STATE OF COLORADO DISTRICT COURT
CITY AND COUNTY OF DENVER

Giardino, et al., Plaintiffs VS. Colorado State Board of
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Reportby: James W. Guthrie
Management, Analysis & Planning, Inc.

Date: January 28, 2000

I submit this report on the instructional adequacy of school facilities in two Colorado
school districts (Elizabeth and Pueblo City).
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I. INTRODUCTION

Seven school districts have brought suit against the Colorado State Board of
Education and other defendants, alleging that “the current statutory scheme for
financing education has created a system where some students attend schools not fit for
habitation, while other students in neighboring school districts attend schools with
virtually unlimited educational facilities.” Plaintiff school districts claim they are
unable to provide adequate facilities under the existing funding system, and have asked
the Court to require the State to designate a permanent source of funding for capital
requirements which is separate from the operating funding.

This report summarizes my opinions and findings on the instructional adequacy
of selected plaintiff district school facilities and the school facilities of statistically
matched comparison districts. This endeavor should not be misconstrued as trumpeting
physical facilities as a powerful variable in explaining student achievement. Students’
inherent abilities and personal motivation, influence of parents, peers, and
neighborhoods, and the capacity of school personnel, school cultures and incentive
systems are all assumed to be more likely influences on performance than facilities. No
definitive research exists to display the relationship between facilities and student
performance.

I reserve the right to modify, expand, or revise this report based on any
additional information that becomes available between the date of this report and my
testimony at trial.

The findings in this report are based on the particular circumstances of this suit.

Distribution of this report is limited to parties directly involved with this action.

II. OPINION

1. Contrasted with social and economic variables, such as a student’s community,
family circumstances, and powerful in-school operational dimensions such as
teachers’ capability and class size, the quality of a school’s physical facilities explain
a remarkably unimportant percentage of students” academic performance.

2. Colorado’s present statutory arrangements are sufficient to ensure that plaintiff
school districts can construct and maintain safe and instructionally-adequate
facilities. To be sure, Colorado displays variation in the size and quality of school
buildings. However, this variation is a product of the state’s historical adherence to
a strategy of widescale local discretion in school district decision-making.



3. Colorado’s arrangements for financing school construction are consistent with
provisions in other states.

4. Observed facilities in the two visited plaintiff districts were adequate or in the
process of becoming adequate due to new construction. Of the eleven plaintiff
schools visited in the Pueblo City and Elizabeth districts, nine were rated
instructionally adequate and two were rated inadequate. However, both of the
inadequate facilities are in Elizabeth, a district which is experiencing dramatic
enrollment growth and has new facilities currently under construction. These new
facilities will eliminate the inadequacy ratings beginning in the 2000-2001 academic
year.

ITII. BASES FOR OPINION

Opinion 1. There is no evidence that facilities are directly related to student achievement.

A review of the literature on the relationship between school facilities and
student achievement revealed that while several researchers claim facilities have a
profound and important influence on student achievement, their studies contain serious
methodological flaws and their conclusions are groundless (see Exhibit 1 for a
bibliography). No sound, convincing research exists to document a relationship
between facility quality and achievement. Even if such a relationship does exist, the
amount of influence that facilities could have on achievement is quite small compared
to socioeconomic background characteristics of students and instructional features. In
addition, to the best of my knowledge there is no research on the cost-effectiveness of

investing money in school facilities as an avenue to higher achievement.



Opinion 2: Present statutory arrangements in Colorado are sufficient to ensure that plaintiff
school districts can construct and maintain safe and instructionally-adequate facilities.

MAP obtained estimates of what it would cost to construct new facilities or
repair existing ones in each of the plaintiff districts. We then compared these cost
estimates to the amount of revenue each district could raise through bonds and override
revenues, and found that all districts with the exception of Sanford have sufficient
access to funding to meet their facility needs. Although Sanford could not raise
sufficient funds under the debt and override limits, it is able to meet its construction

funding needs by reliance on other mechanisms available to it.

Opinion 3: Colorado’s arrangements for financing school construction are consistent with
provisions in the majority of other states.

Different states approach the funding of facilities in different ways. Thirteen
states provide no capital outlay funding (Idaho, Illinois, Iowa, Louisiana, Michigan,
Missouri, Montana, Nevada, North Dakota, Oklahoma, Oregon, South Dakota, and
Virginia), though several of these states do provide some monies for debt service or
offer low interest loans.

Seven states (including Colorado) provide capital outlay through their basic
support program: Alabama, Arizona, Colorado, Kansas, Kentucky, Texas, and
Wisconsin. Colorado is included here since state law requires that a certain amount per
pupil from total program funding go into each districts’ capital reserve fund.

Thirty states provide some state funding for capital projects by means other than
their basic support programs. Amounts, mechanisms, and percent of funding from the
state varies hugely.

A 1995 congressional Government Accounting Office (GAO) study reported that
40 states have ongoing assistance programs, ranging from $6 to $2,000 per student.
Thirteen of these states have established comprehensive facilities programs. The GAO
report found that overall most states do not play a major role in addressing facilities
funding, and that state philosophy on the issue varies considerably. As in Colorado,

many states report that school facilities are primarily a matter of local responsibility.

Opinion 4: Observed facilities in the two visited plaintiff districts were adequate or in the process
of becoming adequate due to new construction.



In order to assess the instructional adequacy of plaintiff district schools, MAP
staff visited schools in each plaintiff district and rated the facilities. To evaluate the
plaintiff districts within an appropriate context, we established a comparison sample of
school districts. A comparison district was statistically selected for each plaintiff district
based on similarities in enrollment, assessed value per pupil, and percent of pupils at
risk, using 1998 data provided by the Colorado Department of Education. Enrollment
and assessed value per pupil were weighted more heavily (45% each) than percent of
pupils at risk (10%) in the selection process. Exhibit 2 displays the comparison districts.

MAP staff visited each plaintiff district along with its comparison district. At the
time visits were undertaken, evaluators were unaware of which comparison district
matched which plaintiff district; in fact, the two evaluators were for the most part
unaware of which districts were plaintiff districts.

All visits were conducted by either James W. Guthrie or James R. Smith. This
report addresses those visits made by Guthrie, who went to Ault, Elizabeth, Greeley,
Platte Canyon, and Pueblo City school districts. Visits took place between October 25
and 29, 1999. At each site, the evaluator toured each of the school buildings,
accompanied by a district official. The evaluator asked to see all the facilities where
instruction took place, and invited the school representative to point out any areas
thought to be inadequate. Each building visit lasted approximately 1.5 hours. When
practical, all school sites in the district were visited. If the size of the district prohibited
the review of every building, a subset of elementary, middle, and high schools was
chosen.

The instructional adequacy of school buildings was evaluated using a rating
form developed by MAP for the purposes of this study (see Exhibit 3). Buildings were

s

rated as either “adequate,” “adequate with changes,” or “inadequate.” The focus of
these appraisals was the instructional adequacy of school facilities visited. No claim is
made here regarding the structural soundness or physical integrity of buildings, or the
quality of instruction provided. This appraisal concentrates on school physical
facilities, structural configurations, and technical arrangements that bear logical links to
instruction and student overall well being. Specifically, the appraisal criteria involved

the presence and condition of the following:



1. Classroom and laboratory instructional spaces, teacher workspaces, and
professional meeting and work areas;

2. Specialized schooling facilities such as libraries and media centers, gymnasia and
other athletic facilities (e.g., playing fields, outdoor courts, and locker rooms),
auditoriums and public meeting spaces, cafeterias, swimming pools, administrative
offices and specialized spaces for health care, tutorials, and itinerant teachers and
other professionals;

3. Amenities such as student and staff restrooms, day lockers, specialized play areas
for preschool students and kindergarten students, and public and faculty parking;

4. Technical arrangements such as computer availability, Internet access, and facilities
for handicapped students;

5. Configuration considerations such as the logic and convenience of a school’s overall
floor plan and layout; and

6. Safety issues such as the availability and working condition of an intercom system
or other means of communication in the event of an emergency.

An individual school could be judged instructionally inadequate for one or a
combination of three reasons. It could (1) have an insufficient presence of the above-
mentioned facilities and arrangements; (2) facilities and arrangements, though present,
could be in such poor condition that they present impediments to instruction; and/or
(3) the facility could simply be too small for the number of students served.

Judgments regarding overall size were made in terms of gross square feet of
interior space divided by number of enrolled students. Criteria for adequate square
footage were deduced from a synthesis of facility standards taken from 13 states and
recommendations of the Council of Educational Facility Planners International.
Enrollment figures were reported by the principals of the Colorado schools visited and

were confirmed by data from the Colorado Department of Education.

Building Evaluations

Elizabeth
This is an ex-urban district on slightly rolling hills southeast of Denver. Its recent
growth is a function of developers using the land as an attraction for those employed in

or close to Denver. Students appear principally to be middle class.



The district has five schools presently and a new high school currently under
construction. Three of the five schools are clearly adequate for instructional purposes.
Singing Hills, a new elementary school constructed in 1997, is state of the art and would
be the envy of most any school district in the nation. The other elementary school,
Running Creek, is twelve years old but well equipped and well maintained. Each of
these schools exceeds the standard gross square footage per pupil. The district’s single
high school was constructed in 1978, but has been consistently well maintained and
expanded at regular intervals. High school gross square footage is on the low end of
acceptable. However, the soon-to-be-opened new high school will alleviate this
problem.

Two of the district’s currently used buildings are instructionally inadequate,
principally because of over crowding, but secondarily because of building age. The
most serious problem is Elizabeth Middle School. This structure, once the district’s only
school building serving all grades, was constructed in 1920. It has been expanded
twice, the most recent addition having been made in 1971. It enrolls 565, 6™, 7", and 8"
grade students. Its per pupil gross square footage is adequate. However, lack of
maintenance has created a borderline unsafe building (the top floor is condemned and
cannot be used for instruction). Also, the building has far too few specialized facilities
for a modern school. For example, modern laboratory science is a virtual impossibility.

Elizabeth Alternative High School serves 45 secondary school students who
apply to attend the school. It is housed in a complex of portable buildings located near
the district’s central office. These building are too small for the students enrolled.

There are no specialized classrooms such as laboratories. There is no library, cafeteria,
or gymnasium. There simply are no amenities. Finally, the building is unsafe for
protecting students in a tornado.

This unsatisfactory situation is on the verge of being substantially relieved. The
district is now constructing a new 1000-student high school. When this is completed for
the forthcoming academic year, the existing Elizabeth High School will be adapted for
middle school use, and the safe portion of the existing middle school will be adapted for

the alternative high school.

Comparison District: Platte Canyon was the district statistically selected as the

comparison for Elizabeth. This is a small district consisting of one elementary, one



middle school, and one high school, all three of which were visited and judged to be
instructionally adequate. No administrator claimed that any school was inadequate or
unsafe. Like Elizabeth, Platte Canyon is currently in the midst of a new construction
project that will vastly add to the high school and middle school. Both districts
succeeded in passing school facility bonds, and Platte Canyon also passed override
mills. Both districts currently have ample potential access to sufficient revenues to meet
their construction needs, since their bonded debt limit is over $13 million (in Elizabeth’s

case, it is almost $15 million).

Pueblo City

This school district is located in Pueblo County, approximately two hours south
of Denver. The city was once a major iron and steel manufacturing center. This activity
is now substantially reduced and only recently has the general area been experiencing
an economic resurgence.

The district is a large one, approximately 18,000 students. It operates 21
elementary schools, 7 middle schools, 4 high schools, and four other specialized schools
including a K-12 Charter school.

Three elementary schools, two middle schools, and one high school were visited.
All six of these institutions were judged to have instructionally adequate facilities. No
administrator interviewed specified any instructionally deficient or unsafe school
components.

The three elementary schools visited were Bessemer, Fountain, and Sunset Park.
Of these, Bessemer is by far the oldest, having been constructed originally in 1931 (with
several subsequent additions). The other two were constructed respectively in 1971 and
1959. All three possess sufficient per pupil square footage to place them in the mid to
high range of facility standards for elementary schools. All contained a number of
specialized rooms such as gymnasia and cafeterias. In no instance could these schools
be declared luxurious or even state of the art. Nevertheless, they were all more than
adequate for the conduct of modern day instruction.

Heaton and Freed were the two middle schools visited in Pueblo. Each of these
is on the high end of per pupil square footage criteria. Heaton was constructed in 1961

and Freed in 1954. Each is well maintained. Each is replete with a spectrum of



specialized rooms for shop courses, athletics, etc. Again, nothing is fancy here, but the
buildings were adequate for instructional purposes.

Pueblo’s South High School was also visited. This sprawling one-story structure
was constructed in 1959. It has a great deal of per pupil square foot space and has many
modern instructional features. For example, the school has centralized television
broadcasting capacity. The school has ample athletic facilities and a swimming pool. In
its appearance and tone, the school seems more like a community college than a

conventional high school.

Comparison District: Greeley was selected as the comparison district for Pueblo City.

Three Greeley elementary schools, two middle (one was a junior high) schools, and a
senior high school were visited. All six institutions’ facilities were instructionally
adequate. No school administrator encountered in visiting these schools claimed that
any school was instructionally inadequate or unsafe. All of the visited schools were
well maintained, and although the high school was crowded it is an imposing
institution boasting a horticultural program with its own greenhouse, an agricultural
shop program with an enormous variety of tools, a National Football League-style
student and athletic weight room, and a new auditorium that outshines what is
available in most municipalities.

It appears that facilities in both Pueblo City and Greeley range from basic to
luxurious, but all were adequate to meet instructional needs. Both districts have access
to sufficient funds to build state-of-the-art facilities for all their students if they so
choose, since their bonded debt limit is around $110 million. If facilities in Pueblo City
are not quite as luxurious as those in Greeley, it appears due to Greeley’s willingness to
incur debt. As of 1998, Greeley had bonded indebtedness of $72 million, while Pueblo
City had no bonded debt. This reflects the local choice of the voters.



IV. DATA AND INFORMATION SOURCES

The opinions presented here are based on our site visits to the school districts
and our previous experience with educational facilities. Enrollment numbers were
obtained from the Colorado Department of Education, and gross square feet was
obtained from CTL. Financial data on the revenue-raising ability of districts and on
revenues and expenditures came from the Colorado Department of Education.
Estimates of structural repairs are from CTL. A bibliography of studies on the
relationship between school facilities and student achievement is provided in Exhibit 1.
Information on capital construction funding in other states came from the Public School
Finance Programs of the United States and Canada 1993-94, Center for the Study of the
States; and the November 1995 GAO report School Facilities: States” Financial and
Technical Support Varies.

V. QUALIFICATIONS

I am currently the Director of the Peabody Center for Education Policy at
Vanderbilt University, as well as a partner at Management Analysis and Planning, Inc.
Prior to that I served as Director of Policy Analysis for California Education (PACE) for
11 years, and was a professor at the University of California, Berkeley for 27 years. I
have been a public school teacher, state education department official, federal
government cabinet special assistant, education specialist for the United States Senate,
and an elected local school board member. I have also served as a consultant to
agencies such as the National Center for Education Statistics (NCES) and the National
Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), as well as to international agencies and
governments. In addition, I have consulted for numerous state governments, and
provided expert witness testimony and consultant services for over 25 court cases
involving education issues. I have published ten books on school finance and

administration, and written over a hundred professional and scholarly articles.

VI. PUBLICATIONS WITHIN THE PRECEDING TEN YEARS

I have published a variety of books and journal articles in the last ten years. A

list of my publications is included in Appendix B.



VII. CASE TESTIMONY WITHIN THE PRECEDING FOUR YEARS

Bradley et al v. Maryland State Board of Education
Campbell Co. v. Wyoming

Roosevelt v. Keegan (Arizona)

Committee for Fiscal Equity v. State of New York

VIII. COMPENSATION FOR THE STUDY AND TESTIMONY

I receive compensation based on an hourly billing rate of $185.

James W. Guthrie Date
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EXHIBIT 1

BIBLIOGRAPHY:
THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN SCHOOL FACILITIES AND STUDENT ACHIEVEMENT

Berner, Maureen M. (1993) “Building Conditions, Parental Involvement, and Student
Achievement in the District of Columbia Public School System.” Urban Education, vol
28 No. 1, p.6-29.

Bowers, J., and C. Burkett. (1989) “Effects of Physical and School Environment on Students
and Faculty.” The Educational Facility Planner, Jan-Feb p.28-29.

Chan, T.C. (1980). “Physical Environment and Middle Grade Achievement.” Greenville
County School District, South Carolina.

Christopher, Gaylaird. (1988). “Does the Quality of the School Environment Affect the Quality
of Our Children’s Education?” The Educational Facility Planner, 26(4): 21-23.

Earthman, G., and Linda Lemasters. (1996) “Review of Resarch on the Relationship Between
School Buildings, Student Achievement, and Student Behavior.” Paper present at the
annual meeting of the Council of Educational Facility Planners, International.

Earthman, G., Cash, C., and Van Berkum D. (1995) “A Statewide Study of Student
Achievement and Behavior and School Building Condition.” Paper presented at the
annual meeting of the Council of Educational Facility Planners, Interational.

Earthman, G. (1986) “Research Needs in the Field of Educational Facility Planning.” Paper
presented at the EDUSYSTEMS 2000 International Congress on Educational Facilities,
Values, and Contents.

Hawkins, Harold L. and Betty Lightfoot Overbaugh. (1988). “The Interface Between Facilities
and Learning.” The Educational Facility Planner, 26(4): 4-7.

McGuftey, C., and C. Brown. (1978) “The Impact of School Building Age on School
Achievement in Georgia.” The Educational Facility Planner , 2/78.

Moore, D. and E. Warner. (1998). “Where Children Learn: The Effect of Facilities on Student
Achivement.” CEFPI Brief.

Taylor, Anne and Gene Gouise. (1988). “The Ecology of Learning Environments for Children.”
The Educational Facility Planner, 26(4): 23-28.



Exhibit 2: Plaintiff and Comparison Districts

Funded Assessed

Pupil % At Valuation

County District Count Risk Per Pupil
Pueblo Pueblo City 17,172 49% 33,896
Weld Greeley 14,067 40% 36,348
Las Animas Aguilar 171 48% 52,755
Saguache Mountain Valley 186 46% 47,878
Conejos Sanford 351 59% 9,925
Otero Manzanola 277 55% 16,500
Bent Las Animas 730 57% 36,504
Conejos South Conejos 449 56% 27,438
Lake Lake 1,219 36% 45,685
Weld Ault-Highland 885 37% 49,734
Elbert Elizabeth 2,422 3% 32,130
Park Platte Canyon 1,529 8% 46,211
Costilla Centennial 369 68% 67,378
Costilla Sierra Grande 340 64% 103,151

Plaintiff districts are in bold.



EXHIBIT 3: Facility Rating Instrument and Instructions
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APPENDIX B: Publications within the Preceding Ten Years



Books

Educational Administration and Policy: Effective Leadership for America’s Schools
(with Rodney J. Reed). Englewood Cliffs, NJ: Prentice-Hall, Inc., 1986. (Second
edition 1991.)

Education Finance and Policy: Enhancing Education Equality, Efficiency, and
Liberty (with Walter I. Garms and Lawrence C. Pierce). Englewood Cliffs, NJ:
Prentice-Hall, Inc., 1988.

Ed School: A Brief for Professional Education (with Geraldine Clifford). Chicago:
University of Chicago Press, 1988.

Reinventing Public Education (with Paul Hill and Lawrence C. Pierce) Chicago, U.
of Chicago Press: 1997.

Twenty First Century Education Finance (with Richard Rothstein) in progress

Monographs and Book Chapters

“Educational Finance: The Lower Schools.” Chapter 19 in the Handbook of
Research on Educational Administration, edited by Norman J. Boyan, pp. 373-390.
Sponsored by the American Education Research Association, Washington, and DC.
New York: Longman, 1988.

Making Sense of School Budgets (with Susan Perkins Weston and W. Gary Harmer).
Washington, DC: United States Department of Education, Office of Educational
Research and Improvement, August 1989.

"The Evolution of Educational Management: Eroding Myths and Emerging Models.”
Chapter 10 in National Society for the Study of Education 89th Yearbook,
Educational Leadership, edited by Vern Cunningham and Brad Mitchell. Chicago:
NSSE, University of Chicago Press, 1990.

A Framework and Principles for International Comparative Studies in Education,
editor with Norman Bradburn, Dorothy Gilford et al, Washington, DC: National
Academy Press, 1990.

"Site Based Management," (with Rafael Ramirez and Florence Webb). Chapter 12 in
Rethinking Effective Schools: Research and Practice, edited by James Bliss, William
Firestone, and Craig Richards. New York: Prentice Hall 1991.

“Ready, Aim, Reform: Building a Model of Education Reform and 'High Politics"
(with Julia E. Koppich). Chapter 2 in Restructuring Schools: An International
Perspective on the Movement to Transform the Control and Performance of Schools,
edited by Hedley Beare and William Lowe Boyd. Washington, DC: Falmer Press,
1991. (Paperback, 1993)

“Examining Contemporary Education-reform Efforts in the United States” (with



Julia E. Koppich). Chapter 4 in Restructuring Schools: An International Perspective
on the Movement to Transform the Control and Performance of Schools, edited by
Hedley Beare and William Lowe Boyd. Washington, DC: Falmer Press, 1991.
(Paperback, 1993)

“Effective Educational Executives: An essay on the Concept of Strategic Leadership."
Chapter 3.2 in Developing Educational Leaders, edited by Peter Ribbins of
Birmingham University. London: Longman Group UK Limited (in association with
the British Educational Management and Administration Society), 1991.

“Carrots and Sticks: Can School Policy Influence Student Motivation?” (with Martin
Covington, and Florence Webb). In Student Motivation. Washington, DC: OER],
U.S. Department of Education, 1992. Chapter 5 in Motivating Students to Learn:
Overcoming Barriers to High Achievement, edited by Tommy M. Tomlinson.
Berkeley: McCutchan Publishing Corporation, 1993.

“Investing Education Dollars: Do We Need a ‘Dow Jones Index’ for America’s
Schools?” Chapter 6 in Rethinking School Finance: An Agenda for the 1990s, edited
by Allan Odden (USC), pp. 201-224. San Francisco: Jossey Bass, 1992.

“Emerging Globalization of Education: A Set of Extrapolations, Interpolations, and
Predictions Regarding the Likely Future Internationalization of Education Policy
and Administration.” In International Encyclopedia of Education, Second Edition,
editors-in-chief: Professor Torsten Husen (Institute of International Education,
University of Stockholm, Sweden) and Professor T. N. Postlethwaite (Institute of
Comparative Education, University of Hamburg, Germany). Oxford, UK: Pergamon
Press, 1992.

“The Emerging Golden Era of Educational Leadership: And the Golden Opportunity
for Administrator Training.” In The National Conference of Professors of
Educational Administration (NCPEA) 1993 Yearbook. (The Walter I. Cocking
Memorial Lecture, 1992.)

"School Reform and the 'New World Order." Chapter 12 in Reforming Education:
The Emerging Systemic Approach edited by Stephen L. Jacobson & Robert Berne.
Thousand Oaks, CA: Corwin Press, Inc., 1993. (Fourteenth Annual Yearbook of the
American Education Finance Association)

Preparing Strategic Education Leaders for the Twenty-First Century (with Julia E.
Koppich), Association of California School Administrators, 1995.

Worldwide Education Statistics: Enhancing UNESCO's Role, (with Janet S. Hansen)
Washington D.C., National Academy of Sciences, 1995

“Implications for Policy: What Might Happen in American Education if it Were
Known How Money Actually Is Spent,” Chapter Fourteen in Where Does the Money
Go? Resource Allocation in Elementary and Secondary Schools, Lawrence O. Picus,
and James L. Wattenbarger (eds.), Thousand Oaks, Corwin Press, 1995.




“The Relentless Nature of American Education Reform.” In International Handbook
of Education and Development: Preparing Schools, Students and Nations for the
Twenty-First Century William K. Cummings and Noel F. McGinn (Eds.) (with Julie
Koppich, University of California, Berkeley (36 pages), 1997.

“Fifty Years of American School Finance,” The Future of Children, Vol. 7, No.
3Winter 1997, The David and Lucille Packard Foundation, Los Gatos, California,Pp.
24-38

"Reinventing Education Finance: Alternatives for Allocating Resources to Individual

Schools", in U.S. Department of Education. National Center for Education Statistics.
Selected Papers in School Finance, 1996, NCES 98-217, by Fowler, William J. Jr.,
Washington, and DC: 1998.

“Paradigms for Education Administration Research” (with Paul T. Hill) Handbook
of Research on Education Administration, Second Edition, (Joseph Murphy and
Karen Seashore Louis ed.), American Education Research Association, Jossey Bass,
San Francisco, 1999.

“Enabling Adequacy to Achieve Reality: Translating Adequacy into State School
Finance Arrangements,” (with Richard Rothstein), chapter in Equity and Adequacy,
Washington D.C.: Committee on Education Finance, National Research Council,
National Academy of Sciences, National Academy Press, Washington D.C. 1999.

Articles/Research

“The Evolving Context of California Education” (with Michael W. Kirst, Gerald C.
Hayward and Allan R. Odden). Comparative State Politics, Vol. 10, No. 5, October
1989. Springfield. IL: Illinois Legislative Studies Center, Sangamon State
University, and pp.-1-21.

"The Tellers and the Tale" (with Geraldine Joncich Clifford). Response Essay in
Educational Studies, Vol. 20, No. 4, Winter, 1989, pp. 455-461.

"Education R&D's Lament (and What to Do About It)." Educational Researcher,
Vol. 19, Number 2, March 1990, American Educational Research Association, p.26.

"The International Economy and National Education Reform: A Comparison of
Education Reforms in the United States and Great Britain" (with Lawrence C.
Pierce). Oxford Review of Education, Vol. 16, No. 2, June 1990.

“The Evolving Political Economy of Education and the Implications for Educational
Evaluation.” Educational Review, Vol. 42, No. 2, 1990. A similar version of which
also appeared as “The Industrialized World’s Evolving Political Economy and the
Implications for Educational Evaluation.” Educational Research Journal, Hong
Kong Education Research Association, Chinese University of Hong Kong, 1990.

“Innovaciones administrativas: La redistribuciéon de las decisiones entre el ‘Centro’
y la “periferia’.” Escuelas Efectivas Para El Exito Educativo: Buscando La



Excelencia, Ciudad Universitaria, Concepcion, Chile, 1990

“A Survey of National Assessment and Examination Practices in OECD Countries,”
(with M. Binkley, and T. Wyatt). OECD International Indicators Project: Network
A: Student Achievement Outcomes. Lugano, Switzerland: INES Project General
Assembly, September, 1991.

“Assessing Assessments: Considerations in Selecting Cross-national Educational
Performance Indicators,” (with M. Binkley, and G. Phillips). OECD International
Indicators Project: Network A: Student Achievement Outcomes. Lugano,
Switzerland: INES Project General Assembly, September, 1991.

“Methodological and Theoretical Aspects of Efficiency Evaluation in School
Systems.” Efficience De Nos Sytemes De Formation Die Wirksamkeit Unseres
Bildungssystems, Pratiques et Théorie, Actes du 15e congrés de la Société Suisse
Pour la Recherche en Education, Cahier No. 65, Université de Geneéve, Switzerland,
Sept. 10-21, 1991, pp. 63-70.

“The World’s Evolving Political Economy and the Emerging Globalization of
Education: A Set of Extrapolations, Interpolations, and Predictions Regarding the
Likely Future Internationalization of Education Policy.” Educational Research
[ournal, Vol. 6, Hong Kong Educational Research Association, 1991, pp. 1-15.

“The World’s New Political Economy Is Politicizing Educational Evaluation.”
Educational Evaluation and Policy Analysis, Vol. 13, No. 2, Fall 1991, pp. 309-321.
Reprinted in Policy Evaluation, edited by Ray C. Rist.

“Professional Organizations.” Encyclopedia of Educational Research, edited by
Marvin Alkin (UCLA), 6th Edition, New York: Macmillan, 1992, 1053-1056.

"American Education Governance: An Appraisal at the Millennium," (state-of-the-
art paper commissioned by the United States Department of Education, Office of
Educational Research and Improvement

"Financing Schools: The Consequences of State Financing to School Sites," (state-of-
the-art paper commissioned by the United States Department of Education,
National Center for Education Statistics (In press.)

Professional Articles/Editorials

“School Based Management: The Next Needed Education Reform.” Phi Delta
Kappan, December 1986, pp. 305-309.

“Campaign '88 and Education: A Primer for Presidential Candidates.” Phi Delta
Kappan, March 1988, pp. 514-519.

“Presidential Campaigns and Education Policy.” Education Researcher, March 1988,
pp- 4 12.




“Should Principals Be Required To Have Been Teachers?” Education Week,
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