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INTRODUCTION

For the last several years, the Howard Samuels Center has engaged in research on
comparative state school politics with a special concern for the issue of constituency building
and urban school reform. In 1996 we began this three-year comparative state study of education
policy-making in nine states, California, Georgia, Illinois, Maryland, Michigan, Minnesota,
Pennsylvania, New Jersey, and Texas, to determine the impact of state politics on city school
reform. We chose these states to reflect differencesin region, state political culture, and state
institutional structure.

This study, undertaken between the years 1996 and 1999, highlights two policy issues:
charter school legislation and equitable school financing. These policies were chosen because of
their prominence and relevance for understanding state politics. By studying the various
stakeholders and their roles, the coalitions formed, and those who benefited, we worked to locate
the key actors within state-level regimes, ascertain their educational agendas, and especialy to
determine the effectiveness of urban school advocacy groups and stakeholders within each
regime for achieving school reform.

Charter schools propose to offer more choice to students and are an attempt to encourage
school innovation through autonomy from state, district, and union regulations. Indeed, in levels
of autonomy, these schools do differ from state to state and within school districts. For example,
some states place caps on the number of charter schools and limits on who may apply for a
charter while others exempt schools from many state and local rules, have no limits as to the
number of schools, and/or permit the use of uncertified teachers.

School finance policies provide an opportunity to explore the stakeholders in school
reform and to see more closely the impact of place: the power of urban and rural areas and
suburban school districts. Our primary interest was in city advocacy groups, city officials,
governors, and business groups. School equity reforms aim to change the current system of
funding schools through the local property tax, asit leads to significant differencesin funding
from district to district, often benefiting the wealthier suburban districts. States have been forced
to address this issue due to legal action and the related pressure of state court decisions. Some

states, however, have initiated reforms without court involvement.




As aresult of this nine state study of state political regimes, we concluded that state
power in education has shifted from state |legislatures to governors, many of whom were elected
on conservative platforms and have little interest in reforming urban school districts and even
lessinterest in building local advocacy and participation. We found, with some exceptions, a
dearth of local city advocacy groups in the state capitals who promoted the interests and
priorities of city students and school districts. Coalitions of city advocates were virtually non-
existent. It was not surprising to find alack of a counter-force to the distinctively anti-city
school politicsin the states and alack of interest in, and even an antagonism toward, issues of
equity, diversity, and urban school reform by important state actors, especially governors. State
aid policies, financial equity, decentralization, and affirmative action, historically part of the
urban agenda, were not a part of state school policy agendas. Even in states where court
decisions called for state action on equitable school funding, the state education regimes ignored
or evaded the orders. The new state agendas dictated by gubernatorial politics included high-
stakes testing, expansion of standards, vouchers, and charter schools.

Our findings are based on the literature, local news coverage, almost 200 formal
interviews with stakeholders in the nine states, and many other informal discussions with
participants in school reform. Interviewees included city council members, city and state
superintendents, gubernatorial staff, legislative members and their staff, union representatives,
business executives, education advocates, university faculty, directors of professional
associations and mayoral staff. These individuals were asked questions about their involvement
and interestsin education reform, power relations in education policy in their state, the history of
finance and charter school reform, coalition activity, and the impact of these recent reforms on
urban schools.

Regime Theory

The intent of our study is to describe state education regimes. Regime theory is based on
the idea that governance requires the coordination of governmental and non-governmental
resources which is beyond the capacity of elected officials (Stoker 1995). In the political science
literature, regime theory has been applied to urban politics, but it can also describe state level
politics. Education policy at the state-level is dominated by a constant group of formal and
informal participants. Because public power is limited, politicians seek out private interests and




form governing coalitions. Elected officials have to reach out to the private sector to gain
human, structural, and monetary resources. Private interests including businesses, unions, and
other organized interest groups, provide funding and organize their members to support the
governing coalition. Politicians mobilize public support and offer the resources of government.
Together, private interests and politicians converge around a particular goal or agenda to govern
the state. Thiscoalition, if it is stable and lasts beyond election cycles, may be called aregime.
Clarence Stone provides a clear definition of aregime: “aregime thusinvolves not just any
informal group that comes together to make a decision but an informal yet relatively stable group
with access to institutional resources that enable it to have a sustained role in making governing
decisions’ (Stone 1989, 4).

Regime theory has been criticized for overlooking issues like racism, anti-city politics,
and party organization; it is said to focus too closely on regime participants and not enough on a
location’ s history, economy, and political environment (Kantor 1997). Recognizing the justness
of this criticism, in this study we closely ook at each state’s history and political culture. State
political culture can be understood as a set of political attitudes which has grown out of astate’s
particular historical experiences, patterns of immigration, and institutional structures. While we
found many similarities among the states in terms of the composition and agenda of the state
education regimes, each state also had its own unique characteristics, areflection of the fact that,
although national trends have affected all state education regimes, individual states have
developed their own responses to these trends. (Appendix A includes state by state descriptions
of our findings regarding important elementsin their political culture.)

An examination of the state education regimes is especially important because education
scholars have neglected this area of study. Most of the existing literature on the politics of
education concentrates on the national or the school district level. Yet, the states are legally
responsible for the education of resident children. Lewis and Maruna wrote about the problem
with the existing literature:

What is surprising in this literature is the lack of much empirical, comparative
work on the states’ educational activity and reform. It turns out that we know
very little about the factors associated with different outcomes at the state level.
While there is much normative work on what scholars and activists want to
happen, there is not much work on what has happened and what political factors




produced these outcomes (notwithstanding the occasional comparative case study)
(Lewis and Maruna 1996, 439).

The Old Education Regime

State education regimes have been dominated by school professionals and their
associations. These include the chief state school officer (CSSO), the state education
department, the state board of education, their local counterparts, teachers' unions, and the
supervisors' associations. Elected officials and other interest groups have had less of arolein
determining state education policy.

Theroots of professiona power are in the ideology of the Progressive Erawhich led
administrators to attempt to limit the role of politicsin education. They believed they could best
educate children by applying the principles of scientific management to increase efficiency and
rationality. They achieved control over education by establishing a centralized bureaucracy and
by limiting the power of elected school boards (Bastian et al 1986). Asaresult of this
institutional rearrangement, education policy has since that time been controlled by a"subculture
of state education policy-makers" led by these professional elites (Marshall 1989).

Teachers' unions became significant playersin education during the sixties. Before the
1960s teachers were almost invisible in the arena of education policymaking, but in the 1960s the
first mgjor teachers strike, held in New Y ork City, forever changed their status in the policy
process (Lieberman 1997). Several highly successful strikes were organized by the American
Federation of Teachers (AFT) and in the 1960s, the National Education Association (NEA)
became more teacher-oriented as school administrators, the founders of the NEA, left the
association to form their own organizations (Martin 1994). The control by teachers unions and
professionals was a so replicated at the city level where power was dominated by the central
administrative staff and the teachers unions. Often school and community activists were given
the appearance of involvement. Wilbur Rich calls thistripartite of urban education power the
Public School Cartel (Rich 1996).

The direct involvement of business in education dates back to the middle of the
nineteenth century. Involvement varies from adirect stake in school policy, such as book
binders and school construction contractors to a more indirect, but still important stake in school
policy, the requirement of well-educated workers. From the beginning, the business community




promoted compul sory education in the states and national programs of vocational education.
They allied with the professionals during the reformist Progressive Eraand were influential in
introducing Taylorism into education (Marshall 1992). They again became involved during the
1950s when they criticized the schools for their lack of concentration on math and sciences and
brought about a national concern for “excellence.” Most recently, they have favored vouchers
and increased standards.

State elected officias, for most of this century, were less involved with setting the
educational agenda than non-governmental actors. Legidlative |eaders became moreinvolved in
education policy in the 1960s due to “increased judicial activism, the growing power of social
movements demanding change, increasing education costs and a recognized need for more
efficient use of school resources’ (Lewis and Maruna 1999, 443). Public activism, which helped
fuel this new legidative action in the 1960s, was derived from Brown v. Board of Education and
the Civil Rights Movement (Gittell 1980). However, as these leaders lacked staff and time, they
often responded to pressures from the professional interest groups and relied on the bureaucracy.
Often thisresulted in piecemeal policy generation (Usdan 1969). During the 1980s, legidlative
committees and their chairs became the work-horses of policy making and their expertise was
valued by the legislature as awhole (Patterson 1990; Rosenthal 1990).

Prior to the late 1980s, governors exercised little influence over education policy. They
had little formal or informal control over the school bureaucracy and rarely initiated policies.
Many have suggested their lack of involvement was due to the traditional separation of education
from politics. However, there were also issues of ideology and race that could have negatively
impacted the political careers of outspoken governors and mayors (Gittell 1967). This historical
gubernatorial trend isin sharp contrast to recent presidential campaigns in which the public cited

education as a primary concern and the candidates responded.

External Changesin the 1980s

In the 1980s a number of changesin American politics led to the weakening of the old
regime. The organization of excluded groups recognized that school policy did not address the
racism that produced disparitiesin learning. Additionally, the growing professionalism of state
government strengthened the role of governors. In 1983 the publication of A Nation at Risk, a
national study of the failure of American education to meeting high standards of performance,




brought business strongly back into education policy. Finally, the attention by the mediato

educational failure and inequities focused public opinion on education as a key policy issue.

Institutional Growth

The increase in gubernatorial power over state education policy is, in part, aspill over
from the general growth in the power of the governor’ s office. Beginning in the late 1960s,
governors increased their formal and informal powersin all areas of policy making. By the end
of the 1970s most states had professionalized their executive offices with larger staff and
cabinets, longer terms of office, consecutive terms, and veto powers. Governors also gained
more control over the state budget and state agencies and received larger areas of budgetary
discretion (Van Horn 1989; Renshon 1992). Notably, the average state changed governors only
once between 1980 and 1989 (Greenblatt 1996, 1809).

Due to the devolution of power under severa presidential concepts of a“new
federalism,” state government continued to grow in power and responsibility during the 1980s.
Governors took advantage of their new policy responsibilities. Concurrently, they shaped the
federal programs and initiated a range of new policiesin health, welfare, and education in their
states (Van Horn 1989). Governors gained political stature with these expanded roles and today
regularly advise congress and the president (Kirschten 1995). Beyle notes, “individually,
governors have been strengthened; as a group, they have solidified their position as leaders
within the federal system” (Beyle 1992, 33).

In the past decade, the enhanced status of the National Governors Association (NGA)
furthered the gubernatorial role at the federal level. The NGA played amaor rolein the creation
and passage of the two major welfare reforms, the 1988 Family Support Act and the Personal
Responsibility and Work Opportunity Reconciliation Act of 1996. The NGA was also
instrumental in placing education reform on the national agenda and was a strong proponent of
the Goals 2000 legislation, one of President Clinton’s major education policies. Itisalso
indicative of gubernatorial ascendancy that the last two presidents have been governors.

A Nation at Risk
In the early 1980s, with the publication of A Nation at Risk and other reports, business
community interest in education reform increased. These studies indicated that compared to




students el sewhere, U.S. students academic achievements were average or even inferior. This
added to concerns about the ability of American workers to compete effectively with their
counterparts abroad. In response, individual CEOs, the Business Roundtable, and other business
coalitions began to articulate their need for an educated workforce and became more directly
involved in education policy. They argued that quality schools and student excellence were
necessary for maintaining and attracting business investment. They correspondingly blamed
local public school systems for the apparent decline in American economic competitiveness
(Bastian et a 1996).

The private sector thus exerted influence in the political arena, supporting increased
appropriations and taxes for education. The business groups became involved at the local level
by sponsoring individual schools (Martin 1994). They also influenced the shift towards an
interest in standards in education. In the 1980s states adopted educational standards but placed
fewer resources in programs that would move all students to reach these goals. The shift away
from a concern with equity was significant: “The development of auniversal curriculum was
devised to establish rewards based on competitive performance and was rationalized as achieving
equal opportunity for learning. In fact, students were subjected to a competitive system, but not
on aegual basis. No one can argue with the goal of high standards, but the real issues are how

they are implemented and how resources are devoted to achieve them” (Gittell 1993, n.p.).

Popularity of Education

During the 1980s, media attention to educational failureincreased. Slowly, the public
became convinced that education policy should be a political priority. A 1997 poll by Lake
Research showed children’ sissues, which include education and health care, “are poised to
become the new third rail of American politics, along with traditional issues concerning seniors
such as Social Security and Medicare” (Lake et a 1997). Votersindicated children’sissues were
of increasing importance to them. Lake's research showed education was the issue that voters
most wanted Congress to address after the 1996 election (1997).

Thus, as the old regime weakened, new players, attitudes, and priorities took the field,
prepared to do legal, political, and legidlative battle.




Structural Approach

In the first section of our study, by way of background, we look at the national trend of
suburbanization and how this demographic shift has affected school politics. Simply, the United
States, over the previous fifty years, became a suburban nation. This growth of the suburbs and
related decline of cities|eft cities politically weak in relation to the suburbs and eroded the urban
tax base. Because the suburbs have both the votes and the money, urban schools are languishing
and unable to get the help they need to supplement their limited funds and solve other dire
problems. Thisis because state level politicians are beholden to suburban voters, many of whom
are apathetic and hostile to the cities.

The second section is devoted to a description of the political culture of the nine states
and an analysis of how each state’ sindividual cultureis reflected in education policy. We
demonstrate that, despite the common assertion that education policy is not linked to politics,
political culture has areal impact on how states approach education policy. For example,
traditionally progressive states are more bold in experimenting with reforms, while states with a
populist tradition evidence a greater level of popular participation in education politics.

The politics of finance reform is the focus of the third section of this study. Here we
discuss the different ways the states attempted to deal with restructuring the system of financing
schools. Urban school advocates have used state courts to challenge unequal financing systems.
Severa governors have attempted to centralize the financing system and provide more funding to
rural and property-poor suburbs. Maryland is the only state in our study that targeted increased
funds to achieve greater equity to acity during the course of our research. Even as court cases
increase, equalizing school finances has become a very unpopular issue.

Section four addresses the politics of charter schools. In examining the process behind
the passage of charter school legidlation in the states, we found that governors often championed
thismeasure. Teachers' unions, however, did not support charter schools, but they were forced
to compromise on the policy in almost every state. The business community has come out
strongly in favor of vouchers and charters, seeking what they described as market conditionsin
education. In many states, charter schools were ultimately adopted after voucher legislation
failed.




In the fifth section we examine city education regimes and their relationship to state
education regimes, looking at city mayors, community organizers, education advocates, teachers
unions, and the business community. In assessing the effectiveness of these urban groups, we
concluded they demonstrated a startling lack of influence on state politics. This absence of clout
was due to numerous constraints enumerated herein.

Throughout this report, we include information about specific states, individuals, and
organizations. These sidebars aim to expand on points within the chapters and provide details on

each state that are sometimes forgotten when trying to draw generalizations.




SUBURBANIZATION AND PUBLIC SCHOOLS

Our study of urban schools compares education politics and policymaking in nine states.
These states, California, Georgia, Illinois, Maryland, Michigan, Minnesota, New Jersey,
Pennsylvania, and Texas, experienced dramatic population shiftsin the past four decades that
created soaring suburban growth and population decline in center cities. This foundational
chapter explores the connection between national demographic shifts and the politics of
education. In many of the states we found the suburban demographic shift reflected in the party
shiftsin state legislatures and governors offices. Itsimpact on state school policiesis profound.

America has become a suburban nation. Between 1960 and 1995 the proportion of
people living outside central cities increased by fifteen percent (Oliver 1997). Additionally,
most of the economic growth of the 1980s and 90s occurred in the suburbs (Orfield 1997). The
suburbs became politically and economically dominant: in the 1990s sixty percent of the
population in 320 metropolitan areas lived in the suburbs and a mgjority of jobs were there as
well (Rusk 1995). Suburbs are now so large that many suburban officials and residents believe
they are autonomous entities, unconnected to their central cities. Garreau (1991) calls such
places "edge cities." In their denia of asocial or economic connection to the central city, edge
city residents have been typically unwilling to pay for city services such as schools and public

housing. This phenomenon has created extreme divisions between cities and suburbs.

The Effect of Suburbanization on Cities

American cities have suffered as a result of suburbanization. Regional polarization
created blighted central cities, decaying inner suburbs and new growth at the metropolitan fringe.
After World War 11, the White middle class began moving to the suburbs. Cities, however,
remained healthy until the 1960s when mandated school desegregation accelerated the White
suburban exodus. Business and commerce followed suit. With diminished tax bases the cities
declined, schools deteriorated, and crime rates rose. Poor African Americans, with few
employment opportunities, remained in the cities. A 1997 study by the U.S. Department of
Housing and Urban Development (HUD) looked at the demographic changes that cities faced.
One of the major findings was that:

10




poverty ratesin central cities rose steadily from 1970 to 1993, increasing by over
50 percent. Since 1993, the national poverty rate has fallen and there has been a
very dlight decline in the central city rate aswell. But in 1995, one of every five
central city residents was still living in poverty compared to less than one in every
ten suburban residents (HUD 1997, 32).

The concentration of poverty in cities continued to increase in northeastern and
midwestern cities (Orfield 1997). At the time of our study nearly every metropolitan regionin
the nation had a core of "dense poverty" (Orfield 1997, 2). The HUD study confirmed these
findings. For example, the report found “most of the jobs fueling metropolitan growth are being
created in the suburbs...the concentration of the poor within many urban areas has been
increasing. More than ten percent of al city residents live in census tracts with poverty rates of
40 percent or more” (HUD 1997, 5).

Cities that experience major population loss, have a high percentage of minorities, and an
average per capitaincomes of less than seventy percent of suburban income levels are called
"point of no return cities" by Rusk (1995). He identified twenty-four such citiesin the U.S,; five
of them, Chicago, Detroit, Philadelphia, Baltimore, and Newark, are major citiesin our case
study states. Moreover, the urban core of poverty and racial segregation has intensified. For
example, the HUD study found Philadel phialost 68,125 jobs between 1990 and 1995 while
60,991 jobs |eft Baltimore in the same period (HUD 1997).

According to Rusk, suburban growth is especially damaging to inelastic cities that cannot
expand their boundaries because of geographical or political obstacles (1995). Income inequality
between cities and their suburbsis especially significant in these cities where residents have
much lower incomes than their suburban counterparts. In Detroit and Cleveland, for example,
urban incomes are fifty-three percent of suburban incomes (Rusk 1995). Inelastic cites have
higher rates of poverty and segregation. Elastic cities tend to have more integrated metropolitan
areas are more economically successful (Rusk 1995). Inelastic cities are more prevalent in the
Northeast and Midwest, while citesin the South and the West are able to annex surrounding
suburbs, boosting their economies and integrating their socia institutions. The table below

shows the decline in middle and upper income families in the central cities.
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Distribution of Central City and Suburban Families by I ncome,
1969, 1979, and 1989 (in percent)

Low income Middleincome [High income
Year|Central |Suburbs |Central |Suburbs |Central |Suburbs
Cities Cities Cities

1969|20.2 14.5 59.9 60.6 199 24.9
1979|23.6 14.7 58.0 60.4 184 24.9
1989(24.5 14.0 57.6 60.4 17.8 25.7

Source: Reprinted from The State of the Cities, June 1997, 38, Washington D.C.: U.S. Department of Housing and
Urban Development, Census of Population and Housing.

Notes: Low-income families have incomes below the national 20™ percentile family income. Middle-income
families have incomes between the national 20™ and 80" family income percentiles. High-income families have
incomes above the national 80™ percentile family income.

The Political Ramifications of Suburbanization

The political consequences of suburbanization are hard to overstate. Most important is
that the suburbs gained political power at the state level while cities have lost influence. Thus,
the suburbs are the new locus of political power, representing over half of the American
population (Orfield 1997). Other ramifications include the economic connection between cities
and suburbs that have been largely ignored by suburban officials who are typically not concerned
with urban issues. An historical anti-city bias among suburban residents creates powerful
obstacles to regional solutions and coalition building between suburbs and cities. Moreover,
racism and classism have strengthened urban/suburban cleavages. Finally, centra cities tend to
vote Democratic while the suburbs lean Republican (Orfield 1997).

Anti-city sentiments are tied to racism as urban areas have minority concentrations.
Despite claims that African Americans and Latinos have also migrated to the suburbs, census
data shows minority population increases in the suburbs were marginal. In example, between
1980 and 1990 the minority population increased in both urban and suburban areas by only three
percent. Thereality isthat cities are still largely home to minority groups. By 1990, African

12




Americans and Latinos comprised thirty-six percent of the U.S. urban population and only
fourteen percent of the U.S. suburban population. In some states like New Jersey, these numbers
are more extreme as city populations are sixty-three percent minority while the suburbs are only
fifteen percent.

Table One shows urban and suburban African American populations have remained
relatively stable, although suburban African American populations did declinein Illinois and
New Jersey. Infive of these nine states, African American urban population percentages
increased slightly. Meanwhile the Latino suburban population increased in all nine states, albeit
at varying levels. In short, new suburban population growth is predominantly among White and

Latino populations.
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Table One. Percentages of African Americansand Latinosin Urban and Suburban Areas

for Each State, in 1980 and 1990.

STATE URBAN AREAS SUBURBAN AREAS
1980 1990 1980 1990
California- African American |12.27% 10.44% 5.08% 5.10%
Cadlifornia- Latino 20.99% 28.89% 18.43% 24.29%
Georgia- African American  |52.16% 51.93% 14.99% 19.32%
Georgia- Latino 1.37% 1.80% 1.18% 1.88%
Illinois - African American 33.99% 31.51% 6.05% 5.66%
[llinois - Latino 11.55% 15.29% 3.20% 4.51%
Maryland - African American |50.91% 52.15% 15.23% 18.48%
Maryland - Latino 0.95% 1.07% 1.83% 3.15%
Michigan - African American |43.07% 45.94% 3.89% 4.38%
Michigan - Latino 2.87% 3.81% 1.47% 1.67%
Minnesota - African American | 4.93% 7.28% 0.49% 1.03%
Minnesota - Latino 1.60% 2.35% 0.63% 0.93%
New Jersey - African 33.87% 35.49% 8.75% 8.62%
American
New Jersey - Latino 17.29% 27.98% 4.91% 6.24%
Pennsylvania - African 26.68% 27.83% 3.19% 3.40%
American
Pennsylvania - Latino 3.32% 5.38% 0.67% 0.93%
Texas -African American 17.67% 16.52% 5.39% 6.78%
Texas - Latino 26.83% 32.44% 13.78% 18.07%
USA - African American 22.19% 21.35% 6.00% 6.76%
USA - Latino 10.83% 14.79% 5.36% 7.56%

Source: United States Census, 1980 and 1990.

Suburbanization, by creating a physical separation between African American urban and

White suburban populations, has propelled White, middle class, suburban populations to
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electoral domination in state politics. Many observers and scholars consider suburbsto be
politically apathetic places where private life dominates and civic lifeis nearly non-existent
(Duany and Plater-Zybeck 1991). Wood (1959) termed this the "vacuum model of suburban
politics" caused by the economic and racial homogeneity of suburban populations, the lack of
political conflict, and the dearth of social problems. We believe this suburbanization has fueled
the national shift to conservatism. In example, in three of our case study states, Illinois,
Michigan, and Minnesota, conservative governors were elected by large suburban votes.

Racial Segregation

A major consequence of suburbanization is further segregation by race and income. In
the previous erarich and poor lived in separate neighborhoods within a municipality, but today
they are separated by municipal boundaries (Massey and Eggars 1993). Segregation isduein
part to the desire to create racially and economically homogeneous communities. Many of the
first suburban municipalities were created by the middle and upper classesto avoid the corrupt
and inefficient big city governments (Teaford 1979). Economic segregation persists, and
suburbs continue to use zoning laws and building codes to exclude |ow-income people from
moving into their towns (Plotkin 1991). By 1970, patterns of racial segregation created
predominantly African American central cities surrounded by largely White suburbs. Although,
as previoudly stated, there has been some African American suburbanization, the African
American suburbs, such as Camden, New Jersey, considered a suburb of Philadelphia, are
"simply poor, declining cities that happen to be located outside the city limits' (Massey and
Denton 1993, 69).

Residential segregation has been the principle cause of the problems facing urban African
Americans (Massey and Denton 1993). Thisisaworsening problem (Immergluck 1998).
Nationally, residential segregation declined from 1970 to 1990, but many older, northeastern and
midwestern cities remain highly segregated (Farley and Frey 1994). Jargowsky (1993) found
that African American ghettos (urban census tracts with poor, African Americans at the fortieth
percentile or higher) increased thirty-six percent between 1980 and 1990, and the physical size of
ghettos expanded as well. Ghetto expansion is caused by metropolitan labor markets that move
jobs to the suburbs and residential settlement patterns that enable the middle class to move to the

suburbs. African Americans thus remain the most segregated racial group in the United States

15




(Frey and Farley 1996). The socioeconomic problems facing inner city African Americans have
been closely linked to their segregation and spatial isolation (Immergluck 1998). According to
Massey and Denton, African American ghettos are responsible for the perpetuation of African
American poverty (1993).

Ghettos are the result of "well-defined institutional practices, private behaviors, and
public policies by which Whites sought to contain growing urban Black populations® (Massey
and Denton 1993, 10). Anti-African American sentiment among Whites remains salient. For the
most part, Whites have been unwilling to tolerate a high percentage of African Americansin
their neighborhoods (Massey and Denton 1993, 109). Racial prejudice has therefore shaped
geographic patterns of growth. White flight from the cities was partially the result of the quest
for a suburban home, safe neighborhoods and good schools, but racism is also a significant
reason. Often "good neighborhoods" and "good schools" are thinly veiled racist statements that
really mean "White neighborhoods" and "White schools."

There are, of course, regional differencesin segregation. In the Northeast and Midwest
there are few African Americansin towns or rural areas, whereas there are many African
Americansin rura areas of the South and Latinos are prevalent in southwestern towns (Rusk
1995). Smaller jurisdictions are typically organized to promote and protect uniformity rather
than diversity (Rusk 1995). This truism also applies to school districts which are more integrated
in the South than in the North and Midwest.

School Segregation

School segregation mirrors residential segregation. Hochschild (1985) points out that the
most progress toward desegregation was made between 1968 and 1972 with no progress since
1976. Schoolsin large central cities remain segregated and poor. Northeastern and midwestern
cities are characterized by shrinking urban school systems bordered by multiple suburban
districts. Racial isolation has been more pronounced in the North where half of all African
American students, as compared with one quarter in the South, have attended schools whose
populations were mostly made up of minorities (Hochschild 1985). Residential segregation of
African Americans and Whites has perpetuated a system of separate public schoolsin the North
and Midwest. Orfield, found that “ Schools are the first indicator and the most powerful
perpetuator of regional polarization, but this polarization ultimately begins and ends in regional
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housing markets’ (1997, 54). Public schools are more integrated in the South where large urban
systems have been integrated by court-ordered desegregation plans, and districts are countywide
thus linking the cities and suburbs (Rusk 1995).

Reform M ovements

The history of public education isahistory of racial politics. The Plessy v. Ferguson
(1896) decision, in which the United States Supreme Court stated that separate was equal, shaped
public education for over half acentury. Brown v. Board of Education (1954) overturned Plessy,
finding that separate was unequal and began an era of hopes of ending segregated schooling and
providing equal education to African Americans. In 1980, however, sixty-three percent of all
African American children were still attending predominantly minority schools and nationally
schools had become more segregated since the Brown decision (Orfield 1982).

Since the turn of the century education reform movements have been devoted to pursuing
one of two ideals often thought to be in conflict, excellence and equality. Prior to the 1960s, the
school reform movements were more effective in creating a two-tiered model of public education
than in generalizing excellence across school systems. Then, in the 1960s and 70s, in response
to the Brown decision, the federal government established broader equity goals for standards to
reach alarger segment of the population. The egalitarian movement of the 60s and 70s
challenged the status quo and fought to make equality the standard for school performance
(Bastian et a 1986). It fought for racial desegregation and improvement of inner city schools,
universal access to public education, and reformed systems of school governance. The
movement produced landmark legislation such as the Vocational Education Act of 1963, the
Economic Opportunities Act of 1964, the Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965, as
well as bilingual education acts. The education title acts created programs to redress inequities
in the school system. However, while these reforms extended inclusion, they also maintained
meritocratic structures and failed to transform education (Gittell 1980). In short, the reform era
shifted the system of public education from an "exclusive meritocracy" to an “inclusive
meritocracy” (Bastian et al 1986, 8).
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Excellence Versus Equity

In the 1990s “excellence” became the byword when discussing education reform, while
equity fell out of favor. Thisisreflected in the current emphasis on educational standards. Each
of the nine states in this study passed statewide academic standards. These states use
standardized test scores to identify schools where students are not learning the expected material.
At the time of our research, five of the states, California, Georgia, Illinois, Minnesota, and
Pennsylvania, were just beginning to implement new academic requirements. In 1998, for the
first time ever, students in Minnesota took a standardized test. Texas has the strongest standards
movement, and students are required to pass a statewide test in order to graduate. The Texas
testing system is two-tiered, with atest at tenth grade demonstrating high school proficiency and
another at twelfth grade test for college placement and school assessment. In Texas, a school
with low scores can lose its state accreditation or suffer financial sanctions. New Jersey also
requires proficiency tests for graduation while Minnesota and Maryland have planned to do so.
In Maryland, under-performing schools could be subject to governance reform. Other states,
meanwhile, reward high test scores with financial bonuses or other incentives.

Critics have found these standardized tests punish the children most in peril. Asthereisa
strong correl ation between low test scores and racial minority classification, some cal the tests
racist (Keleher et al 1999). The implementation of a standards law is difficult for schools that
usually produce low scores in the new program (Olson 1999). Texas ameliorated this problem
by making the standards lower at first and then raising the bar each year. Still, therewas a
lawsuit (ultimately unsuccessful) against the tests on the basis that minorities are not prepared for
them (Zehr 1999b). In 1999, after afive-year study, apresidential panel, the President’s
Advisory Commission on Educational Excellence for Hispanic Americans, found high-stakes
tests were unfair to Latinos (Zehr 1999a).

Critics of statewide standards also charge that teachers adapt by teaching the test,
devoting valuable time towards a questionable goal. Parents in Michigan, mostly in the suburbs
of Detroit, consider the proficiency test to be unfair and continue to boycott the tests. Parents
refused to let their children take the test in 1997, and again (though on a smaller scale) in 1998
(Viadero 1999).

The transformation of Americainto a suburban nation has taken a great toll on our cities,
our politics, and the national and state policy debates, specifically on education. The racial
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segregation resultant from White flight is mirrored in our schools. The poverty left in the wake
of these fleeing urban masses is often reflected in suburban vs. urban school inequities leaving
little hope of or chance for equality or excellence.
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POLITICAL CULTURE AND EDUCATION

Palitical Culturein State Politics

Political culture, as previoudly stated, isa set of attitudes towards government and
governmental actors and beliefs about the role of citizens in the public sector. Evidence of these
beliefs can be found in institutions and political behaviors. While none of the fifty states are
entirely homogenous and monolithic, distinct cultures are apparent between the states.
According to the history, economy, geography, and demographics of each state, there might be
fifty different political cultures (Patterson 1968). For example, Oklahoma was uniquely affected
by the dustbow! conditions of the 1930s, Texas is home to the oil industry, and Minnesota has a
high number of immigrants and their descendents from the Scandinavian countries. Each of
these states has a unique political culture as aresult of these circumstances. Using the regional
politics of the South as the context for his study, V. O. Key wrote the most important analysis of
state political culture (Key 1949). Although race was an overriding influence on the political
values and behavior in al of the states, Key analyzed the distinctive political attributes of each
state which, in turn, guide public policies. Thus, one can conclude the political culture of astate
constrains its policy agenda, and states establish public institutions according to cultural beliefs
that have varying capacities to solve social problems.

While al nine states have similar policy interests and regime structures, they are unique
in many ways. Each state developed different responses to demands for finance reform and
charter schools. Another school policy, the employment (or decision not to employ) high-stakes
testing, was dealt with differently by each state. An explanation for why states facing similar
challenges dealt with them in different ways can be found in each state’ s unique political culture.
In this section of our study we look at the political cultures of the nine states, demonstrating the
importance of political culture to education policy.

Studies of political culture in the states have been dominated by the theory of Daniel
Elazar who identified three basic attitudes or beliefs that originated on the eastern seaboard and
migrated west (Elazar 1984). In New England, Elazar found a“moralistic” political culture that
values public service and governmental solutionsto socia problems. The Mid-Atlantic states are
dominated by an “individualistic,” more laissez faire culture that uses government to protect

economic growth. In the South, a“traditionalistic” culture that is elitist and anti-government
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reinforces a non-participatory system of limited government. Elazar, in providing aframework
for analyzing differential state behavior, gave each state one of these descriptive labels according
to the dominant strain in its political culture.

Elazar’ s model, though oft cited, does have several weaknesses. It does not allow for a
peculiarly western political culture, only amix of strainsfrom the East. In fact, the western
states have unique circumstances of economics, immigration, and natural resources that affect
thelir political cultures (Ayers et a 1996; Limerick 2000). Several theorists have further detailed
the function of geography in creating specific regions. Savoie and Higgins note the role of the
American frontier in the creation of regional politics and contend: “ The presence of the frontier,
its nature, and the relentless way in which it was pushed steadily westward, molded the
American Character and shaped American civilization. In politics and socia life, the frontier -
the West - was marked by a certain radicalism, which neatly counterbal ance the conservatism of
the East” (Higgins and Savoie 1997, 188). Asfor the Midwest, states |ocated therein are
purported to have “strikingly different political cultures” (Rom 1988). In addition, some have
suggested that certain states such as Oklahoma may have been miscast by Elazar (Stein and Hill
1993). Furthermore, recent migrations and technological advances may render Elazar’s model
outdated as political cultureisfluid and subject to change. For example, in the United States,
recent popul ation movements have been southward and westward, migrants bringing with them
their political beliefs.

Three specific political attitudes are most important to education policy (Gittell 1986;
McDonnell and McLaughlin 1982). First, some states are more “progressive’ than others.
These progressive states have a tradition of policy experimentation and a history of tolerance for
redistributive policy. In education, such states may be more likely to address finance inequity
and more aggressive in attempts to improve schools. Second, some states are more participatory
and have traditions of promoting civic involvement in public questions. Other participatory
states have a high voter turnout rate and/or put policy ideasto direct election. Third, some states
have “localistic” culturesin which local autonomy is valued and intervention from the state
capital resented. In education, state localism is afactor in the development of locally based
charter schools. The nine states studied herein all exhibit varying degrees of these political

characteristics.
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California: Openly Contested Progressivism

Cdliforniaisthe only western state in our study, and it represents all aspects of a
particularly western political culture. With itslarge size, varied geography, and diverse
population, California shares traits with all the western states. Patricia Nelson Limerick and
others posit that the west has a unique and distinct history as aregion (Ayerset a 1996). The
scarcity of water, the abundance of federal land and open space, the proximity of Mexico, and
the presence of Mexican-Americans are some of the many differences separating the West from
the East. Indeed, much of California s political culture can be attributed to these western traits.
Clearly, because of federal intervention and policy-making in areas of water and resource
allocation, infrastructure, and immigration, there is an increased awareness of the role of the
government and its goal of protecting the public good.

Two different cultural cleavages exist between northern and southern California that
often lead to regional political conflict (Wolfinger 1969). Left-leaning Democrats are most
successful in the north while right-wing Republicans usually have strength in the south. The far
right has been politically successful in Orange County and San Diego as have the racist and
classist White business elites who have dominated policy making in Los Angeles (Davis 1992).
In the north, San Francisco, a headquarters for banking, finance, and industry, is a contrast to
L.A. San Franciso is described as having atradition of pro-business, pro-economic growth
policies which has allowed for occasional progressive victories (DelLeon 1992).

A second division is created by the difference between coastal and inland regions of
California. The coast isurban and industrial, while inland regions are rural and agricultural.
Since the 1970s, some observers have seen this division reflected in politics and culture. They
note that “coastal California, the big population gainer in the 1970s, tends toward cultura
liberalism. But the big growth area of the 1980s [the inland region] has attracted cultural
conservatives’ (Barone and Ujifusa 1994, 76). This political regionalism is not without irony: In
earlier times the coast had the wealthy Republicans, while Democratic farmers and laborers lived
inland.

California has more populist civic institutions than most states. These include initiative,
referendum, and recall. Californians are therefore accustomed to voting approval or disapproval
of both policies and politicians. The state also has a high voter turnout rate, and minority voting

has been on the rise. State residents are often organized into clubs and groups and lobby on
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particular issues. San Francisco is described as hyper-pluralist meaning that social diversity
causes fragmentation into a multitude of specialized, small interest groups (DeL eon 1992).
Amalgamations of these different groups campaign for each ballot proposition or recall effort. In
short, all sides of the political spectrum are fairly well organized, although some have more
resources than others. Further, Californians have comparatively open policymaking at the state
level. There are sunshine laws and lobby restrictions that make the political process public.
Cdlifornia has been deemed a strong interest group state with business and agriculture having the
most influence (Syer 1987). However both Davis and Deleon find that business domination of
local governments occur within this populist tradition (1992; 1992). Thisleaves one to wonder if
amore elitist reality lies behind the state’ s rhetoric and institutional arrangements.

Many scholars agree with Charles Bell that Californians are traditionally supportive of
government. Bell citesthe large number of initiative measures on the ballot of every election
and concludes from poll data that “not only do the state’s citizens voice support for most state
programs, but in most cases they are also willing to spend more money on these programs’

(Bell 1984, 38-39). He argues the Proposition 13 tax revolt of 1978, which repealed some
property taxes, was only an expression of exasperation with politicians and not arejection of
government programs. California has produced many national progressive political leaders and
quality-of-life issues run strong and sometimes win in California. Y et quality-of-life policies
like environmentalism are perceived by working-class voters to decrease jobs. Therefore, there
isusually political support for moderate pro-economic growth politicians who work with the
business elite. Every election and policy is contested from all sides with the far right
maintaining a stronghold in California.

Cdlifornia’s central state government seemsto be strongly accepted by localities. The
state government is enormous, matching the size of California s population and economy. Most
cities, having only councils and supervisors, do not elect an executive. State-level politicians are
professional, represent large districts, and are given large budgets for research and staff
(Bell 1984). Additionally, the state’s large metropolitan areas are accustomed to working across
city lines at the regional and state level on problems of transportation and air pollution. The
political culture of professional big government thus suggests state-level policy decisions will

often be implemented without incident.
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This culture of “hotly contested progressivism” is evident in California education politics.
California government institutions, including the education system, tend to be organized
vertically by issue area. A strong tradition of commission-based government has kept education
and other policy areas at arms length from local and state politicians. Local school districts are
completely unconnected to the municipalities they encompass both in terms of governance and
finance. Not only isthere little interaction between local government and school officials, but
there are few informal links through party politics as school board elections are officialy
nonpartisan. Also, since the passage of Proposition 13, virtually all funds for education are
allocated by the state, regardless of whether they originate as local property taxes. This
statewide funding plan has not necessarily helped the urban schools that have higher costs.
Further, the state system of “Revenue Limit Financing” obviates the need for local school budget
votes, once a focus of local organizing that induced interaction between local politicians and
school officials.

The influence of conservatives from growing suburban regions and southern Californiais
apparent in education politics, especialy in the area of charter school politics. The current
governor, Gray Davis (D), has the authority to place new issues on the education agenda,
however, education policy-making power clearly resides within the education committee of the
state senate. Additionally, the state superintendent is an elected official and not a gubernatorial
appointee. At the time of our research, the Californialegislature reflected atilt in power towards
conservative suburbanites, and the governor (Pete Wilson) was a conservative Republican. This
was not always so; in the 1970s the legislature had a Democratic majority and urban education
was a priority. However, in the past fifteen years, Republicans, who tend to favor programs that
benefit suburban schools, gained power in state politics. In example, in 1996 when the
Republicans won a magjority in the assembly, they formed a coalition with those Democrats who
supported charter schools. The education committee of the state senate, however, was controlled
by Democrats strongly identified with the teachers’ unions and less supportive of the charter
school movement.

The open structure of policymaking in Californiais apparent when studying education.
The education committee passed severa pieces of legislation, such as charter schools,
independent of the reigning coalitions. The dominant coalition is comprised of the California
Federation of Teachers, the California Education Association, the California Association of
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School Boards, the California Association of Superintendents, and the various professional
associations. Other independent actors, such as the California State University Center for
Education Reform, entered the arena on specific bills but have limited political power. Los
Angeles Democrats continued to be a mainstay of the Democratic caucus, but power in the
legislature, as earlier stated, has shifted toward the rural and suburban areas. The suburban
swing districts, like the assembly district encompassing Pasadena that recently turned
Democratic, have become the focus of both parties and therefore pushed the agendain a
suburban direction. Many cities have lost a voice within the caucus as their reliably Democratic
districts can no longer outlast the others and move into leadership in an era of term Iimits.III In
addition, the open structure of California politics alowed business to influence the expansion of
charter laws.

In sum, California’s political cultureisaone of centralized contested progressivism,
influenced (like many other states) by suburbanization. This cultureis clearly reflected in the

education policy set forth by the state.

Georgia: Limited Gover nment

Georgia has a centralistic culture that is neither populist nor progressive. Many
Georgians hold abelief in minimal government. Thisis a state of the Deep South with a history
of the elite-ruled, one-party politics (Key 1949). Y et there has been some departure from
tradition as recent statewide el ections have had candidates from both parties running
competitively and closely (Barone and Ujifusa 1994). Typically, leading Democrats are
moderate to conservative, and winning Republicans are not from the far right. Perhaps election
results are so close because candidates are saying the same thing. Indeed, many observers
concur that Georgia has a climate of “consensus politics.” Politicians and voters, for at least
twenty years, have agreed that government should focus on economic development policy.
Atlantais reflective of this stance as it has experienced tremendous growth, became a capital of
the South, and amajor American city. This growth, however, is not without its critics.

YUnder the new term limit law, al legidators are limited to two four-year terms. Term limits have increased the
importance of leadership-raised funds, but it is not clear what impact the new contribution limits will have on
sources of funds. The state has weak campaign contribution limits, but just passed two initiatives that will
dramatically tighten them. Both of the initiatives would greatly increase the need for strong organizations and for
candidates to establish name recognition prior to running.
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According to some sources, many new jobs have gone to White outsiders causing African
American populations to miss out on economic development (Orfield and Ashkinaze 1991). Yet
the consensus about these policy goals still holds. Stone’s study of Atlanta describes the African
American middle class as having had minimal engagement in decision making with the business
elite (Stone 1989). Thus, while experiencing two party politics, economic growth consensus till
dominates.

Amidst all this agreement, there are afew political cleavages. Economically and
geographically, the state is usually divided into three zones. Southern Georgiaisrural,
agricultural, and forested. Residentsin these parts are likely Southern Democrats or non-voters.
In central Georgiawe find the industrial cities of Atlanta, Macon, and Columbus whose
economic growth has attracted an influx of outsiders. Both parties are competitive in these
metropolitan areas, and conservative Republicans aswell as afew libera Democrats may be
found here. Rural sections of central Georgiainclude the cotton-growing region of the old
South. The north isan Appalachian mountain area where the White rural citizens vote
Republican in the anti-slavery, anti-Southern Democrat tradition of Lincoln. The political
cleavages are not necessarily along rural and urban lines as metropolitan Atlanta does not vote
much differently from the rest of the state according to one aggregate analysis
(Barone and Ujifusa 1994).

Differencesin voting patterns along racia lines do exist with African Americans strongly
affiliating with the Democratic party and Republicans appealing to some White cultural
conservatism. Resultant isthat the African American vote, organized since the civil rights
movement, isimportant to any election and courted by all Democrats that run statewide.
Notably, Maynard Jackson'’s election as the first African American mayor of Atlantais not
attributed to white progressivism, but instead is due “to their [Whites| departure from the city in
large numbers’ (Rutheiser 1996, 62). However, when Andrew Y oung, the former African
Americamayor of Atlanta, ran for governor in 1990 race was not an issue (Interview 1992).
Cleavages notwithstanding, in popular rhetoric Georgiais proud of modernizing and overcoming
racial hatred.

Georgia aso has a non-participatory political culture. Voting ratesin Georgiaare
consistently low, and many citizens have few expectations about participating in politics and
government. The non-participants, mostly rural, avoid exercising their civic rights and the shun
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corresponding responsibility. For example, they have feared being called to jury duty should
they register to vote (Hepburn 1984). Resultant is that the strongest and most active interest
groups that influence legidlation are business rel ated.

Progressive or post-material politics are not accepted in Georgia. Liberalismis
anathema, and politicians whose opponents can label them “liberal” are usually doomed to
defeat. Private property is broadly protected from regulation. One observer notes, “this
opposition [to regulation] extends to building codes, leash laws, and noise ordinances. It wells
up at the mention of zoning, that in some rural countiesis viewed as aform of socialism”
(Hepburn 1984, 182). As has been noted, the state and even the cities are devoted to economic
growth.

Interestingly, education, targeted for improvement and increased spending, may be an
exception to the typical focus on laissez-faire economic development. Since the sixties,
governors “have supported increased public spending for public education but have avoided class
politics while championing economic development” (Interview 1992). Any other major
gpending programs have come from federal grants or federal insistence such as improvementsin
public transportation and solid waste disposal.

Georgia's state government is relatively weak and reluctant to pass sweeping legislation
without strong support from the governor. This has contributed to the passage of weak charter
school legidation. Infact, Georgia sfirst charter school legislation is considered among the
weakest and most restrictive of all states. New charters required many approvals; resultant was
the establishment of very few new schools. At the time of our study only twenty-eight charter
schools were set up in the state. Georgia’ s tradition of small government, slow change, and
limited participation is thus reflected in its school reform efforts.

Overal, education politics in Georgia and Atlanta are not very participatory (Gittell
1980). In oneinstance, asingle legislator was able to impose his personal preferencesin charter
policy. Legidation wasinitiated in the 1997 session by Sen. Clay Land (R) that would
strengthen charter schools by allowing any private individual, private organization, or university
to establish acharter school. This bill was subsequently quashed largely due to the efforts of
Speaker Thomas B. Murphy. Heis said to be a great personal ally of the Georgia Association of
Educators (GAE), the second largest union in the state and a branch of the NEA. He has openly
stated that no charter school bill will have a hearing in the House while he is the Speaker
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(Interview 1997). Thislegidlative example and the foregoing analysis evince that Georgia's
centralistic, non-participatory culture of limited government is reflected in its education policy
(Cumming 1997).

[llinois: A Microcosm of American Political Culture

[llinois has been called a microcosm of the United States; its diversity prevents a generd
characterization of its political culture. It contains the third largest city in the nation as well as
smaller cities, towns, and farmlands. In terms of economics, Illinois has succeeded as a
marketplace where monetary freedom is guaranteed. On this point, regarding itslargest city, one
source reports, “ Chicago was established not by government but by markets; it has always been a
free enterprise city...” (Barone and Ujifusa 1994, 380). The facilitated rise of industry and
transportation produced a backlash of labor politics, government regulation, and populist
farmers. Consequently business groups are influential, and pro-marketplace policies are the
norm.

The northern half of the state is traditionally Republican, except for central Chicago, and
the southern half of the state is Democratic. There are industrial cities, such as Springfield and
East St. Louis, spread throughout the state. Resultant isthat Chicago is not the singular focus of
anti-urban sentiment. In severa countiesin central Illinois, over ten percent of residents are
African American, and in two counties in southern Illinois over twenty-five percent of residents
are African American (Kleppner 1988). The only large Latino population, however, isfound in
the Chicago area. Agricultural regions are spread throughout the state, often along the
Mississippi, Ohio, Wabash, and Illinois Rivers.

[llinois history is peppered with populist movements. The labor movement of the 1930s
was strong in Illinois. Chicago and the rest of Illinois have been the center of a political
advocacy movement based on community organization. Chicagoan Saul Alinsky developed a
successful model of community organization in neighborhoods that is emulated and continued
(Joravsky 1990). Organizing as an activity to demand attention from government has spread
throughout the state. One writer exclaims, “community organizations have put down roots in the
last fifteen yearsin the state’ s economically troubled farmlands and mid-sized cities’

(Frank 1990, 72). The populist tradition also extends to the farmers of Illinois. Overall, strong
party-based politics, growing out of machines, have increased voter turnout with statewide
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elections often close between the two parties. Governor Edgar first took office in 1990 with
fifty-one percent of the vote. In short, Illinois diversity leadsits officials to enact a panoply of
policies; it is neither particularly progressive, nor very anti-government.

The politics behind the various Chicago school reform efforts are certainly representative
of the state’ s pluralism and the influence of Chicago mayorsin state policy making. School
activists, business organizations, the Chicago mayor, and foundations were al part of the
extensive Chicago education reform process in 1988 (Gittell 1994). The subsequent school
reform of 1995 included the same cast of characters. Chicago city actors participate more
directly in Illinois state politics building on the tradition of strong mayors like the first Daley.
[llinois’ pro-business tradition is evident in the state government’ s responsiveness to their
interests. In addition, our interviews reveal ed that the Democratic political machine of Chicago
still influences education politics as the mayor asserts his authority over the budget. One
interviewee observed that the principal ships can be important patronage jobs for the mayor to
assign (Interview 1999). Perhaps not coincidentally, the current Mayor Daley regained some
control of the hiring of school principals under the 1995 school reform. Clearly both the
tradition of populism and historic Chicago Democratic machine politics are influential in

contemporary Illinois political culture and thus, education policy.

Maryland: Emerging Progressivity
Maryland, also not very participatory with a centralistic tradition, has become more
politically progressive in the last two decades. For example, in a 1989 poll of Maryland

residents of voting age asked about budget constraints on government programs, slightly more

respondents favored raising taxes over reducing services (IRSS 1989). Marylanders favor
government intervention on behalf of economic growth, business, and jobs. The city of
Baltimore followed these policies during the 1980s and redevel oped a downtown harbor tourist
shopping area at great expense while it continued to experience high rates of poverty and crime.
The state has a diverse economy that offers avariety of jobs that include: 27% service-rel ated,
26% in trade, 18.6% in government, and 10.4% in manufacturing (Lippincott and Thomas 1993).
Maryland’ s high number of government workers may, in part, explain the population’s great
appreciation for government programs and the state’ s provision of a high level of government

services. The state allows legidative itemsto be submitted for referendum, and citizens often
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take advantage of this opportunity. Progressivity is evidenced by recent voter approval of gun
control and abortion rights legislation. Moreover, there has been amgor environmental
movement focused on the Chesapeake Bay, polluted during recent periods of economic growth

and urban/suburban sprawl. The African-American vote was well organized during the civil

rights movement, and continues to be an influential force in elections (McDougall 1993). The
current governor, Glendening, is perhaps the most liberal of Maryland' s executive leaders.

Baltimore isthe cultural center for the state and the city from which most of the leading
statewide politicians hail. State politics are overwhelmingly Democratic except, on occasion, at
the presidential level. The Washington D.C. suburbs are very liberal and Democratic among
African Americans and Whites. Conversely, the rural areasin western Maryland and the Eastern
Shore are usually Republican. Meanwhile, the Baltimore metropolitan area often splitsracially
(and correspondingly urban/suburban), with Republican Whites and Democratic African
Americans (Barone and Ujifusa 1994). Baltimore experienced tremendous White flight during
the 1970s; left behind, in the wake of the suburban exodus, was a poor central city. By 1980 the
city had an African American majority (sixty percent) while the White suburbs had expanded
considerably (McDougall 1993). Fifteen percent of all Maryland residents live in Baltimore,
while sixty-five percent live in suburbs of Baltimore or Washington. In 1999, at twenty-eight
percent of the state population, Maryland has the most African-American residents outside of the
deep South or the District of Columbia (U.S. Census 1999).

The poalitics behind education finance reform reflect contemporary Maryland’ s politics
overall. Maryland wasthefirst state in our study that resolved its lawsuits over funding; it
appropriated more money for the troubled urban district in 1996. Initially, the Maryland
legislature created a Baltimore School Funding Bill in May of that year. Because thislegislation

was limited and provided for state takeovers with no local control, Mayor Schmoke convinced

Governor Glendening to veto the legislation (Waldron and Jensen 1996). In the end, the state
and the city worked out adeal for finance and governance in which Baltimore would receive
$254 million in extra state aid over five years. Under the new education plan, the reconstituted
schools are managed under joint powers whereby Mayor Schmoke and Governor Glendening
together appoint the special new board of directors. In exchange, the mayor agreed to end both
lawsuits (Miller 1998). The story of thislegislation confirms two ideas: First, that Maryland
politics are responsive to pleas for greater equity. Second, Baltimore has a strong positionin
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Maryland politics in which cooperative relations are enjoyed (Orr 1999). However, the history
of Baltimore's segregated political culture keeps community activists divided. Orr has

confirmed this: “[I]n the context of a declining central city such control [by African Americans
over the school system] isincreasingly dependent on resources not under their command. The

need for activating inter-group socia capital is questionable” (1999, 192).

Michigan: Participatory White Retrenchment

Michigan has a progressive tradition, especialy if its economy is booming. However, in
contrast to Maryland, this state has become less progressive. For much of its history Michigan
has been quite wealthy as compared to other states. Because it has been dominated by the
manufacturing of durable goods such as furniture and automobiles, Michigan’s economy is
accustomed to boom-and-bust industrial cycles. When business and the economy have been
good, tax revenues have funded expanding social programs. In example, Michigan had a
generous poor-relief program, General Assistance, that supplemented federal AFDC (Aid to
Families with Dependent Children). During times of economic downturn, however, government
programs have been cut. The state is expected to bail out industry and assist with economic
transition. Governors and state legislators, until recently, were quite moderate. The electoral
winds began to shift with along and severe recession that occurred during the early 1980s (Press
1986). Michigan voters responded and became more pessimistic. Correspondingly, throughout
the 1980s social services and state spending were cut, and, in a1992 budget battle, General
Assistance was completely eliminated. Thus, it would appear that government programs are
welcome only when industry revenue can pay for them asindividual Michigan families are
unwilling to foot the bill.

Political cleavagesin the state are usually defined along rural/urban lines putting Detroit
and southeastern Michigan in conflict with the rest of the state. The city of Detroit has alarge
African-American population and, depending on the state of the economy, often haslarge
numbers of people qualifying for poor relief. Postwar African-American migration to Detroit
from the South caused the flight of Whites, industry, and capital to the suburbs and other cities
(Hulaet al. 1994). However, although some of them remain White and very affluent, the
suburban counties surrounding Detroit are increasingly African American (Darden et al 1987).
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The Detroit region isthus easily vilified as it receives most of the state’s money and attention
and because of the strong racial cleavagesin politics.

Michigan also has a populist tradition. The state constitution allows the undertaking of
ballot initiatives and recall elections. Interest group politics are extensive with many different
citizen groups demonstrating in Lansing (the state capitol) on different issues. One analysis
reports, “Michigan’s citizenry has atradition of being attentive to policy events and following
them from avariety of perspectives. When sizable minorities believe that state officials are
unresponsive to their needs, or simply to their preferences, they often raise havoc in Lansing”
(Browne and VerBerg 1995, 22).

In education policy, we found examples of this tradition of citizen participation aswell as
the state’ s trends of tax reduction and anti-urbanism. 1n 1968, Gittell and Hollander considered
Detroit a highly participatory city in the development of school policy (Gittell and Hollander
1968). Michiganisthe only state in our study that passed major education finance reform,
fulfilled by Governor Engler’s promise of tax relief. One observer notes “ The Michigan Public
School Academy Act of 1993 (PA 362), when considered with the school finance reform passed
as acompanion bill, set in motion the most far-reaching, egalitarian restructuring of public
education in any state in the latter half of the twentieth century” (Vitullo-Martin 1998, 115).
This was accomplished through the lowering of property taxes while other taxes on sales,
tobacco, business property and others were raised (Vitullo-Martin 1998).

This school finance policy of statewide funding may seem more equitable than local-
based funding, but a funding plan based upon sales taxes can be regressive and inequitable. In
addition, the new funding plan does not include money for capital projects like building
improvement, but the state will guarantee local discounted bond issues. This means that the
poorest districts, that have the buildings in the worst condition, cannot afford renovation. The
Michigan Education Association (MEA) isthe “most powerful” and “by alarge margin the
wealthiest PAC [political action committee]” in the state (Vitullo-Martin 1998, 116). The MEA
charges that improvementsin equity have not been forthcoming and that existing funding was
simply “put into concrete” (Interview 1997). Moreover, because revenues from a salestax are
much |ess stable than those from a property tax, this plan could easily fall prey to economic
downturns. Since other districts could raise property taxes to make up the difference, without
exceeding a cap, thiswas aso unfair for poorer districts such as Detroit (Interview 1997).

32




Notably, Detroit’s K-12 enrollment was ninety percent African-American in 1995-96, and its
“total capital needs [were] estimated at $3 billion” (Johnston 1998b). Detroit passed a bond
issue in 1994, but projects have been held up by state reviews. Counties, rather than districts,
may also vote to raise extramill levies for schools under the law, but Detroit could never
convince greater Wayne County to raise property taxes. The overall result of the bill has been
that the wealthiest school districts, those in the suburbs, have been limited while the rural areas,
which have very low property values, have been helped the most. Resultant is that despite
having the lowest test scores and decades-long problems, funding to Detroit has remained the
same.

Michigan enacted a charter school law after afailed effort by the governor to pass
voucher legidation. Suburban resistance to vouchers, explained below, exemplifies the tradition
of anti-urban bias. The governor wanted vouchers but realized he could not fight the unions and
surmount a skeptical public. In 1995 the governor proposed school choice - that all public
school districts have open enrollment. This was defeated by Democrats and legislators from the
suburbs, suburbs with the better schools. One newspaper wrote that suburban Republicans
“often confuse choice with the forced busing threats of the 1960s and 70s” (Bray 1995, n.p.).
The obvious conclusion is that the suburbs created by 1960s White flight fear the urban (read
African American) students. While the proposal did not include any provision for transportation,
Republican legidlators “from suburban districts close to large urban areas, read that Grosse
Pointe, Birmingham, Farmington, Southfield, etc., -- are getting heat from thorny constituents
who don’t trust politicians who promise they won't ever bus kids across district lines once they
have [the legislation] up and running” (Waldmeir 1995, n.p.). A Michigan Education
Association representative said the same thing about the original voucher proposals: “choice fell
because the wealthy White Republican districts wanted to opt out of the state school system”
(Interview 1997). In essence, those with the best schools would like to keep them, and free-

market choice policy fell to protectionism. Participatory White entrenchment indeed.

Minnesota: Experimental Suburbanites

Minnesota has a highly participatory political culture and atradition of being a high-tax,
high-service state. It has been dominated by the politically liberal Democrat-Farmer-Labor Party
wielding influence and power in Minneapolis, St. Paul, and St. Louis County, “alarge areain the
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northeastern corner of the state that includes the port city of Duluth and the Iron Range, home of
the iron mining industry (Elazar et al 1999, 71). For much of its history, Minnesota s residents
have been Scandinavian immigrants and their descendants who have supported “cooperative
activity and bureaucratic socialism” (Barone and Ujifusa 1994, 679). Recently, however, the
state’ s participatory culture has made it possible for conservatives to gain power. Republican
Governor Carlson, although not from the far right and pro-choice on abortion, often made
concessions to the more extreme conservatives that had captured his party. Thenin 1998, an
independent candidate with some conservative views, Jesse Ventura, captured the governor’s
office. Venturafurther exemplifies the inclusive and participatory nature of politicsin
Minnesota. Beyond the governor’s office, another manifestation of Minnesota’s tradition of
policy activism can be seen in the willingness of legislators to tinker with existing welfare and
education policies; Minnesota reduced welfare programs and passed an educational choice plan.
Amidst all these conservative tendencies, Minnesota s legislature passed a health care plan that
raised taxes and covered the uninsured.

Minnesota' s suburbs have experienced tremendous growth, a phenomenon that cannot be
attributed to racism asin other states. Thisis because the state has so few minority residents;
Minnesota' s population is ninety-five percent White (Barone and Ujifusa 1994). Geopolitically,
southeast Minnesota is considered more conservative. Republicans also do well in wealthier
suburbs of St. Paul and Minneapolis.

Our education research found evidence supportive of this picture of Minnesota s political
culture. The state has a history of producing a highly educated workforce with good schools and
extensive higher education, and it was one of the first states willing to experiment with education
reform. The state’' sjourney toward charter schools began in 1985 with a plan for “ post-
secondary enrollment.” This means high school aged students could enroll in free college
courses for credit. The program continuestoday. Thisis essentially a subsidy for classes taken
outside the licensed secondary schools. Private colleges are not included, though this has been
proposed. 1n 1988 Minnesota moved to allow open enrollment of students across districts with
some limitations. For example, a school district could claim to be at full capacity and deny
enrollment to a student from another district. Minnesota’' s was “the first mandatory school-

choice program in the nation” (Elazar 1999, 177). This experimental attitude towards education
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reform (however conservativein cast it may be) is resultant from the state’ s collective
progressive mentality that searches for government solutions to public problems.

Minnesota' s pioneering experimentation is evident in its passage of the nation’ sfirst state
charter school law in 1991. In fact, the charter school concept originated with Joe Nationaa
professor at the University of Minnesota. Compared to other states the Minnesota law is strong,
but charter school advocates within Minnesota are not yet satisfied
(Minnesota Charter Schools Coalition 1997). Further, the subsequent 1997 omnibus education
bill included a major expansion of the original charter law. The cap on the number of schools
was lifted permitting a potentially unlimited number of charters. At the time of our research
Minnesota was the only state to allow private colleges and universities to start a charter school,
thus permitting public funds to go to private institutions. Since that time, several other states
have adopted similar policies. In addition, the state now provides some categorical funds for up
to eighty percent of a charter school’ s building and facility costs. Asof December 1997, twenty-
five charter schools were operating in Minnesota with six more approved and ten in
development. Statewide, there were approximately 2000 students enrolled in charter schools.
Nonprofits such as the Urban League and ACORN operate some charter schoolsin St. Paul.
Most of the other charter schools are in the Twin Cities metropolitan area, but there are others
scattered throughout the state. Charters schools have been cast as a*slow but unqualified
success’ (Elazar 1999, 177).

Minnesotans agree that school reform experimentation is consistent with their history of
progressivism. A representative from the school board association stated, “ education is about
ideas, not the suppression of ideas’ (Interview 1997). The representative felt that after an
experiment good policies should be kept and bad ones discarded. The pro-charter organizations
have tried to demonstrate the effectiveness of the policy while others have declared it afailure.

It is notable that the charter law was sold to the public as a progressive measure that would, in
theory, help the most desperate students. In practice, the charter schools created in Minnesota do
primarily serve the most needy students with supporters of charter schools often emphasizing
thisfact. According to the governor’s office, one-third of the charter schools serve “ at-risk”
children, and these are the types of chartersthat local school boards are most likely to approve
(Interview 1997). Six out of seven of the charter schools to be approved by the state board arein
urban areas with many intended to serve “at-risk” students (Monsour 1998).
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Thus, traditions of progressivism and populism combine in Minnesotato fuel
experiments with education reform. The reforms, some conservative, are a-typical from that in
many other states because of their disassociation with apparent racial motives. While the nature,
value, and success of the Minnesota s reforms are debatable, their overall design to help at-risk

children is not.

New Jersey: Exemplary Localism

New Jersey is a predominantly suburban state with a corresponding suburban political
culture concerned with quality-of-life issues, the reason many of its residents fled large cities
(Salmore and Salmore 1993). Voters want good schools, low taxes, low crime, and high
property values. It isaso astate that lacks amajor city to provide a center and afocus for media
and culture. In example, political campaigns purchase advertisements on New Y ork and
Philadel phia broadcast stations. The state also lacks one leading, widely read newspaper. In
short, the state is neither very populist nor often progressive, but it is very localistic.

Interestingly, while the state is politically dominated by the suburbs, it is one of the most
urban states in the nation. There are extremes of wealth and poverty, and the battle over school
funding reflects the suburban rich/urban poor dichotomy. New Jersey was found to contain four
of the eleven most distressed citiesin the United States (Lindsay 1998). Camden, where half of
the children live in poverty, has the nation’ s fifth highest poverty rate. New Jersey schools are
also among the most segregated: minorities almost exclusively attend city schools while Whites
fill suburban schools. For example, in the 1995-96 school year, out of atotal enrollment of 628,
there were only three White children in Newark’s pre-kindergarten program (Lindsay 1998).

Overdl, New Jersey is diverse and as earlier stated, locally oriented. Its population
includes a high percentage of minorities, including African Americans and Latinos. Residents
settle in neighborhoods and towns ethnically friendly to them resulting in afactitious state
culture. New Jersey citizens were found to express more enthusiasm for local governments than
for the state government (Moakley 1993). It was also found that New Jersey residents could
identify politicians from other states more easily than those from their own. However given the
statewide tax revolt of 1990, as well as the elections of 1991 and 1993 in which the state unified
against Governor Florio, this may be changing. Also, Governor Whitman gained nationa
attention as a moderate Republican with national political aspirations. These aspirations were
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realized in her appointment to head the United States Environmental Protection Agency under
President George W. Bush. Popular issue-based convergence and national attention could forge
more of a statewide identity.

Voter turnout rates are low in the state; New Jersey ranks thirty-third in a survey of
states' electoral activity between 1994 and 1997 (Gray et al 1999). Historically, New Jersey was
run by machine politics and there was significant corruption. The corruption was most prevalent
in the cities, particularly in those that were impoverished. In recent years, due to the public
financing of gubernatorial campaigns, New Jersey politicians are becoming known statewide
through television advertisements.

Notably, the public has the capacity to influence policy but rarely chooses to do so.
Resultant is aminimally obtrusive state government passing new programs only when demanded
by public opinion. For example, in 1994 after a high-profile case of child sexual abuse and
murder prompted public outcry, Megan’s Law requiring public notification about convicted sex
offenders went into effect. Similarly, Governor Florio’s 1990 sales and income tax increases,
intended to strive toward greater equity in school funding as the state courts dictated, mobilized a
public opinion forcing the dilution of the proposal. Florio and statehouse Democrats also lost
their seats as aresult of the tax revolt. Moakley, in 1984, did not consider New Jersey to be an
interest group state. More contemporary anaysis, however, has found New Jersey interest
groups classified as complementary. That is groups “tend to work in conjunction with or are
constrained by other aspects of the political system” (Thomas and Hrebenar 1999, 137).

New Jersey’ s suburban character, with its many voters who are highly educated
professional s seeking to improve their quality of life, lends the state a degree of progressivismin
certain areas. New Jersey elections therefore revolve around quality-of-life issues as suburban
residents understand it: environmental protection, steadfastness against crime, and good local
schools that will help their children achieve (Salmore and Salmore 1993). Programs are
supported to produce widespread benefits and businesslike exchange of feesfor services are
expected. New Jerseyans continue to punish politicians because of taxes. A Star-
Ledger/Eagleton poll concluded that Governor Whitman received her lowest positive job
performance rating from those who said their property taxes increased significantly (27%),

compared to those who said they went up alittle (61%), or have stayed the same (65%) (National
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Network of State Polls 1997). The suburban preoccupation over tax rates clearly limits the
progressivism of the state’s palitics.

The long conflict over school finance reform in New Jersey is an example of the state’s
localized, suburban culture. The state refused to assist urban areas by providing afunding
scheme which would bring urban school budgets to the same high levels as those of suburban
schools.In New Jersey, the courts and the politicians argued for decades over defining finance
equity as the concept of equity was strongly resisted by politicians and the public. Finaly, in
1998, the state supreme court “affirmed earlier rulings that ordered the state to assure that the 28
urban districtsinvolved in the court case spend as much per pupil as the state's highest-spending
suburbs’ (Hendrie 1998). Clearly, most of the individual districtsin New Jersey, being suburban
and relatively wealthy, are protective of their schools. They are unwilling to assist the urban
areas within the state. Further, charter schools are succeeding in New Jersey as alocalized,
suburban school reform that rewards entrepreneurship and market allocations. The dominance of
suburbs and the prevailing anti-city culture drive the debate and prevent urban school reform
from receiving attention from the policy agenda, state government, and community

organizations.

Pennsylvania: Economic Liberalism

The dominant political stance in Pennsylvania may be described as a rare combination of
cultural conservatism and economic liberalism. It islocalistic, moderately participatory, and
occasionally progressive. For example, former Democratic Governor Bob Casey initiated many
expensive projects that could be termed progressive, e.g., environmental cleanup, but he was pro-
life on abortion. Indeed, Pennsylvania anti-abortion groups are well-organized, national leaders
of cultural conservatism. Meanwhile, at the time of our research, half of the state budget was
allocated to education, and during a monetary crisisin 1991, basic education received its largest
increase in funding ever in a demonstration of fiscal liberalism (Crotty 1993). Nonetheless, we
believe we have witnessed areversal of Pennsylvania s socia liberal tradition. In fact, in the
spring of 1998, the state legislature refused to bail out the city of Philadel phia which had accrued
asizable budget deficit.

Pennsylvaniais a diverse state where election results can wildly swing either direction.
For instance, in aspecial U.S. Senate race in 1991 the state elected aliberal Democrat over a
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well-known former governor only to replace him three years later with afar-right Republican.
Historically, strong political party organization is characteristic of Pennsylvania. For many
decades, and even today in some areas, the strong party system assisted a closed machine-style
of politics and effectively shut out challengers to established power (Nossiff 1995). While
localities might be dominated by a single party machine, statewide elections usually have been
very close. At the time of our research, the victories of Republican Governor Ridge and Senator
Santorum, as well as GOP control of both houses of the state legislature, evidenced a continuing
trend of increasing Republican strength.

In general, state policy has followed a corporate-friendly tradition of attracting jobs and
development. Philadelphia has been termed the “Private City” in reference to atradition of
domination by private businessinterests (Warner 1987). At the same time, Pennsylvania unions
have been strong and politically organized in thisindustrial state. Asin other states, union
strength in education has recently been challenged by demands for vouchers and charter schools.

Whether agricultural, industrial, or mountainous, the regions of Pennsylvania are very
distinct. These variances often produce political cleavages arguably contributing to the low level
of state-level grassroots activity. In Philadelphiawe found a high number of local advocacy
groups, but we could not find evidence that these groups attempted to influence state policy. Not
unlike New Jersey, Pennsylvania has avery localistic political culture. Toillustrate this point,
the state has the second highest number of local governmental unitsin the nation. One study
characterizes Pennsylvania as having considerable power (Crotty 1993). There are regional
loyalties to Pittsburgh, Philadel phia, Lancaster, and other areas and little common sympathy
towards the rest of the state.

In the area of education politics, we found that the cities did not cooperate with each
other. Community activists found it difficult to maintain coalitions across Philadel phia and
statewide. Indeed, Philadel phia and Pittsburgh each go it alone. The state legislature was not
highly regarded by citizens or lobbyists. Thisall netted low interest group activity in state
education policy. Both unions and businesses reported avoiding state-level lobbying in order to
focus on federal policy in Washington (Crotty 1993). Severa interviewees from community
groups expressed disgust with the slow pace of change in Harrisburg. Thus, while education
politics could be said to benefit from the state’s senior progressives, localism and regionalism

counterbal ance those values.
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Texas: Pro-Business I ndividualism

Power in Texas is more dependent on the individual and his or her connections rather
than on any organizational affiliation. In short, decisions are made behind closed doors. Texas
IS neither very participatory nor progressive and also has alocalistic culture. In Texas,
government is expected to abide by a policy of non-intervention, it is dominated by free market
enthusiasm. In example, thereislittle regulation and no corporate income tax. Politics are
dominated by an “ Establishment” of business leaders who have influence over policymaking
(Davidson 1990). These “Establishment” members are largely drawn from the oil, trucking, and
electronicsindustries. In fact, many Texas politicians are themselves successful businessmen.
This group of elites, however, isnot closed in the usual southern way; outsiders and the newly
wealthy can earn respect.

Many sources identify the overall political climate of Texas as conservative. This
categorization is disputed vigorously by one observer. Historically most statewide electionsin
Texas were won by conservative Democrats and Republicans. Y et Chandler Davidson argues
that Texas is no more conservative in political outlook than the rest of the country and that most
elections are close (Davidson 1990). A liberal wing of the Democratic Party occasionally wins
office as evidenced by the election of Governor Ann Richards. She was replaced, however, by
then conservative governor, now president, George W. Bush. Also afactor isthe religious right,
clearly active in Texas politics. Many Texas millionaires such as H.L. Hunt have donated great
sums of money to far right causes (Davidson 1990). One observation indicates that Texas
“seems to lean Republican in times of economic trouble and Democratic in prosperity”

(Barone and Ujifusa 1994, 1204). San Antonio, Austin, and the border areas are Democratic
strongholds, the rural areas are culturally conservative and now vote Republican, and Houston
and Dallas-Fort Worth are closely contested but also often go Republican. Clearly, the size and
diversity of Texasisreflected inits politica culture.

Widespread participation in politicsis not the normin Texas. In fact, voter turnout rates
are very low compared to the national figures, and Texas often ranks at the bottom of the list of

state turnout for presidential elections (Day and Gaither 2000). Off-year elections and local
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races have even more dismal rates of voter participation. One explanation for low voter turnout
in Texasisthe lack of organized groups that link people to politics and encourage participation.

As explained in a subsequent chapter of this study, the Industrial Areas Foundation (IAF)
isthe only education advocacy group with any sizable influencein Texas. Labor unions are few
and weak, and political parties are often “labels under which contesting politicians construct
personal organizations rather than grassroots structures that maintain lasting contact with voters’
(Champagne and Collis 1984, 141). In fact, in education, there are four weak unions all
competing for membership dividing the power of teachers asawhole. Moreover, the
establishment-led, personal politics of Texas political cultureis evident in education policy
research. Asoneinterviewee said, “There is no monolith. No grand controlling force. Itisthe
strength of individuals. Education isacomplicated arena, so you have people who develop
expertise. There' s atop echelon that has assumed responsibility. Informally and formally. ...It's
the same group of people making al the decisions” (Interview 1997). Another remarked, “It is
characteristic of Texas politics that there is no open conflict” (Interview 1997 ).

When compared to other states Texas again appears at the bottom of the list for quantity
of social servicesdelivered. Historically, the state islow in per-pupil educational expenditures
and has among the smallest welfare payments despite a high rate of poverty. Furthermore, Texas
has been listed as having the highest percentage of people without health insurance
(Barone and Ujifusa 1994).

The Texas picture is not totally one-sided, however, and there have been signs of possible
changesto come. Progressive politicians such as Ralph W. Y arborough, Barbara Jordan, and
Jim Hightower have won office and national recognition. Thisillustrates that progressivismis,
at aminimum, part of the political debate in Texas. Industrialization, urbanization, and
increasing numbers of racial minorities who are (slightly) better organized politically are all
having an impact. Texas has also become much more urban and much more suburban with a
total of twenty-five metropolitan areas defined by the U.S. Census. Notably, Latino and African
American voters, often the most impoverished, have grown in number and can sway elections.

School finance reform in Texas provides an example of the influence of business on
policy and the general anti-tax, anti-government bias. The most recent legislation that could
have impacted educational equity was the governor’s Property Tax Cut Act of 1997. It likely
would have changed the way education funding was raised, perhaps making it more equitable.
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Asthe act might have led to an increased sales tax, businesses bitterly opposed it. The plan aso
failed to win the support of the Christian right wing of the Republican party due to suspicions
that it would centralize taxation and give more power to the Texas Education Association
(Beinart 1998). Inthe end, only a very minor reform was passed. Lawmakers instead voted to
increase the state mandated residential property tax exemption, effectively cutting property taxes
dlightly. So, when tax reform was proposed in the name of education, it instead resulted in atax
cut and less money for schools.

As explained above, some literature on Texas state political culture portrays Texan
politicians as moderate in ideology, but the Christian right is a new and important influence that
has disrupted this moderate tendency. The groups active in this state include: the Christian
Cadlition, the Eagle Forum, Citizens for Excellence in Education, and Women for America. The
Eagle Forum, an organization whose motto is “ Progress through the preservation of traditional
values,” frequently testifies before the State Board of Education. Austin, Houston, and San
Antonio all have strong chapters of the Christian Coalition. In the suburbs one sees more
activity from the Excellence in Education group. These organizations control the State Board of
Education and many local school boards. The main educational issues of the religiousright in
Texas, and throughout the country, are curriculum reform and loca control (Interview 1996). In
Texas, thereligious right is also very much against the school-to-work initiative that is seen as an
effort by big business and the federal government to become too involved in local concerns.

The institutional structure of education in Texas aso reflects the state’ s political culture.
The central state government of Texasis big and in some ways dominates the local governments;
thisistrue in the realm of education. Education was substantially decentralized in 1995, but the
state board of education still has a great deal of power. The cities do not have leaders to
articulate their interests. Mayors and city councils have no formal control over education and
rarely take a public stance on an education issue. Most advocacy groups do not work on the
behalf of urban areas because the poor and minority populations are spread across a region, not
concentrated in cities. In sum, according to one observer, “ There' s not alot of organized
constituency to impact at city and state level” (Interview 1997).
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Conclusion: Palitical Culturein Education Palitics

Certainly, demographics, suburbanization, and other national trends have led to shiftsin
the education regimes and agendas in most of the statesin this study. In each of the states, race
underlies the conflicts between suburban and city politics, the influence of which cannot be
underestimated. This underlying factor notwithstanding, each state also has unique education
politics, participants, and policy outcomes. The differences are due, in part, to state political
culturesin the realm of education. Our research found traditionally progressive states have
experimented more boldly with charter schools or finance reform. Similarly, states with a
populist tradition have greater participation in education politics. Meanwhile, localistic states
wrestle with issues of standards and governance. In each of the states, race underlies the issue of
suburban vs. city politics, and that cannot be underestimated in influencing much of what matters

in setting the education agenda.
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EDUCATION FINANCE REFORM IN NINE STATES

Throughout America’s history, we have struggled to achieve equity and excellence in
education. Should schools have the same financia resources and educational outputs regardless
of the wealth of the community? Or isthis a utopian dream, and instead, should some schools
provide an exceptional education for some students? Unequal state aid to schools remains the
most fundamental equity issue in this country. Huge gaps between urban and suburban spending
still exist in some of the biggest states, and the segregation resulting from suburbani zation
permits these discrepancies to exist with a minimum of public protest. Wealthy districts are
simply not committed to redistributive taxation to help the cities while anti-city biases of state
legislatures, who respond to their major supportersin suburban districts, result in underfunded
city schools.

The fact that educational equity is clearly needed to maintain avital democratic society
seems to have been forgotten in many states. Education Week ranked al the states according to

their distribution of resources and found most were highly inequitable (1999).

Table Two. Education Week’s State by State Evaluation of Financial Equity
1997 1998 1999

CA D ? C
GA B C B-
IL C- D D
MD A- C C+
Ml B D+* C
MN B- C+ C
NJ D+ ? C
PA C+ C- C-
X D C C

The D+ for equity reflects the last year of data under a
now-defunct school finance system. New information was
not yet available.




During the course of our study, we observed two methods of dealing with school finance
equity: one was through state supreme court challenges of the system of financing schools and
the other was through political initiatives by the governorsin the states. Asreflected in their
stakeholders and intended outcomes, these two means of reforming school finances are very
different. Usually, the legal charge for reform was led by city or rural advocates and school
districts while the legidative method was often championed by Republican governors who
sought to improve financesin rural and poor suburbs.

Legal Challenges

Since 1971, beginning with a California court case, financia inequities in education have
been challenged in state courts. This differential between rich and poor districts has been the
basis for court casesin nearly half the statesin the last decade. Notably, many state constitutions
contain provisions requiring all children be provided with an equal and adequate education.
State constitutions typically mandate education be provided in a“free’, “uniform”, “efficient”,
“thorough”, “ample’ or “basic” way (Augenblick 1998). Although most cases brought in the
1970s sought to address only financial inequality under states' equal protection clauses, more
recent cases have used these same constitutional requirements to challenge other inequities such
as equipment, and teaching, as a part of the adequacy concept. The adequacy arguments also
alow reformers to include governance and restructuring as areas for court review and possible
reform. Pursuing litigation as a means to reform may prove advantageousin forcing a
recalcitrant legislature to action and in providing an impetus for necessary tax increases or re-
formulations. However, if the court disregards political realities, legislative action and
implementation islikely not to occur (Gittell 1998).

In four of the nine states we researched, Pennsylvania, New Jersey, Maryland, and
Minnesota, city activists and poor school districts challenged the system of funding schoolsin
the courts during the course of the study. Plaintiffs from under-funded school districtsin rural
and urban areas brought their cases before the state supreme courts and claimed that the lack of
financial equity in their states was aviolation of the state constitution. In Pennsylvania, three
cases on the behalf of the city of Philadelphia and one case brought by the rural schools were
considered during the course of this study. Asof January 1999, Philadel phia and the rural areas
were all appealing unfavorable decisions that occurred in 1998. As previously noted, the New
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Jersey the courts have been involved in financial equity since 1970. At the conclusion of our
research in January of 1998 there were two school finance cases before the New Jersey state
supreme court - one on behalf of city schools and the other on behalf of rural school districts. In
Minnesota, there were two financial equity court cases - one on behalf of Minneapolis and the
other on behalf of St. Paul. In Maryland, Baltimore filed a case against the state in 1995, but the
case was dropped as aresult of a compromise agreement worked out between the state and the
city.
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New Jersey in Depth

A Brief Summary of New Jer sey Finance Reform

The Robinson v. Cahill suit of 1970 set the tone for the state’s school financing debate for
the subsequent twenty-seven years. The case presented the argument that funding schools
through property taxes discriminates against property-poor city districts, and the resulting
fiscal digparities create achievement gaps between city and suburban public school students.
In 1973 the state supreme court agreed with this reasoning, but the legislature resisted the
order to change school funding formulas. In 1976 the court closed public schools for afew
days to force the legidlature to pass an income tax to pay for the school funding plan. Since
then, city districts have gone to the state supreme court three more times seeking additional
spending, and the court has ruled in their favor each time finding the existing funding
system to be unconstitutional. In response, the state has injected millions of dollars into city
school districts; in recent years they spent about ninety percent as much as the wealthy
districts. The fourth supreme court decision of May 1997 mandated that the twenty-eight
specia needs districts must receive state funds to allow them to raise per-pupil spending to
match that of the richest districts-$8,200 (Lindsay 1997). New Jersey spends about one-
third of its budget on education.

The Education Law Center (ELC)

The Education Law Center (ELC) is a not-for-profit organization founded in 1973
and is the only non profit law firm in New Jersey specidizing in education law.
Through their Education and Reform Accountability Project, the ELC has promoted
state accountability toward city public schools. Their landmark litigation of Abbott
v. Burke established a national precedent for education reform and fiscal equity.
The ELC asserted that New Jersey failed to remedy the disparities between wealthy
and poor school districts. Assistant Director Steve Bloc held that “the goal of this
right-wing state government, as outlined under the Whitman plan, is to totally
undermine and devastate what remains of public education in order to make way for
exclusionary private schools, using vouchers as advanced charter school
legidation...such privatization would provide an immense number of money
opportunities to those who could afford to play a role in the construction,
administration, and oversight of the private schools’ (Interview 1996). The ELC
faulted the media for treating the governor with kid gloves. According to Bloc, a
Star Ledger reporter made the off-the-record comment to him that the paper presents
Whitman in a more positive light than is necessary (Interview 1996). The ELC has
a working relationship with several other community and advocacy organizations
including the Garden State Codlition, the Peoples’ Organization For Progress, the
Urban Parents Educational Institute, and the Parent Educational Network. The
ELC's twenty-eight year court battle ended May 21, 1998 with the court’s
unanimous decision to endorse the Whitman administration’s plan to improve city
schools without court specified spending (Preston 1998). At the same time the court
affirmed earlier rulings that “ordered the state to assure that the 28 urban districts
involved in the court case spend as much per pupil as the state’s highest-spending
suburbs’ (Hendrie 1998, n.p.).
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New Jersey in Depth

New Jersey Finance Reform - A Legidative TimeLine

February 1981 - The Education Law Center, a public interest law firm, filed Abbott v. Burke in the
New Jersey Superior Court on behalf of twenty children in Camden, East Orange, Irvington and
Jersey City. They contended that the school finance system widened the gap between poor city and
wealthy suburban school districts in violation of the thorough and efficient standard establihsed
under Robinson v. Cahill in 1975

August 1988 - The court ruled that Chapter 212, the Public School Education Act, failed to meet the
“ thorough and efficient” requirement of the New Jersey State Congtitution because educational
opportunity was determined by socioeconomic status and geographic location. In February of 1989,
Education Commissioner Saul Cooperman rejected the findings of the decision and filed an appeal.

June 1990 - The New Jersey Supreme Court again declared, in Abbott v. Burke, that the fifteen year
old funding plan was unconstitutional. The court ordered the state to bring school spending in the
twenty-eight neediest districts up to the level of its wealthiest suburbs. The Abbott decision stated
that poor, disadvantaged students must be given an equal educational opportunity. As a result, in
September 1990, the Department of Education approved a corrective action plan for the public
schools. The Abbott ruling opened the door for Governor Florio’s Quality Education Act (QEA).

December 1992 - State senate leader Donald Defrancesco and assembly speaker Garabed Haytain,
after a successful Republican assault on Florio's QEA, dubbed “The Robin Hood Plan,” compelled
Governor Florio to reach a compromise on education. The compromise plan, the Public School
Reform Act of 1992, raised the spending cap in wealthier districts and again allowed for unequal
funding levels.

July 1994 - The court found the plan unconstitutional because it failed to comply with the state’s
plan to obey the court’s 1990 ruling and ordered the spending gap between rich and poor districts
closed by 1997. In response, the Department of Education approved spending guidelines suggested
by Education Commissioner Leo Klagholz in September 1994 to insure that the twenty-eight most
impoverished districts would obtain a greater share of state aid. The guidelines also provided for the
monitoring of academic and administrative expenditures and served as a blueprint for the receipt of
state funds. They included smaller class sizes, updated curriculums, and new teaching technol ogies.

October 1994 - Thefirst detailed analysis of New Jersey’s fiscal reform plan, implemented in 1990,
found the gap in per-pupil spending decreased and the quality of education in wealthy districts was
not undermined. The new funding, however, was inadequate to overcome disadvantages in poor
districts. In fact, the researchers found that the current trend in school reform would create greater
imbalances in funding. The share of state aid to the thirty poorest districts increased only four
percent, from thirty seven percent to forty-one percent, during the first two years of the program.
Also, over one-third of the new aid -- $193 million--was used for special education for at-risk
children rather than for the genera use as mandated by the court in its earlier decision
(Firestone 1997).
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New Jersey in Depth

New Jersey Finance Reform - A Legidative TimeLine

L ate 1996 - The Whitman school finance plan was passed by the legislature and the Comprehensive
Plan for Educational Improvement and Financing went into effect. It linked budget appropriations to
aset of core curriculum standards for all public schoolsin the state. It increased total state education
spending by $285 million, the largest spending increase without an accompanying tax increase in the
state’s history. Under this plan, 381 districts received more state aid, 68 remained at the same level,
and 78 received less. This funding proposal, aong with the regulations proposed by the governor in
February of 1997, extended the powers of the state commissioner and county superintendents to
unprecedented levels. A district may spend more than the governor’s cap alows as long as district
voters approve. The plan also lowered the caps for al districts further impairing city districts and
forcing them to do more with less. This was, of course, despite the state supreme court’s ruling in
Abbott v. Burke that they lacked sufficient funding at the outset. City districts with inadequate tax
bases were unlikely to be able to make use of the option to spend above the cap.

January 1997 - The Education Law Center (ELC) asked the court to order the closing of a $250
million gap in educational spending by June 30. The ELC maintained the state was congtitutionally
responsible for providing districts with the funding necessary to meet specific standards in core
subjects. The plan made *no pretense of bridging the gap between the poor systems and the state’s
wealthiest suburbs as the (supreme court) ruling directed” (Hendrie 1997b). David Sciarra, director
of the Education Law Center, said the Whitman administration “thumbed their nose at the court”
with their finance plan (Hendrie 1997b).

May 1997 - The state supreme court ruled that Governor Whitman's school finance plan was
uncongtitutional. By linking standards and spending, the court found it ignored the state supreme
court’s order to establish fiscal parity between city and suburban districts. Without such parity, the
court determined, the state was not fulfilling its obligation to provide a “thorough and efficient”
education for al public school children as required by the state constitution. This was the fourth
time since 1975 the court found that the state failed to provide enough money to the twenty-eight
poorest school districts and their 285,000 students. The opinion remarked: “The state has had seven
years to comply with a remedy intended to address, abeit partialy, a profound deprivation that has
continued for at least 25 years’ (Hendrie 1997a). The current funding law, according to Justice
Handler, “would force poor students to do more with less’ (Hendrie 1997a). The court ordered the
state to ensure the twenty-eight poorest districts (Special Needs Districts) met, at a minimum, the
average per pupil expenditure ($8,431) of the 120 richest districts. This decision required the state to
increase its education budget, then at $5 billion, by an additional $250 million (Lindsay 1997).

December 1997 - Seventeen school districts, mostly rural, filed suit against Governor Whitman
charging the school financing plan didn’'t give them enough money to provide the “thorough and
efficient education” mandated by the state’s constitution. The districts said that since their towns
were poor, they could not raise enough local property taxes to pay the costs of the new academic
standards as imposed. Data showed test scores and graduation rates in the seventeen rural districts
were only dlightly higher than those in the twenty-eight city specia needs districts
(Goodnough 1997b). School officials protested the New Jersey State Supreme Court’s May 1997
order to send an additional $248 million to the twenty-eight special needs districts. The non-urban
schools maintained that they too needed extra money and were unable to make up for cuts in state
education dollars to districts that had resulted from Whitman's thirty percent state income tax cut.
The state, however, held that its share of school spending increased since Whitman took office
(Goodnough 1997a).
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Participantsin Legal Cases

Certain individuals and groups were active participants in financial equity challengesin
the nine states. City and rural advocacy groups as well aslocal school districts often brought
these cases to court. Unions were not consistently involved in this policy area; they sometimes
opposed redistribution of state aid to cities and instead preferred new funding. They less often
supported the suits. The defendants ranged from the legislatures to the governorsto the states
departments of education, the latter of which often saw adramatic increase in their role
subsequent to a court verdict. The high spending districts and tax payer organizations placed
political pressure on the legislature and the governor to protect the existing system while the
business community was usually neutral on thisissue.

City advocacy groups were very involved in the legal casesinvolving financial equity.
They often were the legal representatives of the plaintiffsin these cases. These groups included
the NAACP in Minneapolis and the Education Law Center in Philadelphiaand Newark. The
Education Law Center (ELC) in Newark has been especially vigilant in forcing the state of New
Jersey to consider equity. The ELC continually pressured the Whitman administration to adhere
to the aforementioned court decision.

While city advocacy groups have been successful in the legal arena, they have been less

active in building strong political coalitions and broad public support for implementation of

financial equity. In some
cases, they organized
small, local coalitions. For
example, acoalition of
about forty organizations
in Philadelphiacalled
“Close the Gap” sought to
increase public awareness
and educate the legislature.
However, for the most
part, these advocacy
groups only had enough

resources to work within

Pennsylvania Court System

There was a general concern about how the Pennsylvania
legislature would respond to a court decision in favor of
increased equity. Many interviewees spoke of the legislature’s
tradition of disregarding court orders. Many believed that the
legislature would even ignore the decision and carry on as
before.  One person suggested that this is a result of
Pennsylvania' s populist culture. According to one interviewee,
“the court in Pennsylvania is far less activist than other states.
There’'s a good chance that this case will get thrown out. That
would let the legidature not do anything. The legislature might
also ignore the court order. Seven years ago, the court ordered
the legislature to change how the counties funded the local court
system. It was never changed” (Interview 1996). Another
interviewee said, “The legislature’ s attitude is wait and see, and
it will decide later whether or not to listen to the courts. But
there is no money. They haven't listened to the courts in the
past. The courts have no mechanism to force the legislature to
comply. We believe in our eected officials here. There is no
recall, referendum or term limits” (Interview 1996).
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the legal arenaand within alocal area. Coalition formation between major cities around the
issue of fiscal equity was rarely achieved. In Minnesota, St. Paul and Minneapolis had two
separate court cases while in Pennsylvania, Pittsburgh was not a part of three cases that involved
Philadelphia.

Urban school districts, including those in St. Paul and Philadel phia, were often the
defendants in the court cases. In Philadelphia, the district’s high profile superintendent, David
Hornbeck, was actively involved with the city’ s quest for additional school funding. He brought
acase against the state in 1997 and engaged politically at the state level to secure additional
fundsfor the city. He aso repeatedly appealed to the governor to provide more money for
Philadel phia schools. Superintendent Hornbeck’ s high level of involvement in state politics
regarding the issue of fiscal equity was not matched by any of the other city school
administrators in our study. In early 1998, notwithstanding his efforts and despite the threat of
bankruptcy, the state continued to refuse to help the school system.

Court cases have been used by under-represented groups to force state leaders to address
their needs. The cases themselves often narrow the parameters for solutions. In our study we
found both rural and urban areas represented in law cases. Notably, rural areas often have many
of the same funding needs as cities. Rural school districts filed cases with supreme courtsin two
of the study states, New Jersey and Minnesota. We did not witness any serious cooperation
between rural and urban plaintiffs. In Pennsylvaniathere were four major court cases, one
representing rural areas and three on behalf of students in Philadelphia, yet there was little more
than aletter of support from the Philadel phia superintendent to representatives from the rural
case. Philadelphiaadvocacy groups informed us that they had not supported the rural case
because they felt rural schools benefited at the expense of Philadel phia schoolsin previous
finance formularevisions.

The state supreme courts are important actorsin legal challenges to the educational
system. Thelevel of judicial activism and the respect a court commands can make a difference
in the outcome of the case. For example, in Minnesota where the court is conservative, plaintiffs
who sought financial equity lost their case in 1993. The Pennsylvania Supreme Court also has a
reputation for conservatism while in New Jersey and Texas the courts were far more activist. In

Pennsylvania, many interviewees spoke about how little respect court decisions enjoyed in their
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state. Many felt that even if the court had found in favor of the plaintiffs the legislature might
have completely ignored their decision.

During the court cases, governors and |egislatures appeared to sit back and wait for the
court’sverdict. For example, Governor Ridge of Pennsylvaniaissued areport which stated that
greater fiscal resources for Philadel phia would not improve education, but he did not directly cite
the case in public addresses. Therole of governors and legislatorsis not insignificant in fiscal
equity policy. More recently, governors and legislators have noted the futility of funding failing
urban school systems. When the court rules that the state has to decrease fiscal inequities, the
governor and the legislature are then responsible for putting together areform policy. New
Jersey was the only state where the court made such averdict during the course of our study.
Reformers interested in fiscal equity therefore can not only focus on the courts.

Influencing other state politiciansis equally if not more important because the state's
response to the court can vary greatly. They can put forward a progressive, ambitious reform as
they did in Kentucky, they can put together a substitute reform that is again challenged by the
courts as was done in New Jersey, or they can entirely disregard the court order as appears
possible in Pennsylvania. Because the legislature and the governor are so important in fiscal
equity policy, creating the political atmosphere for reform isjust as important as putting together
asuccessful legal case. (Seeour “New Jersey in Depth” section for further details about the role
of the governor and the legislature in fiscal equity.)

Taxpayer organizations and representatives from wealthier districts are very influential in
pressuring state politicians to preserve the status quo. Governor Florio’'s defeat in the 1993
election was partially due to efforts by groups who disliked his proposals for tax increases and
redistribution of state aid. Meanwhile, Governor Whitman’s successful 1997 reelection bid was
strongly supported by wealthy districts. All the governorsin the study faced resistance to any
tax increase or restructuring proposals, and most campaigned vigorously on the issue of reducing
taxes.

Teachers and professionals were supportive of reforms that proposed to infuse more
money into the system, but these professional's also strongly believed spending caps should not
be placed on wealthier school districts and that teachers’ salaries should not be affected by
reforms. Since eighty percent of school costs are for personnel, a shift in fundsislikely to affect
salaries, making many school professionals wary of equity reforms. Teachers unions are not
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united on these issues; on occasion, the NEA and AFT have chosen to support different types of
equity cases. Thiswasthe casein Pennsylvania. The Pennsylvania State Education Association
(PSEA), an affiliate of the NEA, was supportive of the rural court case while the Philadelphia
Federation of Teachers (PFT), Philadelphia’s branch of the AFT, supported Philadel phia' s cases.

Gubernatorial Initiative

In three states, Illinois, Texas, and Michigan, governors proposed restructuring the
system of financing schools. Notably, these reforms came without the pressure of a court
decision. Michigan’s 1994 finance reform plan, enacted just before the beginning of our study,
ended school funding' s reliance on property taxes. The state instead pays for about eighty
percent of K-12 education in each district. Most reports suggest that school finances are more
equitably distributed in the state as a result.

In 1996, Governor Edgar of Illinois similarly proposed a more equitabl e distribution of
school fiscal support. The plan held all districts harmless and combined an increase in the state
income tax with property tax relief as well as modest increases in spending on education through
an increase in the foundation formula, replacing the local property tax with a state tax. This
original plan was not successful due to concerns that it would raise taxes. A more modest law
was passed in late 1997. (For more information see the case study of Illinois below.)

In Texas, the Property Tax Cut Act of 1997 (put forth by former Governor George W.
Bush) was designed to restructure the state’' s taxation system and would have affected the system
of educational finance. The governor’s proposal would have lowered property taxes by $2.8
billion ayear and paid for the cut with a half-cent increase in the state sales and motor vehicle
taxes and with a business activity tax. It would have abolished the corporate franchise tax as
well as the school property tax on business investment and replaced them with a 1%/ percent levy
on al forms of business that bring in more than $500,000 after deductions for certain expenses
and capital investment. This proposal, like Governor Edgar’s, failed because nobody could agree
on what taxes should be raised. Businesses bitterly opposed any plan that would have increased
taxation. The plan did not garner the support of the state GOP' s Christian right wing which
feared the reform would centralize taxation and give more power to the Texas Education
Association (Beinart 1998).
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Finance Reform in Illinois

Despite aseries of failed lawsuits, Illinois’ very low national ranking in
terms of equity, and a history of inaction, the spring 1997 legidative session
held promise for the first major refinancing of the state education finance
system in twenty-five years. Governor Edgar clearly led on the issue and
forced the legidlature to take up the question. In the fall of 1996, an Edgar
appointed commission drew up a plan which the governor then supported. The
plan held all districts harmless and combined an increase in the state income
tax, property tax relief, and modest increases in overall spending on education
through an increase in the foundation formula.

It was not entirely clear how well city schools would fare in the long
term under the governor’s plan, though they would receive increased funding
in the short term. The highly-taxed, high-spending districts in Chicago’'s
southern suburbs -- key constituents to Edgar’s political coalition -- would
have likely benefited the most as they would have received substantial
property tax relief even while their high-spending schools would be held
harmless. Chicago organizations did not push hard on thisissue and turned out
the lowest number of participants in any of the regiona hearings held by the
governor's finance panel. One interviewee said, “when the governor's
commission held their hearings in Chicago, they had the smallest turnout of
anywhere in the state. The reform groups just didn’t turn anybody out for it.
The real pressure is coming from the southern suburbs and rural downstate
districts. Twenty people showed up in Chicago. In the southern suburbs, they
filled an entire auditorium to overflowing” (Interview 1997).

While that bill passed in the state house, it failed to win Republican
state senatorial support. Regional political tensions and Republican anti-tax
sentiments were cited as problems to be overcome (Chicago Daily Herald
1998, 15). A key piece of the governor's proposal was a constitutional
amendment which would have forced the legisature to deal with the equity
guestion, and this was defeated in the fall of 1997 amid great confusion. Many
legislators thought they were voting on the actual funding plan, when in fact
they were voting on an amendment which would have clearly made drafting
such a plan their prerogative. The governor’'s commission report was |leaked
prior to its scheduled press conference, and the morning of the press
conference the Chicago Tribune ran a front page article with the headline,
“Edgar prepares tax bombshell” thereby sealing its fate. The legidlature did
put $290 million into the existing formula, but reworking the system was
shelved.




Finance Reform in Illinois

Governor Edgar went back out on the stump with the plan, dealt with it
in his State of the State address, and hired the former Secretary of the
Department of Insurance, a trusted aid and respected lobbyist, to
shepherd his finance bill through the legislature. Edgar’s subsequent,
scaled-back proposal was aso voted down by Democrats in the
assembly in November of 1997.

The lllinois House of Representatives held a one-day specia session on
December 3, 1997 and passed a broad school reform bill that raises
spending on poor students and amends teacher-licensing rules. For the
first time in Illinois history there was a minimum per-pupil spending
law and the state spending level on education was increased. The
House Democrats (seventeen Democrats switched their votes) finaly
passed this legislation due to pressure from the governor and public
weariness over the state’s prolonged school funding debate. Teacher
and professional groups expressed worry that the funding base, taxes
on cigarettes, river boat gambling, and telephone services, was too
unstable. This law also made it easier for schools to contract out for
services, increased the number of years before teachers were awarded
with tenure, and made it easier for non-certified teachers to teach
(Johnston 1997).

In Governor Edgar’'s 1998 State of the State speech, he again vowed to
change the Illinois's school finance system by replacing the property
tax with a state sales tax. He announced that he would appoint a blue-
ribbon panel to study this issue and to arrive at conclusions by
December 31, just before he left office (Parsons 1998). In February,
the Chicago Tribune reported, Edgar appointed members to the panel.
Tim Bramlet, the president of the Taxpayers Federation of Illinois, was
to serve as chair. Other members included: Paul Valas, CEO of
Chicago Schools; Greg Baise, president of the Illinois Manufacturer’s
Association; Michael E. Murphy, retired vice-chairman of the Sara Lee
Corp.; and severa state lawmakers (1998).
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In lllinois, Michigan, and Texas, governors were instrumental in proposing finance
reform. In Michigan and Illinois, the governors' plans seemed to respond to state inequities,
however they did not respond to demands from city constituencies. Our interviewees argued that
these types of finance reform were not aimed at improving equity on the behalf of city students.
Instead, the governors responded to property-poor suburbs or rural areas. In Michigan’s tax
reform, the suburbs lost some funding, the rural areas gained the most, and the city saw alimited
increase in funding. Many interviewees noted that the Republican legislators who supported
Engler’s plan were from rural districts, and they were the big winnersin the finance reform. In
[llinais, the governor was responding to the working class suburbs from the southern suburbs and
rural areas (Interview 1997). The Illinois governor, who did not run for reelection in November
1998, continued to work towards replacing the property tax with a state sales tax to support
education.

Texas reform, while it would have interfered with the financing of education, was not a
plan to achieve further equity. In fact, many interviewees believed it would worsen the situation.
They also said Texas Governor George W. Bush believed this reform was a means for him to
gain national recognition in order to be considered for the U.S. presidency. Interviewees further
noted that the plan became a major talking point in his national campaign.

Anti-tax sentiment in Illinois and Texas contributed to watering down the finance reform
plans. In some states, taxpayer organizations were well organized and influential. In other
states, opposition to changing the system of taxation came from the business community. For
example, in Texas the business community was very opposed to Bush’s tax reform, though in
other states the business community has supported change in the property tax because rising
school costs increase their tax burden as property owners. Since the 1980s, opposition to raising

or restructuring taxes has become a defining issue in state politics and affects al policies.

Hybrid Case- Maryland

In Maryland, finance reform was not only a court issue but was addressed in a
meaningful way by the governor in response to the lawsuits. In a unigue arrangement, the city of
Baltimore, in exchange for a state takeover of the schools, received additional funding despite
suburban complaints. In December of 1994, the Baltimore American Civil Liberties Union
(ACLU) chapter filed alawsuit seeking more education dollars for the city district. The suit
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focused on the high cost of educating at-risk students and claimed a denial of the right to an
adequate education guaranteed by the state constitution. The ACLU also argued that Baltimore,
dueto alack of funds, was impeded from adhering to the Maryland School Performance
Program (MSPP) (Bowler 1994). The city faced sanctions from the state for not meeting the
program’ s performance requirements as reflected in standardized tests. In February 1995 the
state school board ordered Baltimore to reform three more schools that did not meet M SPP
requirements, and they offered $1.5 million in assistance (Thompson 1995).

Governor Glendening took office in January 1995 with an electoral support base that
included Baltimore City, Prince George' s County, and the Maryland State Teachers Association.
After being in office for awhile and studying school reform, he took public positions favoring
the state takeover efforts and re-appointed former governor Schaefer’ s superintendent
(Bowler 1995). Nancy Grasmick, Glendening' s first superintendent, had feuded with the unions
and Baltimore over school reform. Glendening attempted to find middle ground between the
legislature, the bureaucracy, and the interests of Baltimore. In September 1995, Baltimore filed a
lawsuit against the state demanding more school funding. This case also focused on adequacy
and would later join the ACLU case. Parties representing Baltimore included the mayor, the city
council, and the city school board. The state filed a countersuit that claimed any problems were
the result of local mismanagement (Portner 1996).

In 1992 Baltimore put some of its schools in the hands of a private, for-profit manager,
Education Alternatives, Inc. (EAI). Mayor Schmoke ordered an independent evaluation of this
program in July 1995. This evaluation showed that the privately managed schools failed to show
any sign of improvement. Then, in December 1995 when EAI demanded more money, Mayor
Schmoke canceled the contract. At that time, thirty-five out of thirty-seven schoolsin Baltimore
were identified as needing “reconstitution” because they fell below performance standards.
Under the M SPP reconstituted schools could be taken over by the state for other managing
arrangements.

The Maryland legidlature created a Baltimore School Funding Bill in May of 1996.
Because the bill did not call for adequate funding and provided for state takeovers with no local
control, Mayor Schmoke, who endorsed Glendening in the 1994 election, convinced the
governor to veto the legislation (Zorzi Jr. 1996). Finally, the state and city worked out a more
generous deal for school finance and governance: First, Baltimore would receive $254 million in
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extra state aid over five years. Second, reconstituted schools would be managed under joint
powers with Mayor Schmoke and Governor Glendening cooperating in the appointment of a new
board of directors and anew chief operating officer. The latter must produce annual reports and
may be fired if the schools do not perform. In exchange for these concessions the mayor agreed
to end both lawsuits (Zorzi Jr. 1997). Almost all of Baltimore's schools are in the reconstitution
plan and are governed by the new board. When new schools, based on declining standardized
test scores, are identified for reconstitution they are given two yearsto improve. Nine schoolsin
Prince George' s County were identified for reconstitution if they did not improve (Brown 1998).
There are aso two rural schools on the list.

Maryland is unigue among the states in our study because additional funding was
eventually provided to Baltimore. Maryland policy distinctly links finance reform to governance
reform. This state was the only onein our study that focused its education reform efforts on the
city. This can be attributed to the mayor’ s importance in statewide politics and his hands-on role
is shaping state education policy as well as the to the activism of parent groups at the state level.
Interviewees in Baltimore perceived this reform as a positive effort of the state government to
respond to city school needs. Maryland’s exceptionalism in this study is attributable to its
political culture and party competition. It isone of the few statesin our study to have a
Democratic legislature and governor. The state contains many government employees and the
African-American community is highly organized, contributing to its solid Democratic and pro-
government culture (Orr 1999). The wealthier suburbs and some rural areas, which are
Republican, are in the minority. Because of Democrat control, Baltimore is often important in
statewide elections. Mayor Schaeffer went on and became governor, and the current mayor is
prominent in state politics. In fact, he recently made national headlines by endorsing a
Democratic challenger to Glendening’ s reelection. Thus, the strong Baltimore mayor, a robust
statewide government, and a Democratic tradition all contribute to this state’ s approach to

finance reform.

Achieving Excellence with Equality

During the course of our study we found that enthusiasm for educational equity asa
legislative policy item had waned. Thiswas clearly evinced by the little or non-existent support
at state capitals for finance reform. Between 1995 and 1997, in many states including California
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and Georgia, finance reform was not an issue in the courts or the legislature. Even when forced
by the courts to address education inequities officials in the states often dodged the issue. In at
least two states, Pennsylvaniaand New Jersey, improved standards (read excellence) were
proposed by the governor as a substitute for equity (Gittell and McKenna 2000).

Thisinattention to fiscal equity has many explanations. Most significant is the shift in
control of state legislatures and governors' offices to suburban voters. City interests are less
important as are equity issues. The current state regimes in education have little interest in
improving educational funding for cities; they lack interest in city schools. Although some
governors have shown some interest in providing more money to their constituenciesin rural and
working-class suburbs, raising or restructuring taxes has a'so become politically unpopular.

The prime challengers to the education regime, fiscal equity advocates, are war weary.
After years of politically and legally organizing, they have chosen to focus on other policy
issues. Many statesin our study, including California, Illinois, and Texas, spent years debating
educational equity and have since moved on to other issues. Our interviewees confirmed that the
state officials grew too conservative to adequately respond to educational inequities and city
needs. Those advocacy groups still working towards equity have only been able to focus on the
courts, not in forming coalitions to build broad political support behind theruling. Thisis
partialy attributable to the fact that litigation is expensive, time consuming, and resource-
depleting (Interview 1999).

The federal emphasis must be on equality. Our strong tradition of federalism and local
community based education should be the source of bottom up definitions of standards. Public
discourse in communities gives vitality to education goals, not assessment tests and directives
from Washington. The federal government's role should be to provide leadership by requiring
that plans for correcting school finance inequities be an essential part of federal policy.

Improved governance, broader participation, higher standards, more equitable funding,
and encouragement of public debate should be in federal legislation which must be straight
forward about its priorities. An essential part of the federal roleisits assertion of national
leadership in confirming social values and priorities. Evidence of the importance of combining
these essential elementsin any federal policy isthe experience in states where the courts have
made strong decisions regarding the legal requirements for equitable funding. In Texasthe
action of the court has been negated by the unwillingness of the legislature to act. State
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legislators often have little incentive to redress the inequities suffered by powerless
constituencies. The lack of amore inclusive political coalition supporting the re-design of the
school aid legislation has been particularly costly. Successful court actionsin Alabama and
Connecticut, ruling in favor of finance reform, on the other hand, have been backed up by
organized political groups representing a cross section of public interests. Their goals are
publicized and clear: they include equity and high standards to be achieved through new and
more inclusive governance practices. Such coalitions, however, are few and far between.

All tolled, at least twenty states have court cases pending challenging school financing
equity.EI Working to ensure that challenges to equity are equated with challenges to inadequacy
isthe mission that confronts the school reform movements today. Only when broad coalitions
come together to work on these issues at the state judicial level, in conjunction with efforts
directed at local officials and legisators, will school finance reform became a holistic endeavor
with complementary solutions at all levels of government within our federal system. In sum,

equitable funding of schools and school districtsis fundamental to our commitment to equality.

2School Finance.” Education Week on the Web. December 2000. 4 January 2001.
<http://www.edweek.com/context/topi cs/i ssuespage.cfm?id=22>.
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CHARTER SCHOOL POLITICSIN NINE STATES

Charter schools are privately established and administered institutions that receive public
funding. Authorized by the state, they are largely independent of the local school district and
school board. They are created and operated by a combination of parents, teachers, community
members, or institutions of higher education. Charter schools are generally free from many state
education regulations including the new state standards of accountability. In the 1990s, twenty-
nine states and Washington, D.C. passed |legidlation that enabled the formation of charter
schools. President Clinton called for the creation of 3,000 schools by the year 2000 and created
afederal grant program to provide planning funds to charter operators. Thereis much variation
among state laws regarding the autonomy of these schools and their independence from school
boards, regulations, and teachers’ unions. In the 2000 presidential campaign both candidates
supported charter schools but did not advocate holding them to the standards and testing
requirements of the system as awhole.

Charter school advocates maintain that the schools foster opportunities to develop
aternative and innovative teaching techniques, stimulate existing public schools to improve due
to competition, and provide new avenues for parental participation. Interestingly, conservatives,
progressives, and moderates have all found reasons to embrace this school reform. Political
conservatives “view them as a step toward a more radically de-monopolized system in which
students would receive vouchers to attend public, private or parochial schools’ (Cohen 1998).
Progressive supporters, on the other hand, consider charter schools a unique opportunity to
implement school reforms free from bureaucratic constraints and to increase the roles of parents,
teachers, and the community. They also tend to favor charter schools for at-risk childrenin
poorly performing school districts. Moderates may see charter schools as a means of improving
schools without resorting to the more dramatic reforms envisioned by conservatives.

Opponents of charters view them as a threat to public education and the local democratic
institutions they support. One scholar anticipates that charter schools will “erode the public
forums in which decisions with societal consequences can be democratically resolved” (Henig
1998). Teachers unions and school board associations are concerned that the use of uncertified
teachers and administrators will lead to mismanagement of charter schools and alack of job
protection for charter employees. Exceptions to the union contract requirements threaten to
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undermine collective bargaining agreements. Some public education advocates worry charter
schools will hurt traditional public schools by diverting funds from them and by deflecting
attention away from the need for other wider-scale education reform. Public education advocates
maintain that many of the progressive models of education being used in charter schools, such as
Success for All, are also being used by traditional public schools. Some suggest charter schools
cannot be held accountable for results because thereis alack of consensus as to how to assess
educational outcomes. In support of thisview, it is noted that while charters have been revoked
for fiscal mismanagement and for violation of church-state rules, none (as of 1998) were revoked
for academic failure (Rothstein 1998). Perhaps the main objection to charter schools by
reformersisthe fear that they detract from system-wide reforms and equity concerns.

Charter legidlation has clearly encouraged diverse approaches to schooling. There are
Montessori charters, “back-to-basics’ charters, on-line charters without formal classrooms,
Christian charters, home-school charters, Afrocentric charters, civil rights charters sponsored by
organizations like the National Council of La Raza, and charters that adopt a particular
pedagogical approach such as E.D. Hirsch’'s Core Knowledge or Mortimer Adler’s Paideia
curricula (Rothstein 1998). Recent research tested some assumptions of charter school
advocates and opponents. One study focused on the impact of charter schools upon the public
school districts, specifically testing whether the charter schools caused changes in school
districts or stimulated innovation. Among the many impacts documented by Rofes (1998) was
that a significant number of public schoolslost funding when charter schools opened in their
district. It was aso discovered in another study that only twenty-four percent of the school
districts altered their programs in response to charter schools (Nathan 1996).

Joe Nathan claims that charter schools can have a positive impact on student
achievement, attendance, and attitude and cites evidence that they encourage school districts to
improve (Nathan 1997). He also maintains that the renewal of charter contractsin several states
istestimony to their success (Nathan 1997). However, he acknowledges that the “movement is
young” and cannot be fully evaluated until valid methods exist to test student achievement and
assess charters' impact on existing public schools (Nathan 1996).

An evaluation of thefirst year of New Jersey’ s charter school program found that the
schools were small (averaging 103 students), class size was small (ranging from eight to twenty
students), and the school day and the academic year were longer than average. 1n addition, the
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administrative and support staff was found to be minimal (Kane 1998). Well’s (1998) study of
California charter schools appears to refute many of the claims made by charter advocates. For
example, she found charter schools were not more accountabl e than regular public schools.
Additionally they neither influenced regular public schools to become more market-driven nor
had they served as models of positive change and reform. Thiswas due, in part, to alack of

mechanisms for charter schools and traditional public schoolsto learn from each other.

Strong vs. Weak Charter Laws

Charter school legislation varies greatly from state to state. “Strong” charter laws exempt
charter schools from state and local regulations giving them financial autonomy, fund them
directly from the state, and allow charter schools to hire uncertified teachers. Some states even
permit an unlimited number of charter schoolsto be created (Wells 1999; Mulholland 1995;
Millot 1994; Premack 1996; Wood and Smith 1996). The literature defines strong laws as
permissive laws. According to this definition, Michigan's law is one of the most permissivein
the nation as “virtually any person or organization can open a charter school and enjoy wide
latitude over staffing, curriculum, and spending, and the backing of the state lawmakers and
regulators’ (Cohen 1998). Most of Michigan’'s charter schools are sponsored by state
universities, but the law also permits conversion schools (former private schools) to have charter
status. For these schools, charter statusis away to increase their revenues. One critic accuses
the charter law of “creating public subsidies for private schooling, and encouraging social
balkanization” (Cohen 1998). Since Michigan hasn’'t had a testing mechanism to measure
whether private or charter students learned more than regular public school students, it has been
difficult for parents and children to make informed choices. Minnesota also has a strong charter
law in which the state provides up to eighty percent of the charter school facility costs, doesn’t
place a cap on the number of schools, and permits colleges, universities, and non-profit
organizations to operate charter schools.

“Weak” charter laws are more narrowly conceived. They only permit existing public
schools to become charters and do not give them fiscal independence from local school boards.
They force charters to request waivers from state rules and regulations, do not permit private
schools to convert to charters, cap the number of schools permitted in the state, and do not allow
charters to have admissions criteria (Wells 1996). New Jersey’s law, for example, has an
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element of “weakness” in its requirement that schools be funded through the local districts.
Districts, however, have little incentive to support these schools since they have minimal control
over them.

Six statesin this study (California, New Jersey, Pennsylvania, Michigan, Minnesota, and
Texas) are considered to have a strong to medium-strong laws. Maryland doesn’'t have a charter
bill, and Georgia and Illinois have weak legidation (Center for Education Reform 1998; Rees
and Y ouseff 1998 ).EI Labeling laws strong or weak does have alimited utility. It may be useful
to specify the strong and weak elements of a state law to help reveal strengths and weaknesses in
the charter coalition or the opposition. For example, laws that permit the use of uncertified
teachers are more likely to exist in states with weak unions while laws that permit an unlimited
number of charter schools may occur in states with weak school boards or citizen initiative
provisions.

In Georgia, teachers’ unions are considered weak because they do not have collective
bargaining rights, yet they have had a strong legislative influence. Although the unionsin
Georgia are not structurally powerful, they have long-standing ties to the Democratic party
which ensures their informal influence. Georgia s charter law is considered the weakest of all
the state laws. In Georgia, only existing public schools can become charter schools, and teachers
must be certified and receive the same benefits as their traditional public school counterparts
(Dickert 1995). To create acharter school, amgjority of the faculty aswell asthe local and state
boards must approve it, and there must be incentive funding for school planning. There are only
twenty-eight charter schoolsin Georgia.

Some state laws do permit a high degree of autonomy; however, they may balance this
strength by making it difficult to establish charter schools. Californiais one such state. Overall,
its charter law is strong because schools are rel atively autonomous and permitted to employ
uncertified teachers. The charter approval process, however, isa“weak” element of the law as
charters are granted through local school districts that are pressured by strong unionsto reject
such requests. Applications that are denied at the local level may go through a cumbersome

appeals process that usually resultsin the forfeiture of fiscal autonomy.

*The 1988 decentralization of the Chicago public schools authorized city wide school choicein 1991.
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The Cdlifornialaw was strengthened in May 1998 when the legislature passed a bill
begun as a citizen initiative and supported by the Californians for Public School Excellence, a
business-education coalition. Thislegidlation raised the cap on the number of charter schools
from 100 to 250 (in 1998-99), permitted the addition of 100 schools each year thereafter, and
allowed nonprofit groups to run charter schools (Johnston 1998a). Some claimed the bill
signaled a shift in the reform movement from a “tributary role to a mainstream movement in
Cdlifornia education” (Engellenner 1998). The charter movement may also get a boost from
bilingual education advocates because charters are exempt from Proposition 227 which requires
public schools to replace bilingual education programs with English immersion (Helfand 1998).
Weak elements of the Californialaw do remain as funding and approval come from the district
level (Mahtesian 1998).

While New Jersey’ s charter law has been considered weak, it is nonetheless easier to
create a school in New Jersey than in California. Charters may be established by teaching staff,
parents, a combination of both, or by a private entity or higher educational institution in
conjunction with parents or teachers. Laws in Michigan and Minnesota also facilitate school
formation by having more than one chartering authority. New Jersey’s law is comparatively
weak as only existing public schools can convert to charter status; private and parochial schools
areineligible. Only certified teachers may teach, and they are guaranteed the same salaries and
benefits as traditional public school teachers. Charters are exempt from most public school

regul ations except those regarding health, safety, and civil rights.

Charter School Palitics
Statewide coalitions supporting charter schools are often composed of political
adversaries with different goals. Our research found the bipartisan support for charter schoolsin
many states masks different expectations from diverse groups. This supports the findings of
Wells whose study concluded that
...the bipartisan agreement over charter schoolsis superficial at best and that
beneath the surface, advocates of these new schools see them and their rolein
shaping the future of public education quite differently...in many states, charter
schools embody less of a consensus of views...than afragile bargain between
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political adversaries who all seek to prove they favor educational reform, but for
different reasons and toward different ends. (Wells 1999, 1)

There are both Republicans and Democrats who appreciate the potential of charter
schools to improve public education. Republicans favor them because they fit into a
conservative ideology that favors small government, deregulation, and market-based approaches
to public service provision. Republicans maintain that by creating competiti