sound basic education.” The state court chose not to define what a “sound basic 

education” was, however.  Instead, the state court remanded the case to trial court where an exact 

meaning for a “sound basic education” was specified.  The trial court also ruled that the New 

York state legislature’s school financial system was unconstitutional by not meeting its burden of 

providing a “sound basic education” for all students. 
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Further cases dealing with educational adequacy include McDuffy v. Secretary,
239

 and 

Montoy v. State of Kansas.
240

  In McDuffy, Massachusetts’ Supreme Court deemed the 

Massachusetts system of school finance unconstitutional because the system failed to provide 

students with an adequate education.  In this case, the McDuffy Court left the details of 

specifying exactly what constitutes an adequate education up to the state legislature.  

Consequently, the state legislature passed the Education Reform Act
241

 (ERA), which specified 

the components of an adequate education.  In Montoy v. State of Kansas,
242

 the plaintiffs argued 

that the Kansas school financing system resulted in inadequate inputs and funding levels, which 

in turn failed to provide students with a constitutionally adequate education.  The courts ruled in 

favor of the plaintiff and ordered the state legislature to change its school finance system.   

The Need for Improved Student Performance  

American’s realization that a need for improved student performance was sparked by the 

Soviet’s launching of Sputnik in 1957 and heightened in 1983 when the U.S. Department of 

Education released its report titled A Nation at Risk.
243

  With this report, Americans learned that 

their supposedly world-class system of education was not keeping pace with the progress of 

other nations.  According to A Nation at Risk, about 13 percent of seventeen-year-olds were 

functionally illiterate, SAT scores were dropping, and students needed an increased array of 

remedial courses in college.
244

 Such trends threatened both the nation’s children’s opportunities 
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and the nation’s collective future. Twenty-five years later, the warnings highlighted in A Nation 

at Risk remain relevant and poignant.  According to the U.S. Department of Education’s more 

recent document titled A Nation Accountable: Twenty-five Years After A Nation at Risk, of a 

typical group of twenty children who started kindergarten together in 1988, only fourteen would 

have graduated.  Of these fourteen children, ten would have started college, and only five of 

those ten would have a college degree by 2007.
245

 Furthermore, a new group of children starting 

kindergarten in 2002, and tested in 2007, would have only seven proficient readers in fourth 

grade and eight students who are proficient in math.
246

  The rising demands of a global economy, 

together with demographic shifts, require that American educators instruct more students to 

higher levels than ever before.  

Since the release of A Nation at Risk, education in America has taken a different course – a 

course dominated by standards and accountability for all school districts and students.  

Throughout the last twenty-five years, work at both the state and federal levels has resulted in a 

new approach to education in America.   Following the release of A Nation at Risk, many state 

legislatures heeded the report’s recommendations and began to implement a standards-based 

education system by producing content standards.
247

  State legislatures also began to create 

standardized tests that aligned with these content standards.  This state level initiative was 

complimented by efforts at the federal level.  In 1989, the nation’s governors convened at the 

Charlottesville Education Summit and agreed to adopt national K-12 performance goals for the 
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year 2000.
248

  In 1994, Congress passed the Improving America’s Schools Act of 1994,
249

 which 

required state legislatures to adopt content standards and tests. During this same time period, 

Congress also passed the Goals 2000: Educate America Act,
250

 which provided federal funds to 

aid state legislatures in writing and adopting those content standards and tests.  With the start of 

the Twenty-First Century, the standards and accountability movement reached a new level. 

President George W. Bush called for significant reforms at the federal level, which led to the 

enactment of the No Child Left Behind Act of 2001.
251

   This important law built on the 

foundation laid in the 1980s and 1990s by ensuring that state legislatures accepting the federal 

government’s targeted investment agreed to measure and report on results in terms of standards 

and accountability.
252

  Most recently, President Obama’s Administration has created a blueprint 

for reauthorization of the NCLB Act.
253

  This plan is organized around the major goals of raising 

standards and rewarding success.
254

  

Since the release of A Nation at Risk, educational leaders and policy makers have made 

efforts toward improving America’s education system.  However, student achievement data still 

show that American students’ academic performance is lacking.  According to A Nation 

Accountable: Twenty-five Years after a Nation at Risk, American education outcomes on 
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international comparisons have not improved significantly since the 1970s.
255

 In an international 

comparison, the U.S. ranks twenty-fourth in math scores, and twenty-first in science scores.256  

On a purely domestic level, student reading and math scores are inept.  According to The 

Nation's Report Card: Reading 2011, only 34 percent of our nation’s fourth graders and 34 

percent of our nation’s eighth graders scored at or above the proficient level on the National 

Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) in reading.257  Similarly, The Nation’s Report 

Card: Math 2011, reports that only 40 percent of our nation’s fourth graders and 35 percent of 

nation’s eighth graders scored at or above the proficient level on the NAEP in math.
258

   

Does Money Matter? 

In 1966, James Coleman published the Equality of Educational Opportunity Survey, more 

commonly known as the Coleman Report.
259

  In what Ferguson cites as “The best known and 

most extensive study of the link between resources and academic performance,”
260

 the findings 

of the Coleman Report suggested that school funding had little effect on student achievement, 

and that student background and socioeconomic status were much more important in determining 

educational outcomes than are measured difference in per-pupil spending.
261

  Further studies 
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have also found that additional school funding does not necessarily produce improved student 

performance.  After examining 187 studies, Hanushek found that “[v]ariations in school 

expenditures are not systematically related to variations in student performance.”
262

  In a later 

study, Hanushek found similar results, demonstrating that neither a strong nor consistent 

relationship between student achievement and school resources exists.
263

  However, contrasting 

evidence on this issue also exists.  One of the more comprehensive meta-analysis studies on this 

issue was conducted by Hedges, Laine, and Greenwald in a set of carefully selected school 

funding studies was reviewed.  The authors found “systemic positive relations between resource 

inputs and school outcomes.”
264

  A 1991 study by Ferguson looked at the spending and the use of 

educational resources in Texas.  He concluded that “hiring teachers with stronger literacy skills, 

hiring more teachers (when students-per-teacher exceed eighteen), retaining experienced 

teachers, and attracting more teachers with advanced training are all measures that produce 

higher test scores in exchange for more money.”
265

  Lastly, research analyzing the effects of 

spending equalization on student test performance found that equalization of spending leads to a 

narrowing of test score outcomes across family background groups.
266
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Picus argues that it is not the question of whether or not money matters that is most 

important, but rather how money is spent that matters most.
267

 Picus argues that one of the 

problems with existing research on the effectiveness of increased funds on student achievement 

is that these studies do not acknowledge the vast similarities in how school districts spend 

available resources.
268

  Picus has found “resource allocation patterns across school districts to be 

remarkably similar, despite differences in total per-pupil spending, student characteristics, and 

district attributes.”
269

  In other words, district officials are not basing their resource allocations on 

the unique needs of the students within their districts.  Future research examining what the 

impact on student performance would be if school district officials were to dramatically change 

the way they spend available resources would be very helpful is resolving the debate over 

whether or not money matters.
270

 In sum, the answer to questions about the effect of money on 

schools is still emergent, with even the most sophisticated studies resulting only in cautious 

encouragement that money well placed is money better spent.
271

   

The Dispersion of Base Resource Allocations 

Good teaching matters in determining the learning gains of students.
272

 However, research 

shows that teacher qualifications and salaries are not spread evenly throughout schools in larger 
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urban districts.
273

  While only a weak link exists between teacher salary and teacher quality, 

research shows that the average salary for all teachers at a given school reflects the school 

administration’s ability to hire teachers and thus can be related to teacher quality.
274

   Iatarola 

and Stiefel performed a study on input and output equity of expenditures, teacher resources, and 

performance across 840 elementary and middle schools in New York City.
275

  Among their 

findings, the authors found that while more teachers per pupil were allocated to schools with 

higher percentages of students receiving free and reduced lunch, teacher salaries and other 

teacher characteristics were lower.  To the extent that certification is an indication of teacher 

quality, their analyses show that lower quality teachers are located in needier schools.
276

 Iatarola 

and Stiefel explain that a likely explanation for this is that the system allocates more teacher 

resources to schools with needier students, but the union contract and regulations allow teachers 

with seniority the right to transfer to desirable schools, which makes it difficult for low 

performing schools to retain experienced and licensed teachers.  In addition, a uniform pay scale 

makes it difficult to hire licensed or experienced teachers to work in poorly performing 

schools.
277

 

Condron and Roscigno performed an analysis on within-district variations in spending and 

achievement among eighty-nine public elementary schools in a large, North Carolina urban 

district.  Their analyses reveal considerable disparities in spending within the district.  They 
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found that the quality of teachers appears to be influenced by the amount of investments made in 

both classrooms and schools.  Their results indicated that as instructional per-pupil spending 

increases, so does the percentage of teachers with at least a master’s degree.
278

  While this 

association may be somewhat reciprocal, since higher salaries for teachers with master’s degrees 

result in higher instructional spending, further analyses show a  negative correlation between the 

percentage of students who receive free or reduced lunch and the percentage of teachers with a 

master’s degree.
279

 Additionally, the researchers found that schools spending more on operations 

and maintenance also have higher proportions of teachers with at least a master’s degree.
280

 

These findings suggest that to the extent that there is within-district migration of teachers, 

particularly those with seniority and higher credentials, it will be toward more affluent 

schools.
281

  

There exists an extensive amount of research examining the relationship between teacher 

quality and student characteristics at the school level.  A common finding among research 

examining the distribution of teachers is that high-poverty schools have more teachers relative to 

pupils, but that these teachers are generally more inexperienced and less educated, and thus, 

lower paid.  As early as the 1970s, Owen found lower per-pupil expenditures on teacher salaries 

and less experienced teachers in poor and high-minority neighborhoods within nine large 

cities.
282

 Summers and Wolfe found significantly lower education levels and teacher exam scores 
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in schools with higher poverty and higher proportions of black students in Philadelphia.
283

  More 

recent research suggests that these patterns of higher paid teachers migrating toward more 

affluent schools still exist.  A 1998 study of intra-district resource allocation in four large U.S. 

cities reported lower teacher salaries in high poverty schools than in low poverty schools.
284

  A 

report released in 2000 compared California schools in 1997-1998 and found large differences in 

teacher qualifications, as measured by experience, education, and credentials.
285

  Not yet peer-

reviewed, yet still relevant to the body of education finance literature, is a 2005 study of 

California’s fifty largest districts, which showed that thirty-one of the districts have significantly 

lower average teacher salaries in schools with the most African-American and Latino students.
286

  

Another relevant, but not yet peer-reviewed, 2003 report by Roza and Hill examined within-

district differences in dollars spent per school in four large U.S. cities and found that teachers in 

low poverty, high performing schools tend to have higher average salaries that do teachers in 

high-poverty, low-performing schools.
287

 A study released in 2007 by Rubenstein, Schwartz, 

Stiefel, and Amor reported that after exploring the resource allocations in New York City, 

Cleveland, and Columbus during the late 1990s, it was found that schools with a higher 

proportion of poor children have lower percentages of teachers who hold master’s degrees and 
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teachers serving at such schools are paid less, on average.
288

  A 2002 study by Lankford, Loeb, 

and Wyckoff which explored teacher sorting across all of New York state found that urban areas 

generally have less qualified teachers than non-urban areas and that, within large urban districts, 

low-performing, poor, and non-white children are more likely to have teachers who are not 

certified and who have failed certification exams.
289

 

In a paper which has yet to be peer-reviewed, Rubenstein, Schwartz, and Stiefel explain 

that because all schools within a district are supported by the same tax base, within-district 

allocation formulas do not distribute resources to offset wealth or income differences among 

schools.
290

  Most districts use a formula for calculating base teacher allocations that are based on 

student enrollment and maximum class sizes.
291

  Under the base teacher allocation, schools 

receive positions rather than a budget to hire teachers.  Therefore, schools with higher paid 

teachers do not face a tighter budget constraint than those with lower paid teachers.  Moreover, 

the base teacher allocation formula does not distribute base resources relative to the need 

characteristics of the student body served by each school.
292

  Therefore, vertical inequities arise.  

The policy response to this concern has been to layer on additional funds to counteract these 

inequities. 
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A prominent example of such policy is the Title I program.  The Title I program for 

disadvantaged students was designed to provide high-poverty schools with extra resources above 

and beyond what the district spends in state and local dollars.  Language of the Title I program 

insists that the extra federal dollars supplement funds from state and local sources.  Title I funds 

are supposed to be added only after poverty schools receive at least an equal share of the state 

and local funds.  However, current Title I legislation allows districts to use average salary figures 

when comparing expenditures among schools.
293

  Therefore, comparability measures based on 

average teacher salaries may result in inaccurate reports concerning base resource allocations 

between Title I and non-Title I schools.            

In sum, the existing studies on school-level resource disparities have reached similar 

conclusions.  First, the resource disparities found across schools within districts are often large 

and, in some cases, may be larger than the more widely-recognized disparities across districts.  

Second, these disparities are generally the result of attributes related to school and student 

characteristics.  More specifically, schools with greater student needs are often at a disadvantage 

relative to other schools in the same district, particularly in terms of the quality of teachers.  

However, these patterns are not caused by the intentional targeting of resources to lower-need 

schools.  Instead, these resource disparities are often the result of intra-district funding formulas 

that allocate positions, rather than dollars, to schools, which may increase the quantity of 

teachers at high-need schools, but fails to consider the quality of teachers at such schools.    

The Fund Structure of Florida School Districts 

Florida statute requires that the financial records and accounts of each local school board 

be maintained in accordance with regulations prescribed by the state board for a uniform system 
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of financial records and accounts for the schools of the state.
294

  Further, Florida statute requires 

that each school district keep adequate records and accounts of all financial transactions in the 

manner prescribed by the Commissioner of Education in the publication titled Financial and 

Program Cost Accounting and Reporting for Florida Schools (Redbook 2001).
295

  This 

publication is often referred to simply as “The Redbook,” and will be referred to as such 

throughout the remainder of this paper.  The primary purpose of the Florida Department of 

Education’s Redbook is to provide Florida school districts with a uniform chart of accounts for 

budgeting and financial reporting.
296

  This chart of accounts is adapted from the United States 

Department of Education’s publication titled Financial Accounting for Local and State School 

Systems.
297

  Financial Accounting for Local and State School Systems is a document published 

by the National Center for Education Statistics (NCES) that provides state and local education 

agencies with guidance for financial accounting and reporting by highlighting best practices in 

data collection and reporting to the schools, school districts, and state agencies.
298

    

For governmental entities, such as state and local education agencies, to ensure the proper 

segregation of resources and to maintain proper accountability, such entities’ accounting systems 

should be organized and operated on a fund basis. 
299

  The basic fund structure for Florida school 

districts includes three categories of funds: Governmental funds, Proprietary funds, and 

                                                 
294

 FLA. STAT. § 237.01 (1997).  

295
 FLA. STAT. §1010.01 (2011). 

296
 The Florida Department of Education, Financial and Program Cost Accounting and Reporting for Florida 

Schools (Redbook 2001) (Tallahassee, FL: Florida Department of Education, 2001), 1-1, accessed February 19th, 

2011, http://www.fldoe.org/fefp/redtoc.asp. 

297
 Ibid. 

298
G.S. Allison, S.D. Honegger, and F. Johnson, Financial Accounting for Local and State School Systems: 2009 

Edition (Washington, DC: National Center for Education Statistics, 2009), accessed August 1st, 2011, 

http://nces.ed.gov/pubs2009/2009325.pdf.  

299
 Ibid., 26. 

http://www.fldoe.org/fefp/redtoc.asp
http://nces.ed.gov/pubs2009/2009325.pdf


  

87 

Fiduciary funds.
300

 Governmental funds are those through which most governmental functions 

are accounted for.  The acquisition, use, and balances of the governmental entities’ expendable 

financial resources are accounted for through governmental funds.  Included within this category 

of governmental funds are six subcategories of funds: The General Fund, Special Revenue 

Funds, Debt Service Funds, Capital Projects Funds, and Permanent Funds.
301

 For the purposes of 

this study, expenditures within only The General Fund (a subcategory of Governmental Funds) 

were analyzed. 

The General Fund is used to account for all financial resources except those required to be 

accounted for in another fund.
302

  This fund accounts for the vast majority of operational 

expenditures that support district education systems.  General fund revenue proportions for the 

school district targeted in this study are consistent with those for most school districts across the 

state of Florida.  More specifically, the majority of general fund revenue for the school district 

targeted in this study comes from local sources, a smaller portion comes from state sources, and 

a minimal amount comes from federal sources.
303

  According to the latest Funding for Florida 

School Districts Statistical Report, published by the Florida Department of Education, Florida 

school districts in 2008-2009, on average, received 54 percent of financial support from local 

sources, 36 percent from state sources, and 10 percent from federal sources.
304
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Summary 

Since the enactment of the ESEA of 1965, the federal government’s role in funding and 

shaping public education has taken a variety of forms, which have been influenced mainly by the 

combination of the sociopolitical climate and prominent federal and state court rulings of each 

decade.  Such combinations have created challenging and highly complex contexts for school 

funding.  An extensive review of education literature reveals equity and adequacy of educational 

inputs and the resulting outputs, in the form of student performance, to be the most prominent 

elements comprising this complex context.   

On a national and global scale, student achievement data suggest that the American 

education system has room for improvement.  Education scholars are still grappling with the idea 

that increased money is the key to improving student performance.  While some research 

suggests that increased resource inputs, in the form of money, have little effect on student 

achievement, conflicting research suggests a positive correlation between expenditure amounts 

and student achievement.  Yet, others argue that it is not the amount of money spent that effects 

students’ achievement; rather, it is how the money is spent that has the greatest influence on 

student achievement.  This suggestion that how money is spent influences student achievement 

more greatly than the amount of money spent supports some scholars’ concept that the skill level 

and effectiveness of classroom teachers has the most profound influence on student achievement.            

In Chapter 2, an in-depth review of the legislation, court rulings, and research relevant to 

this study was given.  Included in such relevant research were studies targeting equity and 

adequacy within and across districts, the effectiveness of increased resource inputs and teacher 

characteristics, and common resource allocation practices employed among school districts.  A 

brief overview of the fund structure of Florida school districts was also given.  In Chapter 3, an 
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explanation of the methods used in carrying out the research of this study was given, as well as 

an in-depth explanation of program cost accounting and reporting in Florida. 
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CHAPTER 3  

METHODS 

The purpose of this study was to identify per-pupil expenditure disparities between Title I 

and non-Title I schools both before and after accounting for teacher salaries in a selected Florida 

school district.  In Chapter 2, the literature relevant to this study was reviewed.  Chapter 3 

included a discussion of the research design method with which per-pupil expenditure disparities 

were identified.  Specifically, Chapter 3 described the steps taken and the statistical methods 

used in identifying the effect that teacher salaries had on per-pupil expenditure disparities 

between Title I and non-Title I schools within one Florida school district. 

This study includes analyses of the extent to which requirements of the Comparability 

provision of the Federal Title I Program are being met within one Florida school district.  In 

other words, this study analyzes the level of equalization of state and local funding among all 

schools within the selected district.  Ensuring equalization of state and local funding among all 

schools within a district, will, in turn, ensure that Federal Title I, Part A dollars are serving the 

intended purpose of Title I legislation: to augment services for poor students, enabling such 

students to overcome the disadvantages that result from poverty.  In order to carry out the intent 

of this study, school and district level data concerning nine K-5 elementary Title I schools and 

fifteen K-5 elementary non-Title I schools for fiscal years 2005-2006, 2006-2007, 2007-2008, 

2008-2009, and 2009-2010 were collected and analyzed.  This research was designed to provide 

answers to the following three questions: 

1. Was there a significant difference in the per-pupil expenditure amounts of state and local 

funds between Title I and non-Title I schools, before accounting for teacher salaries? 

2. Was there a significant difference in the per-pupil expenditure amounts of state and local 

funds between Title I and non-Title I schools, after accounting for teacher salaries? 

3. What do the differences in per-pupil expenditure amounts of state and local funds 

between Title I and non-Title I schools, both before and after accounting for teacher 
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salaries, reveal about the extent to which the requirements of the Federal Title I 

Comparability provision are being met?    

Research Design 

The purpose of this study was to identify levels of per-pupil expenditure disparity between 

Title I and non-Title I schools both before and after accounting for teacher salaries.  In order to 

do this, several steps were taken. First, twenty-four elementary schools in the selected school 

district were identified as having expenditure report data for all five years observed in this study.  

These twenty-four schools were then assigned to one of two groups: Title I or non-Title I.  Once 

the two groups were established, per-pupil expenditure amounts from the district’s general fund 

for each school within the two groups were calculated for each of the five fiscal years included in 

this study.  This first calculation included direct instructional expenditures within the following 

three categories: purchased services, materials and supplies, and other expenses.   Next, per-pupil 

expenditures amounts from the general fund for each school were again calculated for each fiscal 

year, however, this second calculation accounted for teacher salaries and benefits, too.  

Specifically, this second calculation included direct instructional expenditures within the 

following five categories: purchases services, materials and supplies, other expenses, salaries, 

and benefits.    

Program Cost Accounting and Reporting in Florida 

The expenditures of school districts are classified into functional categories. Functions are 

group-related activities aimed at accomplishing a major service or regulatory responsibility of 

the organization, and functional categories indicate the overall purpose or objective of an 

expenditure. The activities of a school district are classified into five broad areas: Instruction, 

Instructional Support, General Support, Community Services, and Non-program Charges (Debt 
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Service and Transfers).
1
  Four-character function codes identify each functional category, with 

sub-functional categories listed below certain major functions.  For the purposes of this study, 

only expenditures within the instruction functional category were considered.  Instruction 

functions are labeled with the function code 5000.  Expenditures classified within this instruction 

category (function 5000 category) include activities dealing directly with the teaching of pupils, 

or the interaction between teacher and pupils.  Included in this category are the activities of aides 

or assistants of any type who assist in the instructional process.   

Within the function 5000 category are five instruction subcategories: Basic K-12, 

Exceptional, Vocational-Technical, Adult General, and other Instruction, with sub-function 

codes 5100, 5200, 5300, 5400, and 5500, respectively.  For the purposes of this study, only Basic 

K-12 program expenditures, function 5100 expenditures, that is, were considered.  Programs for 

academically at-risk students (ESOL students) are included in function 5100 expenditures; 

however, due to higher cost factors for academically at-risk students, expenditures on programs 

for students at risk were excluded from this study. 

Analyzed in this study are Basic K-12 program expenditures, which are categorized as 

function 5100 activities, a sub-function of the major functional category of instruction (function 

5000).  Function 5100 expenditures are a significant topic to analyze considering that these 

expenditures comprise the majority of expenditures from the General Fund, and the General 

Fund is the largest of all funds in a school district because most annual instructional expenditures 

are paid from it, including but not limited to teacher and administrator salaries, teaching supplies, 

insurance and utilities, and purchased services.
2
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Expenditures are first classified by fund.  As discussed in Chapter 2, the overarching fund 

structure consists of three broad categories: governmental funds, proprietary funds, and fiduciary 

funds.  Each of these funds is comprised of individual funds.  The category of governmental 

funds is comprised of five individual funds: The General Fund, Special Revenue Funds, Debt 

Service Funds, Capital Project Funds, and Permanent Funds.   

The individual fund on which this study focuses is the General Fund.
3
  Expenditures within 

the General Fund, as with expenditures within all categories of the overarching fund structure, 

are then classified by function.  Finally, expenditures are classified by object.  An object breaks a 

function into various sub-codes and refers to the goods purchased or the service acquired.
4
  There 

are eight major object categories which indicate the type of goods or services obtained as a result 

of a specific expenditure.  These major objects are considered direct cost elements and are 

therefore considered function 5000 (instruction) activities, as opposed to indirect cost elements 

which are considered functions outside of the 5000 category, and are therefore outside the scope 

of this study.  The eight major object categories for direct costs are as follows: salaries, employee 

benefits, purchased services, energy services, materials and supplies, capital outlay, other 

expenses, and transfers.
5
 These broad categories are further subdivided to capture more detailed 

expenditure information.  Direct salaries and benefits are the largest cost elements within the 

objects of function 5000, with the remaining function 5000 objects serving as a relatively small 

part of the total Basic K-12 program costs. 

                                                 
3
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Three-character object codes identify each object category, with sub-codes listed below 

certain major objects.  For the purposes of this study, expenditures within only five object 

categories were considered: salaries, benefits, purchased services, materials and supplies, and 

other expenses, with object codes 100, 200, 300, 500, and 700, respectively.  Direct salaries and 

benefits are the largest cost elements among the objects of instruction.  Salaries (object 100) refer 

to amounts paid to employees of the school system who are considered to be in positions of a 

permanent nature.  Benefits (object 200) refer to amounts paid by the school system on behalf of 

employees and include retirement, social security, group insurance, worker’s compensation, 

unemployment compensation, and other employee benefits.  Purchased services (object 300) 

refer to amounts paid for personal services rendered by personnel who are not on the payroll of 

the district school board, and other services which the board may purchase.  Examples of 

purchased services include professional and technical services, (i.e., architects, engineers, 

auditors, and lawyers) insurance and bond premiums, such as property and liability premiums, 

and expenses associated with business travel.  Materials and supplies (object 500) refer to 

amounts paid for items of an expendable nature that are consumed, worn out, or deteriorated in 

use, such as workbooks, paper, periodicals, and paper towels.  Other expenses (object 700) refers 

to amounts paid for goods and services not accounted for elsewhere, such as payments of 

interest, retirement of debt, and payment of dues or fees.    

FTE, Cost Factors, and Weighted FTE 

For purposes of the Florida Education Finance Program (FEFP), a full-time equivalent 

(FTE) student is one student in membership in one or more FEFP programs for a school year.  

These FEFP programs include Basic K-12 Programs, Programs for Exceptional Student 

Education, English for Speakers of Other Languages (ESOL) Programs, and grades 9-12 Career 

Education Programs.  Basic Programs and Programs for Exceptional Student Education are 
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broken into subcategories.  Each of these subcategories and each of the ESOL and Career 

Education Programs are assigned program cost factors.  Program cost factors assure that each 

program receives an equitable share of funds in relation to its relative cost per student.  

Multiplying the FTE students for a program by its cost factor produces “weighted FTE”.  This 

calculation weights the FTE to reflect the relative costs of the programs as represented by the 

program cost factors.  Accordingly, increased numbers of FTE students enrolled in programs 

with higher cost factors will result in larger amounts of funds budgeted to schools serving such 

students, and, in turn larger per-pupil expenditure amounts for such schools.  In an effort to avoid 

skewed data resulting from increased funding to schools serving students enrolled in programs 

with relatively high cost factors, only expenditures on Basic Programs were considered in this 

study.  More specifically, because only K-5 elementary schools were included in this study, only 

two of the three subcategories under Basic Programs were considered: Basic Programs 101 – 

Kindergarten through third grade, and Basic Programs 102 – fourth through eighth grade (the 

third Basic program is 103 – ninth through twelfth grade).  Analyzing funding disparities 

between these categories serves to level the playing field for all schools considered, regardless of 

the composition of the student body.          

Once the initial calculations were complete, descriptive statistics were used to compare the 

level of per-pupil resources available for each group of schools.  Lastly, inferential statistics were 

used to further compare the level of resources available to each of these two groups and draw 

inferences about the achievement of equality in state and local dollar spending across the state 

and country.  These findings offered evidence for judging the successfulness of the Title I, Part A 

program in providing supplemental resources to disadvantaged students.   
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Both descriptive and inferential statistics were used in this study.  Three main descriptive 

statistical measures were used to examine the resource accessibility to students served by either a 

Title I or non-Title I school within the selected district: The mean, median, and standard 

deviation.  These three measures were used because each measures the disparity of an 

expenditure distribution differently and because each are widely accepted measures of disparity 

within the field of education finance.  In order to test for a statistically significant difference 

between the per-pupil expenditures of state and local funds at Title I and non-Title I schools, the 

Wilcoxon Two-sample Test was employed.  The Wilcoxon Two-sample Test is a nonparametric 

statistical hypothesis test for assessing whether two independent samples of observations have 

equally large values.
6
  It is one of the most well-known and powerful of the nonparametric tests 

for comparing two populations.
7
      

Descriptive Statistical Measures 

Mean 

The mean is a measure of central tendency.  It is a descriptive statistic and provides a 

numerical index of the average score in the distribution.
8
  The mean is a fairly unsophisticated 

measure and by itself does not provide any substantial information about the level of equity of a 

distribution.
9
  Nonetheless, a calculation of the mean serves as a useful initial method in 

assessing funding inequities because wide differences from the mean could suggest inequity.
10
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However, since the mean uses the values of all the data points in the population, it is influenced 

by outliers that may be at the extremes of the data set.
11

   

  

The mean was calculated with the following formula: 

Σ Xi ÷N 

where: Σ is the sum of all schools; Xi is the value of a given variable in school I, and N is the 

number of schools.
12

 

Median 

The median is another measure of central tendency and is determined by sorting the data 

set from the lowest to highest values and taking the datum point in the middle of the sequence.  

There are an equal number of points above and below the median.  Like the mean, the median 

may be used to compare the level of funding between schools.  Unlike the mean, the median is 

not influenced by outliers at the extremes of the data set, and therefore, is less distorted by a 

skewed distribution.  For this reason, the median may be a more reliable source than the mean 

when analyzing the distribution of a data set, especially when extreme values exist.
13

 

Standard Deviation 

The standard deviation simply indicates the degree of the dispersion among the scores.  

The standard deviation measures spread by looking at how far each score deviates from the 

mean.
14

  The advantage of the standard deviation is that all observations are included in the 

                                                 
11

 Huck, Reading Statistics and Research, 31-32. 

12
 Thompson, Wood, and Honeyman, Fiscal Leadership for Schools, 247.  

13
 Alan Agresti and Barbara Finlay, Statistical Methods for the Social Sciences, 3rd ed. (Upper Saddle River, NJ: 

Prentice Hall, 1997), 48. 

14
Huck, Reading Statistics and Research, 37.  
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calculation.  However, it is sensitive to outliers that may skew the distribution.
15

  The standard 

deviation is defined simply as the square root of the variance and is calculated by the formula 

     √Σ Pi( Xp – Xi)
2
 ÷Σ Pi 

where: Σ is the sum of pupils within the group; Pi is the sum of pupils within school i; Xp is the 

mean of some tested variable for all pupils; and Xi is the same tested variable for pupils within 

school i.
16

 

Inferential Statistics 

In order to test for a statistically significant difference between the per-pupil expenditures 

of state and local funds at Title I and non-Title I schools, the Wilcoxon Two-sample Test was 

employed.  The Wilcoxon Two-sample Test is a nonparametric statistical hypothesis test for 

assessing whether two independent samples of observations have equally large values.
17

  It is one 

of the most well-known and powerful of the nonparametric tests for comparing two 

populations.
18

  While parametric statistical procedures are based on the assumptions that samples 

have been drawn from normally distributed populations with equal variances, nonparametric 

statistical procedures are not concerned with population parameters and are valid under very 

general assumptions.
19

  Nonparametric procedures are appropriate when the hypothesis to be 

tested does not involve a population parameter, and when the assumptions necessary for the valid 

use of a parametric test are not met, such as the assumption that the samples have been drawn 

                                                 
15

 Thompson, Wood, and Honeyman, Fiscal Leadership for Schools, 249.  

16
Ibid.  

17
 Huck, Reading Statistics and Research, 483. 

18
 Ibid. 

19
 Wayne W. Daniel, Applied Nonparametric Statistics, 2nd ed. (Boston, MA: PWS-Kent Publishing, 1990), 18. 
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from a normally distributed population.
20

  Nonparametric techniques are commonly used in the 

physical, biological, and social sciences.
21

 

The Wilcoxon Two-sample Test is used to test the null hypothesis that there is no 

statistically significant difference between the median values of two populations.  As with all 

nonparametric tests, the Wilcoxon Two-sample Test does not require the assumption that the 

differences between the two samples are normally distributed.
22

  The Wilcoxon Two-sample 

Test, as with all nonparametric tests, involves ranked, or ordinal, data.
23

  The primary reason for 

converting raw scores into ranks and using ranked data is related to the issue of sample size.  

When the samples being compared differ in size or are small, nonnormality and /or heterogeneity 

of variance in the populations can cause parametric tests to function differently than intended.
24

  

Because the number of samples within the Title I and non-Title I groups differ and are small, 

nonparametric methods were used.        

Carrying out the Wilcoxon Two-sample Test requires a series of steps.  First, the two 

comparison groups are temporarily combined and each observation within the combined sample 

is assigned a rank: the smallest has rank one, the second smallest has rank two, and so on.  This 

is done so that each observation can be ranked to reflect its standing within the combined group.  

After the ranks have been assigned, the sum of ranks for each group is then calculated, therefore 

producing a linear rank statistic S. If the two samples being compared came from identical 

population, then S in one group ought to be approximately equal to S in the other group.  The S in 

                                                 
20

 Ibid., 19-20. 

21
 Ibid., 19. 

22
 SAS Institute, SAS/STAT 9.2 User’s Guide, 2nd ed. (Cary, NC: SAS Institute, Inc.), 291-293, accessed July 28th, 

2011, http://support.sas.com/documentation/cdl/en/statug/63033/PDF/default/statug.pdf. 

23
 Ibid. 

24
 Ibid. 

http://support.sas.com/documentation/cdl/en/statug/63033/PDF/default/statug.pdf
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the sample group containing the fewest number of observations serves as the statistic used to test 

the null hypothesis.
25

   

Next, an asymptotic test of the null hypothesis is taken.  To compute an asymptotic test for 

S, the standardized test statistic ɀ is used.  This standardized test statistic ɀ is computed as:
26

 

 

where Eo[S] is the expected value of S under the null hypothesis, and Varo[S] is the variance 

under the null hypothesis, shown as follows: 

 

where n1 is the number of observations in the smaller sized sample, n2 is the number of 

observations in the other sample, and 

  

 

where  is the average score,  

                        

 

 

   
A one-sided asymptotic p-value for each S was then computed.  When the test statistic ɀ is 

greater than its null hypothesis expected value of zero, a right-sided p-value is calculated, which 

is the probability of a larger value of the statistic occurring under the null hypothesis.  When the 

test statistic ɀ is less than or equal to zero, a left-sided p-value is calculated, which is the 

probability of a smaller value of the statistic occurring under the null hypothesis.27         

                                                 
25

 Ibid., 124, 291-292. 

26
 Ibid., 4467-4476. 

27
 Ibid. 
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Data Sources 

This study utilized data from fiscal years 05-06, 06-07, 07-08, 08-09, and 09-10.  This 

study required school level data that was available through sources associated with the 

accounting and student projections departments of the targeted school district.
28

  Since the 

district’s general fund accounts for the vast majority of operational expenditures supporting the 

district’s education system, including funds targeted for direct instruction, only disparities 

regarding the use of state and local dollars from within the district’s general fund were 

considered in this study.  Further, calculations of disparities were limited to that of funds 

expended on the direct instruction of students at each school. Total direct instructional 

expenditure amounts were collected from the district’s Annual General Fund Expenditure Report 

for each fiscal year observed in this study.  These reports are non-published documents obtained 

through the district’s accounting department.
29

  Data depicting the number of FTE students per 

school were collected from the district’s FTE Historical Data Report, which is a non-published 

document obtained from personnel associated with the district’s allocations and student 

projections department.
30

        

Summary 

Chapter 3 detailed the design and statistical analyses that were applied in this study.  

Included was a detailed description of Florida’s uniform system for financial accounting and 

reporting used by Florida school districts.  Within this description, function categories and codes, 

                                                 
28

 Non-published material provided by the selected school district: Full-time Equivalent Historical Data Report for 

fiscal years 2005-2006, 2006-2007, 2007-2008, 2008-2009, and 2009-2010 ; Non-published material provided by 

the selected school district: District Annual General Fund Expenditure Reports for fiscal years 2005-2006, 2006-

2007, 2007-2008, 2008-2009, and 2009-2010. 

29
 Non-published material provided by the selected school district: District Annual General Fund Expenditure 

Reports for fiscal years 2005-2006, 2006-2007, 2007-2008, 2008-2009, and 2009-2010. 

30
 Non-published material provided by the selected school district: Full-time Equivalent Historical Data Report for 

fiscal years 2005-2006, 2006-2007, 2007-2008, 2008-2009, and 2009-2010.  
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along with object codes used within this uniform system of accounting and reporting were 

defined and explained.  Program cost factors and weighed FTE calculations were briefly 

discussed.  Descriptive statistical measures used to compare per-pupil expenditures were also 

discussed.  Additionally, uses of nonparametric statistical tests, used to test the null hypothesis 

that two groups have identical medians, was explained.  Finally, data sources were outlined.  

Results of the data analysis were discussed in Chapter 4. 
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CHAPTER 4  

PRESENTATION OF RESULTS 

The purpose of this study was to identify per-pupil expenditure disparities between Title I 

and non-Title I schools both before and after accounting for teacher salaries in a selected Florida 

school district.  Descriptive statistical measures for examining the degree of per-pupil 

expenditure equality between the two groups of schools were applied.  Inferential statistics were 

applied to test for statistically significant differences in the per-pupil expenditures between Title 

I and non-Title I schools.  This study analyzed data for fiscal years 2005-2006 through 2009-

2010.      

To conduct this study, all twenty-four schools involved were assigned to one of two 

groups: Title I or non-Title I.  This resulted in nine Title I schools, and fifteen non-Title I 

schools.  Once the two groups were established, per-pupil expenditure amounts from the selected 

district’s general fund for each school within the two groups were calculated for each of the five 

fiscal years included in this study.  This first calculation did not account for teacher salaries and 

benefits, and included only direct instructional expenditures within the following three 

categories: purchased services, materials and supplies, and other expenses.  In order to complete 

this first calculation, district expenditures on purchased services, materials and supplies, and 

other expenses for each school for each fiscal year were totaled and then divided by the total 

number of full-time equivalent (FTE) students enrolled at that school for that fiscal year.   This 

resulted in a per-pupil expenditure value for each Title I and non-Title I school, before 

accounting for teacher salaries.  Next, this same procedure was taken; however, this second 

calculation included total teacher salary and benefit expenditures.  Therefore,  in order to 

complete the second calculation, direct instructional expenditures including expenditures on 

purchased services, materials and supplies, other expenses, salaries, and benefits for each school 
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for each fiscal year were totaled and then divided by the total number of FTE students enrolled at 

that school for that fiscal year.  This derived a per-pupil expenditure value for each Title I and 

non-Title I school, after accounting for teacher salaries and benefits.  Once the initial calculations 

were complete, descriptive statistics were used to compare the level of per-pupil resources 

available for each group of schools.  Lastly, inferential statistics were used to further compare 

the level of resources available to each of these two groups and draw inferences about the 

achievement of equality in state and local dollar spending across the state and country.  These 

findings will offer evidence for judging the successfulness of the Title I, Part A program in 

providing supplemental resources to disadvantaged students.   

Chapter 3 included a discussion of the methods that were utilized to measure the equality 

of per-pupil expenditures of state and local resources.  Chapter 4 presented the results of the 

analyses beginning with results from the descriptive analysis and continuing with the results 

from the statistical hypothesis test.  Results were reported through a combination of the 

following mechanisms: presented within text, summarized in tables, and displayed in figures. 

Descriptive Statistics Results 

Mean and Standard Deviation 

The mean per-pupil expenditure amounts before accounting for teacher salaries varied 

sporadically for both groups of schools throughout the FYs observed.  For FY 05-06, mean per-

pupil expenditures without teacher salaries was $216 for non-Title I schools (SD = $17), as 

compared to $214 (SD = $18) for Title I schools.  The mean per-pupil expenditures without 

accounting for teacher salaries for the remaining four FYs observed in this study were as 

follows: $342 (SD = $43) at non-Title I schools compared to $369 (SD = $33) at Title I schools 

(FY06-07), $303 (SD = $30) at non-Title I schools compared to $326 (SD = $78) at Title I 

schools (FY 07-08), $316 (SD = $26) at non-Title I schools compared to $327 ($36) at Title I 
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schools (FY 08-09), and $285 (SD = $25) at non-Title I schools compared to $298 (SD = $36) at 

Title I schools (FY 09-10).                

The mean per-pupil expenditure amounts after accounting for teacher salaries also varied 

sporadically for both groups of schools throughout the FYs observed.  For FY 05-06, mean per-

pupil expenditures with teacher salaries was $4,008 (SD = $300) for non-Title I schools, as 

compared to $4,004 (SD =$284) at Title I schools.  The mean per-pupil expenditures after 

accounting for teacher salaries and benefits for the remaining four FYs observed in this study 

were as follows: $4,619 (SD = $363) at non-Title I schools, compared to $4,673 ($279) at Title I 

schools (FY 06-07), $4,963 (SD = $313) at non-Title I schools compared to $5,101(SD = $552) 

at Title I schools (FY 07-08), $4,869 (SD = $199) at non-Title I schools compared to $4,607 

($324) at Title I schools (FY 08-09), and $4,280 (SD = $202) at non-Title I schools compared to 

$4,236 (SD = $324) at Title I schools (FY 09-10).                

The mean is a fairly unsophisticated measure and by itself does not provide any substantial 

information about the level of equity of a distribution.
1
  Nonetheless, a calculation of the mean 

serves as a useful initial method in assessing funding inequities because wide differences from 

the mean could suggest inequity.
2
 A summary of mean per pupil expenditures and standard 

deviations before accounting for teacher salaries is depicted in Table 4-1 and Figure 4-1; a 

summary of mean per pupil expenditures and standard deviations after accounting for teacher 

salaries is depicted in Table 4-2 and Figure 4-2. 

                                                 
1
 Kern Alexander and Richard G. Salmon, Public School Finance (Boston, MA: Allyn & Bacon, 1995), 240. 

2
 David C. Thompson, R. Craig Wood, and David D. Honeyman, Fiscal Leadership for Schools: Concepts and 

Practices (White Plains, NY: Longman, 1994), 247. 
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Median 

The median is determined by sorting the data set from the lowest to highest values and 

taking the datum point in the middle of the sequence.  The median is not influenced by outliers at 

the extremes of the data set, and therefore, was a useful measure of central tendency.  In terms of 

per-pupil expenditures before accounting for teacher salaries, the median scores were slightly 

less than the mean scores for both groups of schools throughout the five years observed.  These 

results suggest a positively skewed distribution.  In addition, median per-pupil expenditure 

differences between Title I and non-Title I schools were slightly greater than the mean 

differences for each of the five years observed.    

For FY 05-06, median per-pupil expenditures without teacher salaries was $215 for non-

Title I schools, as compared to $209 at Title I schools.  The median per-pupil expenditures after 

accounting for teacher salaries and benefits for the remaining four FYs observed in this study 

were as follows: $319 at non-Title I schools, compared to $372 at Title I schools (FY06-07), 

$294 at non-Title I schools compared to $326 at Title I schools (FY 07-08), $317 at non-Title I 

schools compared to $326 at Title I schools (FY 08-09), and $280 at non-Title I schools 

compared to $291 at Title I schools (FY 09-10). 

In terms of per-pupil expenditures medians after accounting for teacher salaries, the 

median scores were again slightly less than the mean scores for both groups of schools 

throughout the five years observed.  These results also suggest a distribution that was skewed to 

the right.  Similar to the findings described, differences between the per-pupil expenditure 

medians after accounting for teacher salaries are slightly greater than those means.    

For FY 05-06, median per-pupil expenditures after accounting for teacher salaries was 

$3,998 for non-Title I schools, as compared to $4,005 at Title I schools.  The median per-pupil 

expenditures after accounting for teacher salaries and benefits for the remaining four FYs 
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observed in this study were as follows: $4,600 at non-Title I schools, compared to $4,680 at Title 

I schools (FY 06-07), $4,932 at non-Title I schools compared to $5,119 at Title I schools (FY 07-

08), $4,866 at non-Title I schools compared to $4,526 at Title I schools (FY 08-09), and $4,254 

at non-Title I schools compared to $4,526 at Title I schools (FY 09-10). A summary of median 

per pupil expenditures before accounting for teacher salaries is depicted in Table 4-1 and Figure 

4-3; a summary of median per pupil expenditures after accounting for teacher salaries is depicted 

in Table 4-2 and Figure 4-4. 

Statistical Hypothesis Test Results 

In order to test for a statistically significant difference between the per-pupil expenditures 

of state and local funds at Title I and non-Title I schools, the Wilcoxon Two-sample Test was 

employed.  The Wilcoxon Two-sample Test is a nonparametric statistical hypothesis test for 

assessing whether two independent samples of observations have equally large values.  It is one 

of the most well-known and powerful of the nonparametric tests for comparing two populations.  

It is used to test the null hypothesis that there is no statistically significant difference between the 

medians of two populations.  In the case of this study, the two medians being compared reflect 

median per-pupil expenditures for both Title I and non-Title I, across two variables: 1) Direct 

instructional expenditures of state and local funds before accounting for teacher salaries, and 2) 

Direct instructional expenditures of state and local funds after accounting for teacher salaries.  

The medians for each group and across both variables were compared for fiscal years 05-06 

through 09-10.   

Considering that the Comparability provision of Title I requires school districts to use state 

and local funds to provide comparable services to needy Title I schools and less needy non-Title 

I schools, it should be expected that the per-pupil expenditures of state and local funds for both 
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groups of school and across both variables are equal.  Therefore, the following null hypothesis 

was addressed for both variables and across all five years observed in this study: 

Null Hypothesis: There is no significant difference between the median per-pupil 

expenditure amounts of state and local funds at Title I schools, and the median per-pupil 

expenditure amounts of state and local funds at non-Title I schools, i.e., Ho: 1 = 0, where 1 = 

median value for per-pupil expenditures at Title I schools; and, 0= median value for per-pupil 

expenditures at non-Title I schools. 

A significance level of .05 was used for all statistical analyses. Results from the Wilcoxon 

Two-sample Test show a statistically significant difference in per-pupil expenditure medians 

between Title I and non-Title I schools in three of the ten instances observed in this study.  In FY 

07, a significant difference at the .05 level was found regarding per-pupil expenditure amounts 

before accounting for teaching salaries (p =.0184); in FY 09, a significant difference was found 

regarding per-pupil expenditures after accounting for teacher salaries (p =.0245); and, in FY 10, 

a significant difference was found after accounting for teacher salaries (p = .0036).  In each of 

these three instances, Ho was rejected; In all other instances across both variables and over the 

course of the years observed, no significant differences were found, and Ho was accepted.  Tables 

4-3 and 4-4 depict exact Wilcoxon Two-sample Test results before and after accounting for 

teacher salaries, respectively.  

Summary 

The descriptive analyses revealed that mean per-pupil expenditure amounts before and 

after accounting for teacher salaries varied sporadically for both groups of schools throughout 

the five fiscal years observed.  In terms of per-pupil expenditure medians, calculations both 

before and after accounting for teacher salaries reflected medians slightly less than the mean 

scores for both groups of schools throughout the five years observed.  Results from the Wilcoxon 
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Two-sample Test show a statistically significant difference in per-pupil expenditure medians 

between Title I and non-Title I schools in three of the ten instances observed in this study.  In 

each of these three instances, Ho was rejected; In all other instances across both variables and 

over the course of the years observed, no significant differences were found, and Ho was 

accepted. 

    

 

 

 



  

110 

 

Table 4-1. Descriptive Statistics for State and Local Expenditures per Pupil on direct instruction 

at both Title I and non-Title I schools, without accounting for teacher salaries for 

fiscal years 2006 to 2010.  Dollar amounts have been rounded to the nearest dollar. 

Statistic FY 2006 FY 2007 FY 2008 FY 2009 FY 2010 

Mean 

     

 

non-Title I $216 $342 $303 $316 $285 

 

Title I $214 $369 $326 $327 $298 

       SD 

      

 

non-Title I $17 $43 $30 $26 $25 

 

Title I $18 $33 $78 $36 $26 

       Median 

     

 

non-Title I $215 $319 $294 $317 $280 

 

Title I $210 $372 $326 $326 $291 

       a. N = 24 elementary schools. 

 

Table 4-2. Descriptive Statistics for State and Local Expenditures per Pupil on direct instruction 

at both Title I and non-Title I schools, after accounting for teacher salaries for fiscal 

years 2006 to 2010.  Dollar amounts have been rounded to the nearest dollar. 

Statistic FY 2006 FY 2007 FY 2008 FY 2009 FY 2010 

       Mean 

     

 

non-Title I $4,008 $4,619 $4,963 $4,869 $4,280 

 

Title I $4,005 $4,673 $5,101 $4,607 $4,236 

       SD 

      

 

non-Title I $300 $363 $313 $199 $202 

 

Title I $284 $279 $552 $324 $414 

       Median 

     

 

non-Title I $3,998 $4,600 $4,932 $3,866 $4,254 

 

Title I $4,005 $4,680 $5,119 $4,526 $4,526 

a. N = 24 elementary schools. 
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Figure 4-1. The mean state and local expenditures per pupil for both Title I and non-Title I  

before accounting for teacher salaries schools for FYs 2006 to 2010. 
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Figure 4-2. Mean state and local expenditures per pupil for both Title I and non-Title I schools 

after accounting for teacher salaries for FYs 2006 to 2010. 
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Figure 4-3. Median state and local expenditures per pupil for both Title I and non-Title I schools 

before accounting for teacher salaries for FYs 2006 to 2010. 
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Figure 4-4. Median state and local expenditures per pupil for both Title I and non-Title I schools 

after accounting for teacher salaries for FYs 2006 to 2010. 
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Table 4-3. Wilcoxon Two-sample Test results for per-pupil expenditures before accounting for 

teacher salaries.   Dollar amounts reflect median per-pupil expenditures, and have 

been rounded to the nearest dollar.    

FY   Median 

Wilcoxon   

Statistic
b
 (S) 

Expected S                  

Under HO
c
 

One-Sided               

P-Value 

2006 

    

 

non-Title I $209 
109 112.5 0.4290 

 

Title I $215 

2007 

    

 

non-Title I $372 
148 112.5 0.0184

*
 

 

Title I $319 

2008 

   
 

 

non-Title I $326 
128 112.5 0.1855 

 

Title I $294 

2009 

    

 

non-Title I $326 
124 112.5 0.2559 

 

Title I $317 

2010 

    

 

non-Title I $280 
130 112.5 0.1554 

 

Title I $291 
a. N = 24 elementary schools.  

b. The Wilcoxon statistic is equivalent to the ranked sum of scores for the sample group containing the lesser 

amount of observations.  

c. The "Expected S Under Ho" statistic reflects the value of S, if Ho were true.  

* Denotes a significant value at the .05 level. 
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Table 4-4. Wilcoxon Two-sample Test results for per-pupil expenditures after accounting for 

teacher salaries.   Dollar amounts reflect median per-pupil expenditures, and have 

been rounded to the nearest dollar.    

FY   Median 

Wilcoxon   

Statistic
b
 (S) 

Expected S               

Under HO
c
 

One-Sided                

P-Value 

2006 

    

 

non-Title I $3,998 
114 112.5 0.4726 

 

Title I $4,005 

      2007 

    

 

non-Title I $4,600 
116 112.5 0.4298 

 

Title I $4,680 

      2008 

   
 

 

non-Title I $4,932 
121 112.5 0.3167 

 

Title I $5,119 

      2009 

    

 

non-Title I $4,866 
79 112.5 0.0245

*
 

 

Title I $4,526 

2010 

    

 

non-Title I $4,254 
158 112.5 0.0036

*
 

 

Title I $4,526 

            
a. N = 24 elementary schools.  

b. The Wilcoxon statistic is equivalent to the ranked sum of scores for the sample group containing the lesser 

amount of observations.  

c. The "Expected S Under Ho" statistic reflects the value of S, if Ho were true.   

*Denotes a significant value at the .05 level. 
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CHAPTER 5  

CONCLUSION 

When it comes to educational opportunity in the United States, few issues have received as 

much attention as that of inequities of educational resources available to all students.  Recent 

research has illustrated that overall inequity in educational spending across the nation’s school 

districts fell by approximately 30 percent from 1972 to 1997.
1
  However, recent research has 

found significant variation in resources across schools within districts, and in some cases 

between-school disparities within districts were greater than between-school disparities across 

districts.
2
  Furthermore, research on the distribution of teacher resources has found that average 

teacher salaries in high poverty, low performing schools were lower than the teacher salaries at 

schools serving more affluent student populations.
3
  Accordingly, the analyses presented in this 

study served to answer the following research questions:    

1. Was there a significant difference in the per-pupil expenditure amounts of state and local 

funds between Title I and non-Title I schools, before accounting for teacher salaries? 

2. Was there a significant difference in the per-pupil expenditure amounts of state and local 

funds between Title I and non-Title I schools, after accounting for teacher salaries? 

3. What do the differences in per-pupil expenditure amounts of state and local funds 

between Title I and non-Title I schools, both before and after accounting for teacher 

salaries, reveal about the extent to which the requirements of the Federal Title I 

Comparability provision are being met? 

                                                 
1
 Corcoran et al., “The Changing Distribution of Education Finance: 1972-1997,” in Social Inequality, ed. Kathryn 

Neckerman (New York: Russell Sage, 2004), 433-466. 

2
 Marguerite Roza, Kacey Guin, Betheny Gross, and Scott Deburgomaster, “Do Districts Fund Schools Fairly,” 

Education Next 7, no.4 (2007): 70. 

3
 Ross Rubenstein, Amy Ellen Schwartz, Leanna Stiefel, and Hella Bel Hadj Amor, “From districts to schools: The 

distribution of resources across schools in big city school districts,” Economics of Education Review 26, no. 5 

(2007): 533. 
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Conclusion  

The analyses presented herein illustrate that within one Florida school district the per-pupil 

expenditures of state and local funds at Title I schools, as compared to non-Title I schools, are 

generally equal, both before and after accounting for teacher salaries.  These findings suggest 

that the Federal Title I Comparability provision requirement that school districts distribute state 

and local funds equally before layering on Title I funds was being met within one Florida school 

district.   

Specific results from the descriptive and inferential analyses carried out in this study 

provide answers to each of the three research questions posed. Regarding the first question, 

which questions whether there is equality in the per-pupil expenditures of state and local funds 

between Title I and non-Title I schools before accounting for teacher salaries, the statistical 

analyses suggest overall equality by illustrating a significant difference in expenditure totals in 

only one of the five years observed.  Specifically, in FY 07, a significant difference at the .05 

level was found regarding per-pupil expenditure amounts before accounting for teaching salaries 

(p=.0184); in this instance, Ho was rejected.  In terms of per-pupil expenditure equality before 

accounting for teacher salaries for the remaining FYs (06, 08, 09, 10), no significant differences 

were found, and Ho was accepted.  From these results, it is logical to conclude that in at least one 

Florida school district, supplementary Title I funds for disadvantaged students were not being 

offset by decreased state and local funding. 

Regarding the second question, which questions whether there was equality in the per-

pupil expenditures of state and local funds between Title I and non-Title I schools after 

accounting for teacher salaries, the statistical analyses again suggested overall equality by 

illustrating a significant difference in expenditure totals in only two of the five years observed.  

Specifically, in FY 09, a significant difference was found regarding per-pupil expenditures after 
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accounting for teacher salaries (p =.0245); and, in FY 10, a significant difference was found after 

accounting for teacher salaries (p = .0036). In both of these instances, Ho was rejected.  In terms 

of per-pupil expenditure equality after accounting for teacher salaries for the remaining FYs (06, 

07, and 08), no significant differences were found, and Ho was accepted.  Based on these results, 

it is logical to conclude that in at least one Florida school district, the allocation of teacher 

resources was generally equitable, and that the distribution of higher paid, more educated, and 

more experienced teachers allows for an equal mix of teachers between Title I and non-Title I 

schools. 

The third research question inquired into the extent to which the Federal Title I 

Comparability provision was being met, based on answers to and conclusions made from the first 

two research questions.  The Federal Title I Comparability provision requires that a school 

district equalize its distribution of state and local funding between Title I and non-Title I schools 

prior to layering on Title I funds.  The findings presented herein illustrate that, overall, there 

were little to no differences in the per-pupil expenditure amounts of state and local funds 

between Title I and non-Title I schools either before or after accounting for teacher salaries.  

Accordingly, it is reasonable to conclude that at least for one Florida school district, the 

distribution of higher and lower paid teachers does not affect school district officials’ ability to 

meet Title I Comparability requirements.  It is also reasonable to conclude that higher paid, more 

educated, and more experienced teachers do not always drift toward more advantaged schools.            

Implications  

The purpose of this study was two-fold.  Its first purpose was to determine if there were 

significant differences in the amounts of state and local funds expended on students served by 

Title I schools, as compared to those served by non-Title I schools, both before and after 

accounting for teacher salaries.  Secondly, this study aimed at analyzing the influence that 
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teacher resource distribution had on one school district’s ability to meet Federal Title I 

Comparability requirements.  The results of the statistical analyses determined that, over all, state 

and local funds were being distributed equally between Title I and non-Title I schools, both 

before and after accounting for teacher salaries.  The results of this study serve as one example 

where it has been determined that higher paid, more educated, more experienced teachers do not 

drift heavily toward more advantaged schools.  This being the case, per-pupil expenditure totals 

after accounting for teacher salaries, did not affect school district officials’ ability to meet Title I 

Comparability requirements. 

As described in Chapter 2, research conducted during the past fifteen years has identified 

disparities in the distribution of educational resources within school districts.  Moreover, existing 

school finance literature suggests that some school districts are not in compliance with the 

Comparability provision laid out in the NCLB Act, due to the practice of offsetting the effects of 

Title I funds resulting from a failure to share state and local funds equally among all schools.  

However, the results presented within the context of this study do not support the body of 

literature depicting intra-district inequalities, nor the practice of offsetting Title I funds.  Instead, 

based on the present results, it is logical to infer that, in general, school districts may be using 

state and local funds to equally distribute educational resources between high and low poverty 

schools, and school districts may be in compliance with NCLB Act legislation.   

A common finding in research examining the distribution of teachers is that schools 

serving high-poverty students have more teachers relative to pupils, but that these teachers are 

generally more inexperienced and less educated and, and thus, lower paid.  While an analysis of 

student-teacher ratios is beyond the realm of this study, this study does disconfirm the notion that 

high-poverty students (Title I schools) are served by lower paid teachers.  Rubenstein, Schwartz 
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and Stiefel explain that the common pattern of lower-paid teachers serving high-poverty students 

is not caused by the intentional targeting of resources to lower-need schools.  Instead, these 

resource disparities are frequently the result of intra-district funding formulas that allocate 

positions, rather than dollars to schools.
4
  However, the school district observed in this study 

indeed implements a staffing allocation formula that allocates positions, rather than dollars, yet 

this district is able to reflect a generally equal distribution of qualified teachers.       

Ensuring that school district officials are doing their very best to address the needs of 

disadvantaged students and provide such students with the supplemental resources they are 

entitled to, as required in NCLB Act legislation, is an ethical and legal responsibility of school 

district decision makers.
5
  The results of this study support the concept that such decision makers 

may be meeting this responsibility.  

Recommendations for Future Research 

The findings of this study have several implications for future research.  This study 

determined that state and local funds may be distributed equally between Title I and non-Title I 

schools, therefore creating a level playing field upon which supplementary Title I funds can be 

layered.  Given the determination that Title I resources were indeed serving as supplementary 

resources, resulting in increased funding for underprivileged schools, future research addressing 

whether such schools do indeed experience improved student performance would contribute 

valuable information to the large body of conflicting literature concerned with the effects of 

increased funding. 

                                                 
4
 Ross Rubenstein, Amy Ellen Schwartz, and Leanna Stiefel. Rethinking the Intradistrict distribution of school 

inputs to disadvantaged students. Paper prepared for the conference “Rethinking Rodriguez,” Boalt Hall School of 

Law, Berkeley, CA, April 2006, 12, accessed, July 5th, 2011, 

http://citeseerx.ist.psu.edu/viewdoc/summary?doi=10.1.1.161.5391. 

 
5
 No Child Left Behind Act of 2001, 20 U.S.C. §6321 (Supp. I 2002). 

http://citeseerx.ist.psu.edu/viewdoc/summary?doi=10.1.1.161.5391
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This study found few to no differences in the per-pupil expenditure amounts of state and 

local funds between Title I and non-Title I schools either before or after accounting for teacher 

salaries.  Accordingly, it is reasonable to conclude that for the school district observed, higher 

paid teachers do not always drift toward more advantaged schools.  Considering the large body 

of research contradicting these findings, the field of education would be well served to know the 

attributes of school districts experiencing such success in equally distributing all categories of 

teachers.  Research analyzing the compensation practices and staffing policies implemented in 

such districts would be an asset to those interested in increasing the equality of educational 

inputs, in the form of teachers, available to underprivileged students and should be considered. 

It is often assumed that higher paid teachers are more effective teachers.  The results of this 

study imply that higher paid teachers were distributed equally between Title I and non-Title I 

schools, in turn suggesting that the most effective teachers are distributed equally between both 

types of schools. Further research analyzing the attributes and student outcomes of both high and 

low paid teachers in order to determine whether higher paid teachers do in fact reflect the 

qualities of the most effective teachers would add to the wealth of literature concerned with 

reaching equity in educational inputs. 

By analyzing the monetary expenditures on students enrolled in Kindergarten through fifth 

grade Basic Programs, this paper focused mainly on the principal of horizontal equity: students 

who are alike should be treated the same.
6
  One recommendation for further study is to analyze 

expenditure disparities across schools within a school district after accounting for district 

expenditures on schools serving students enrolled in Exceptional Student Education or English 

for Speakers of Other Languages Programs.  It would be worthy to take such research one step 

                                                 
6
 Odden and Piccus, School Finance: A policy perspective, 66-67. 
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further and identify whether any disparities positively associated with poverty rates exist across 

school districts. 

Data presented in this study reveal that minimal to no state and local fund expenditure 

disparities exist within the district observed and during the years analyzed.  In turn, it is logical 

to assume that Title I funds are in fact serving as supplemental resources to disadvantaged 

students.  However, The U.S. Department of Education released its most recent assessment of 

Title I In 2007, titled A National Assessment of Title I, Final Report.
7
  This report states that 

there has been no statistically significant change in the achievement gap between 1999 and 2004, 

based on long-term trend data for reading and math.
 8

   

A separate report prepared by the National Center for Education Statistics, titled 

Achievement Gaps: How Black and White Students in Public Schools Perform on the National 

Assessment of Educational Progress
9
 shows that significant gains in closing the achievement gap 

are lacking, at best.  Long-term data depicted in this report show that from 1999 -2007 the 

achievement gap for reading has narrowed slightly, while the gap for math has shown no 

significant change.
 10

  Considering that there is evidence suggesting that Title I funds are in fact 

serving as supplemental resources, yet, an achievement gap between disadvantaged and non-

disadvantaged students remains, perhaps researchers and policymakers need to consider sources 

                                                 
7
 Stephanie Stullich, Elizabeth Eisner, and Joseph McCrary, Policy and Program Studies, Office of Planning, 

Evaluation and Policy Development,  National Assessment of Title I, Final Report: Volume I: Implementation 

(Washington DC: Government Printing Office, 2007), accessed January 3rd, 2011. 

http://ies.ed.gov/ncee/pdf/20084012_rev.pdf. 

8
Ibid., 45. 

9
 Allen Vanneman, Linda Hamilton, Janet Baldwin Anderson, Achievement Gaps: How Black and White Students in 

Public Schools Perform in Mathematics and Reading on the National Assessment of Educational Progress 

(Washington DC: Government Printing Office, 2009), accessed February 1st, 2011, 

http://nces.ed.gov/nationsreportcard/pdf/studies/2009455.pdf.  

10
 Ibid., 1.  

http://ies.ed.gov/ncee/pdf/20084012_rev.pdf
http://nces.ed.gov/nationsreportcard/pdf/studies/2009455.pdf
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other than increased funding as a means for closing the achievement gap between disadvantaged 

and non-disadvantaged students.   
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APPENDIX A 

FTE HISTORICAL REPORT 
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2005-2006 

 

2006-07 

 

2007-08 

 

2008-09 

 

2009-2010 

 

  

Survey 2 Survey 3 

 

Survey 2 Survey 3 

 

Survey 2 Survey 3 

 

Survey 2 Survey 3 

 

Survey 2 Survey 3 

 
                 0121 101 130.50 128.00 258.50 132.00 126.00 258.00 128.50 122.00 250.50 133.00 130.00 263.00 130.50 133.50 264.00 

LPE 102 48.00 47.50 95.50 43.50 45.50 89.00 52.50 49.50 102.00 51.50 48.00 99.50 52.00 53.00 105.00 

  

178.50 175.50 354.00 175.50 171.50 347.00 181.00 171.50 352.50 184.50 178.00 362.50 182.50 186.50 369.00 

                 0131 101 175.50 176.00 351.50 179.50 183.00 362.50 185.50 178.00 363.50 175.50 168.00 343.50 181.50 187.00 368.50 

TBE 102 97.50 98.50 196.00 89.00 87.50 176.50 82.00 82.00 164.00 82.00 83.00 165.00 74.50 75.00 149.50 

  

273.00 274.50 547.50 268.50 270.50 539.00 267.50 260.00 527.50 257.50 251.00 508.50 256.00 262.00 518.00 

                 0141 101 135.00 136.05 271.05 136.00 131.00 267.00 109.00 103.00 212.00 106.00 106.37 212.37 81.00 85.00 166.00 

SLE 102 66.00 65.50 131.50 53.50 55.50 109.00 49.50 48.00 97.50 40.00 41.50 81.50 37.50 42.00 79.50 

  

201.00 201.55 402.55 189.50 186.50 376.00 158.50 151.00 309.50 146.00 147.87 293.87 118.50 127.00 245.50 

                 0161 101 92.50 96.00 188.50 103.00 115.00 218.00 119.00 122.00 241.00 88.50 93.00 181.50 90.50 96.00 186.50 

PCR 102 40.50 43.00 83.50 42.00 43.00 85.00 43.00 43.00 86.00 49.00 48.00 97.00 52.62 54.50 107.12 

  

133.00 139.00 272.00 145.00 158.00 303.00 162.00 165.00 327.00 137.50 141.00 278.50 143.12 150.50 293.62 

                 0171 101 207.50 207.50 415.00 188.50 186.50 375.00 196.50 195.00 391.50 198.50 194.50 393.00 197.00 194.00 391.00 

SGE 102 79.50 79.50 159.00 90.50 92.00 182.50 108.00 103.50 211.50 104.50 106.00 210.50 94.50 95.00 189.50 

  

287.00 287.00 574.00 279.00 278.50 557.50 304.50 298.50 603.00 303.00 300.50 603.50 291.50 289.00 580.50 

                 0181 101 104.00 102.50 206.50 103.50 107.00 210.50 97.50 94.00 191.50 99.00 99.00 198.00 102.50 105.00 207.50 

HLE 102 48.50 53.50 102.00 50.50 50.50 101.00 43.00 40.50 83.50 74.00 78.50 152.50 76.69 86.25 162.94 

  

152.50 156.00 308.50 154.00 157.50 311.50 140.50 134.50 275.00 173.00 177.50 350.50 179.19 191.25 370.44 

                 0191 101 176.50 178.50 355.00 173.50 183.50 357.00 202.00 208.50 410.50 104.00 109.00 213.00 115.00 121.00 236.00 

LTE 102 73.50 71.00 144.50 65.50 69.50 135.00 77.00 80.50 157.50 66.50 74.50 141.00 78.04 80.55 158.59 

  

250.00 249.50 499.50 239.00 253.00 492.00 279.00 289.00 568.00 170.50 183.50 354.00 193.04 201.55 394.59 

                 0201 101 100.00 95.50 195.50 102.50 95.50 198.00 93.00 92.00 185.00 109.00 101.50 210.50 90.00 88.00 178.00 

AVE 102 47.00 44.50 91.50 47.00 49.00 96.00 40.50 44.00 84.50 38.00 40.00 78.00 41.00 41.50 82.50 

  

147.00 140.00 287.00 149.50 144.50 294.00 133.50 136.00 269.50 147.00 141.50 288.50 131.00 129.50 260.50 

                 0221 101 137.50 131.50 269.00 139.00 138.50 277.50 139.00 134.00 273.00 122.00 127.00 249.00 123.50 123.50 247.00 

PES 102 57.00 55.50 112.50 58.50 58.00 116.50 61.00 60.50 121.50 64.00 66.50 130.50 65.00 65.50 130.50 

  

194.50 187.00 381.50 197.50 196.50 394.00 200.00 194.50 394.50 186.00 193.50 379.50 188.50 189.00 377.50 

                 0231 101 160.00 158.50 318.50 150.50 148.50 299.00 167.50 169.00 336.50 161.00 164.50 325.50 148.50 144.00 292.50 

GGE 102 58.50 53.50 112.00 54.00 53.50 107.50 66.00 62.00 128.00 61.00 59.00 120.00 67.00 68.50 135.50 

  

218.50 212.00 430.50 204.50 202.00 406.50 233.50 231.00 464.50 222.00 223.50 445.50 215.50 212.50 428.00 
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2005-2006 

 

2006-07 

 

2007-08 

 

2008-09 

 

2009-2010 

 

  

Survey 2 Survey 3 

 

Survey 2 Survey 3 

 

Survey 2 Survey 3 

 

Survey 2 Survey 3 

 

Survey 2 Survey 3 

 0241 101 216.42 214.92 431.34 220.50 212.46 432.96 144.50 136.00 280.50 149.00 146.50 295.50 142.00 145.00 287.00 

NPE 102 116.50 118.00 234.50 98.50 96.50 195.00 61.00 61.00 122.00 69.50 70.50 140.00 72.00 77.00 149.00 

  

332.92 332.92 665.84 319.00 308.96 627.96 205.50 197.00 402.50 218.50 217.00 435.50 214.00 222.00 436.00 

                 0331 101 251.96 247.46 499.42 232.00 228.00 460.00 239.00 229.50 468.50 227.00 224.00 451.00 232.50 237.50 470.00 

BCE 102 136.50 141.00 277.50 127.00 127.00 254.00 119.50 120.00 239.50 106.50 107.50 214.00 114.50 116.50 231.00 

  

388.46 388.46 776.92 359.00 355.00 714.00 358.50 349.50 708.00 333.50 331.50 665.00 347.00 354.00 701.00 

                 0341 101 98.50 92.50 191.00 83.00 76.00 159.00 91.00 91.50 182.50 82.50 84.00 166.50 88.00 85.00 173.00 

VOE 102 40.46 41.46 81.92 46.00 45.00 91.00 42.00 42.00 84.00 61.50 61.00 122.50 54.59 52.60 107.19 

  

138.96 133.96 272.92 129.00 121.00 250.00 133.00 133.50 266.50 144.00 145.00 289.00 142.59 137.60 280.19 

                 0351 101 242.50 234.50 477.00 225.00 222.00 447.00 211.50 203.50 415.00 184.00 179.00 363.00 175.00 182.50 357.50 

GTE 102 95.50 95.50 191.00 94.50 98.00 192.50 94.00 92.50 186.50 87.00 89.00 176.00 82.50 86.10 168.60 

  

338.00 330.00 668.00 319.50 320.00 639.50 305.50 296.00 601.50 271.00 268.00 539.00 257.50 268.60 526.10 

                 0371 101 229.50 221.50 451.00 227.50 227.00 454.50 215.00 210.00 425.00 185.50 186.50 372.00 196.50 193.50 390.00 

VES 102 126.00 127.00 253.00 110.50 111.00 221.50 98.50 98.00 196.50 99.00 102.50 201.50 99.00 97.50 196.50 

  

355.50 348.50 704.00 338.00 338.00 676.00 313.50 308.00 621.50 284.50 289.00 573.50 295.50 291.00 586.50 

                 0381 101 189.50 187.00 376.50 184.50 183.00 367.50 184.00 179.00 363.00 149.00 146.00 295.00 150.50 148.00 298.50 

LES 102 85.50 84.00 169.50 81.00 85.50 166.50 84.00 85.50 169.50 72.00 68.00 140.00 71.50 67.50 139.00 

  

275.00 271.00 546.00 265.50 268.50 534.00 268.00 264.50 532.50 221.00 214.00 435.00 222.00 215.50 437.50 

                 0391 101 327.50 327.00 654.50 338.00 333.50 671.50 238.00 237.50 475.50 245.50 246.50 492.00 247.50 246.00 493.50 

LOE 102 170.50 169.50 340.00 159.00 159.50 318.50 115.00 117.00 232.00 124.00 125.00 249.00 115.00 117.00 232.00 

  

498.00 496.50 994.50 497.00 493.00 990.00 353.00 354.50 707.50 369.50 371.50 741.00 362.50 363.00 725.50 

                 0421 101 109.50 116.50 226.00 124.00 115.00 239.00 67.50 67.50 135.00 63.50 70.50 134.00 72.00 71.50 143.50 

MES 102 75.00 75.00 150.00 69.50 66.00 135.50 34.00 33.50 67.50 46.00 49.50 95.50 49.50 48.50 98.00 

  

184.50 191.50 376.00 193.50 181.00 374.50 101.50 101.00 202.50 109.50 120.00 229.50 121.50 120.00 241.50 

                 0431 101 204.50 202.00 406.50 195.48 197.00 392.48 191.00 187.00 378.00 190.00 192.50 382.50 206.50 203.50 410.00 

PME 102 101.00 98.50 199.50 104.50 104.50 209.00 108.00 108.00 216.00 99.50 99.50 199.00 99.00 99.00 198.00 

  

305.50 300.50 606.00 299.98 301.50 601.48 299.00 295.00 594.00 289.50 292.00 581.50 305.50 302.50 608.00 

                 0441 101 187.00 191.50 378.50 199.50 203.00 402.50 236.50 233.00 469.50 187.50 187.50 375.00 177.50 174.00 351.50 

CES 102 110.50 111.50 222.00 121.50 122.50 244.00 122.00 121.50 243.50 101.00 101.50 202.50 99.00 98.50 197.50 

  

297.50 303.00 600.50 321.00 325.50 646.50 358.50 354.50 713.00 288.50 289.00 577.50 276.50 272.50 549.00 

                 0451 101 204.50 201.00 405.50 219.00 209.00 428.00 205.00 199.00 404.00 177.50 176.00 353.50 192.50 187.00 379.50 

OES 102 90.00 86.00 176.00 87.00 82.00 169.00 101.00 96.00 197.00 90.00 90.00 180.00 89.00 95.00 184.00 

  

294.50 287.00 581.50 306.00 291.00 597.00 306.00 295.00 601.00 267.50 266.00 533.50 281.50 282.00 563.50 
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2005-2006 

 

2006-07 

 

2007-08 

 

2008-09 

 

2009-2010 

 

  

Survey 2 Survey 3 

 

Survey 2 Survey 3 

 

Survey 2 Survey 3 

 

Survey 2 Survey 3 

 

Survey 2 Survey 3 

 0461 101 305.50 298.00 603.50 278.00 274.00 552.00 244.00 235.50 479.50 203.00 195.00 398.00 220.50 221.00 441.50 

CPE 102 109.50 110.00 219.50 117.50 116.00 233.50 110.50 105.50 216.00 100.00 98.50 198.50 108.50 110.50 219.00 

  

415.00 408.00 823.00 395.50 390.00 785.50 354.50 341.00 695.50 303.00 293.50 596.50 329.00 331.50 660.50 

                 0471 101 228.00 223.50 451.50 233.00 236.00 469.00 227.00 218.00 445.00 129.50 127.00 256.50 119.50 112.50 232.00 

SPE 102 102.00 101.50 203.50 106.00 105.00 211.00 123.50 121.00 244.50 60.00 59.00 119.00 65.00 65.00 130.00 

  

330.00 325.00 655.00 339.00 341.00 680.00 350.50 339.00 689.50 189.50 186.00 375.50 184.50 177.50 362.00 

                 0511 101 155.00 156.50 311.50 151.50 153.00 304.50 157.50 153.50 311.00 116.00 109.50 225.50 106.00 104.50 210.50 

EES 102 81.00 86.50 167.50 85.50 87.50 173.00 75.50 73.00 148.50 56.00 56.50 112.50 67.00 67.50 134.50 

  

236.00 243.00 479.00 237.00 240.50 477.50 233.00 226.50 459.50 172.00 166.00 338.00 173.00 172.00 345.00 
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APPENDIX B 

ANNUAL GENERAL FUND EXPENDITURE REPORTS  

Expenditure reports from the selected school district are available upon request from the 

author. 
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