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Introduction

Minnesota and Illinois are both American states located in the Midwestern region. They
both joined the union in the 19" century. While the state of Minnesota possesses a greater land
area, Illinois has a greater population. These states have marked metropolitan areas that contain
t he maj or i tpgpulaiidnsi tarbued 60spercant fer soth i surrounded by rural areas.
Obvious similarities exist between these states. 1 | | i noi sé medi an gross st a
whil e Minnesotads is $55, 664, whAsifocdifferancgs, c o mp ar
'l 1 inoi sd& gr 0589598smillianfwhilepined o¢c b dissi $ $244,546 m
of Economic Analysis) Therefore, it would be easy to imagine that Illinois would have a better

funded education system if they have greater revenue, but that assumption is inaccurate.
Research Question and Hypothesis

Thi s paper will compare and c alfiscalmlgies |1 | i nc
to find if and how that affectst he qual ity of publ i Thehypotlesisesl st ud
that Minnesota students are learning better than Illinois students, because their state government
is ensuring that there are fewer disparities between counties by providing the most of the
education revenue, or in other words, providing equalization. This is unlike Illinois, where
education is funded at the local level, so disparities may exist between wealthier and poorer
school districts. This paper will look at laws detailing education budgets in both states, how
districts are funded in both places, and finally, just how these policies affect how Minnesotan
and Illinois children learn. A comparison of test scores demonstrates which laws are more
effective. Other variable factors that may account for Illinois students performing poorer than
Minnesota students are also examined. Finally, two other states i one that practices equalization,

Michigan, and one that does not practice equalization, Ohio i are compared to see if the findings
found with Minnesota and Illinois hold true.

Studying educational fiscal policy analysis is important. Until legislators find which
education funding policies are the most effective, our school districts cannot be their most

effective.



Methods

The independent variable in this research is the funding systems of both Minnesota and
[llinois. The two most important dependent variables arethepe r f or mance of bot h s
students, measured by test scores, and the differences in funding between poorer and wealthier

districts.

After the history of the two statebds educa
where their revenue comes from. | next examined the funding mechanisms of a sample of
districts in both states that could represent rich or poor districts. Eight school districts from
Minnesota are sampled in Figure 2. All of their median household incomes are shown; showing
differences between rich and poor districts and how this may affect funding had Minnesota not
chosen to use equalization. However, Figure 3 demonstrates how the majority of revenue comes
through the state level. Eleven Illinois school districts are examined. The median household
incomes of Illinois are shown in Figure 4. However, with Illinois, these numbers have more of an
effect on school fundi ng,zatitmerbediguse & diagrdmeshowsst at e d
how the majority of revenue comes through the local level in all but two school districts.
After that, | examined if and how the independent variable, the funding mechanisms,
affected my dependent variable, the standardized test scores. So | examined four different
statistics: 4™-grade Mathematics, 4™-grade Reading, 8"-grade Mathematics, and 8"-grade
Reading. Figure 6 shows how Minnesota students scored higher in all tests. However, | expected
to find a correlation between different foundation levels of districts, not just between states. So
four different locales T city, suburb, town, and rural T were examined per state. Figure 7

demonstrates that every type locale in Minnesota outscored every type in lllinois.

Next, | examined other educational outcomes created by the funding mechanisms. These

are demonstrated in Figures 8 and 9.

Finally, I examined two other states to see if the findings for Minnesota and Illinois had
just applied to those states. First, the overall revenue was looked at in Figure 10. Next, the
revenue of just a wealthy suburban district and a poor inner-city district are compared for both

states in Figures 11 and 12. Then test scores were examined in Figures 13 and 14.



Minnesota Educational Fiscal Policy Overview

Il n Minnesota, most of publ i c H®eNimeoasd f und
House Research Departmentdés AMinnesotilsa School
where education funding comes from today. fiThe bulk of state support for elementary and
secondary education is distributed to school districts through the general education revenue
program, which provides money for the current operating expenditures of the districts.0 (para. 1)

The rest of the statebs appropriation to | oca

categorical aids, such as special education aid and local property tax relief aids.
lllinois Educational Fiscal Policy Overview

In contrast to Minnesota, Illinois mostly funds their school districts through local
property taxes. An lllinois State University professor in the Department of Educational
Administration and Foundations, Lucille Eckrichdés paper, fAPubI

writes that the majority of funding comes from the local level. (1)

In fact, the Center for Tax and Budget Accountability findst hat fit he current
school funding pr ogr am inagequate, ineguitablessahallfundthgg s gr ac e
system has had a severe, negative impact on s
para. 1,2) Figureli s a compari son of nMesrtehews thetfumdsthah d 1 | | i |
come from the federal, state, and local governments.

(http://nces.ed.qov/programs/digest/d07/tables/dt07 163.asp) Note that Illinois receives the

majority of their funds from the local level, while Minnesota receives the majority of their funds
from the state level. For this reason, Minnesota can better achieve equalization between wealthy
and poor school districts.

Minnesota Educational Fiscal History

Throughout the 20™ century, Minnesota has tried to make their education funding more
effective. After 1900, the state began appropriating some funding for schools. By the 1970-1972
House sessions, the legislature created the Minnesota state foundation aid program. This gave all
districts a flat grant (or per pupil) unit. A pupil unit is a weighted enrollment measure to find
how many students attend per district. They also gave some districtsan extr a fAequali ze
amount, which varied quite a bit dependingona di st r i ct 0 Fhispnsucegpthatralt y v al u


http://nces.ed.gov/programs/digest/d07/tables/dt07_163.asp

lower-income districts could have funding more equitable with higher income areas. Under this
system, state aid counted for around 43 percent of the running cost of schools, but expenditures

varied widely, and unfairly, across districts. Between 1973 and 1983, the legislature adjusted the

foundation aid formula by making it more

basic structure.

The 1983 legislative session put into place a new aid program that replaced many
components of the previous foundation aid formula with five tiers of optional aid and levies. This
new tiered system centered on equal access to revenues for all school districts and recognition of
specific cost differences between lower- and higher-earning districts.

The new 1987 foundation aid program enacted, the general education revenue program, is
the one currently used today. While it is now around twenty-years-old, it has remained relatively
stable. It reflects that each school district has different funding needs and is, therefore, based on
pupil counts and the extent of need for each school district. (House Research Department, para.
3,4,5,6)

lllinois Educational Fiscal Policy History

Illinois has had a tumultuous history involving its educational funding. State support

i n t

started for schools in 1825 with the AAct pro

law mandated rules for districts, such as how many schools should be in each district, and
allowed the state to charge tuition, up to 50 percent of the cost per pupil, to families. However, it
also gave state aid, 2 percent of the funds collected by the state treasurer, which was given out as
flat grants, or equal dollars per pupil.

In 1855, a local property tax was instituted. This began a focus on local, not state,
funding, that is still in place today. This system created for inequalities. Districts predominately
made up of lower-income households had less funding for their schools than a wealthier district.
I n 1929, the fAEqualizationo formula was

and less aid to wealthier ones.

In 1933, the Great Depression caused the first state sales tax to be introduced solely to

save schools from collapsing under financial strain. Unfortunately, school districts in Illinois

mand a



were stillunequal. Thus, i n 1938, high schools were incl ude
which they had not been before. Also categorical grants, or aid from states that may only be

spent for narrowly-defined purposes, such as bussing and special education, started to be given to

school districts in that year.

I n 1973, the AResource Equalizero f-ormul a
income basis. Therefore, areas with lower-income citizens would receive more funding. This
system produced two results. The first being
personal resource levels, especially property valuation levels, and not tax rates, should determine
expenditure levels. In other words, this means that how much income the citizens in a district
make determines how much money they receive from the state for their schools. The previous
status quo detailed that property values were the deciding factor for funds. Since housing in the
inner city is so expensive, an urban dweller could not have a high income, but pay higher
property taxes than someone who is wealthier
| mpaction Weightingo. Whi Inan-educatiznal spendinglad wer e hi
kept education tax rates depressed. Therefore, poorer areas, such as the inner city, would not
benefit from the AReward for Effortodo system.
keeping their city in order and would allocate funds to maintaining their streets, collecting
garbage, etc and not on schools. Since they had allotted these funds elsewhere, the district would

not get additional money from the state.

After 1973, a dual grant-in-aid system allowed districts to choose whether they wanted to
use two different systems: one took into account lower-income districts, the other did not. The
leaders of the Illinois Board of Education were nervous that districts would choose the one not

appropriate for themduetothecomp | i cat ed A Reward for Efforto sy

Il 11 inois ended the AReward for Efforto pro
districts to keep raising taxes to receive more money. Also it was far easier for wealthier districts
to pass referendums. Wealthy districts have more democratically-active citizens as they have

more political knowledge and resources.
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In 1982, the funding formula became a foundation approach with instituted, yet not

mandated, tax rates. In other words, a district could stillitechni cal | y use t he HARewar
system, but a district woul dndét be penalized
The AResource Cast Model o (or RCM) was i ns

had its own foundation level. It involves categorical funding. RCM is based on a complicated
system of calculation to determine each distr

attack on adequacy yet. (Karnes-Wallis, Hubbard, Elder, pgs. 3-13)

Figure 1 compares where Minnesota and Illinois districts receive their revenue. As per
the hypothesis, Minnesota receives the bulk of their revenue from the state level, while Illinois
receive the bulk of their revenue from the local level.
(http://nces.ed.gov/programs/digest/d07/tables/dt07_163.asp)

Minnesota Educationd Fiscal Statistics

The US Department of Educationds Institute
Education Statistics details funding source examples from seven Minnesotan public school
districts, including Anoka-Hennepin, Minneapolis, Osseo, Rochester, Rosemount-Apple Valley-
Eagan, South Washington County, and Saint Paul. These districts were chosen, because they all
had more than 15,000 students. Th e St . Paul and Minneapolis di st
metropolitanarea. St . P a u | ebodd incomedsi$3B,in74, whereasMi nneapol i s6 i s
$37,974. Anoka-Hennepin, Osseo, Rosemount-Apple Valley-Eagan, and South Washington
County are districts within the metropolitan suburb that generally can generate more money
through income taxes. They are all middle- to upper-class areas. Anoka-Hennepin residents have
a $54,680 median income. The Osseo school district has a $58,456 median. The Rosemount-
Apple Valley-Eagan school district has a $64,352 median income. The residents of South
Washington County have a median household income of $60,278. Rochester is a medium-sized
city with median household income of $49,090. The Minnesota average for a household income
is $47,111. (http://censtats.census.gov) All of these numbers are shown in a bar graph format as

well in Figure 2. By showing the median income of various areas around the state, we may show
di sparities in wealthy and poor school di stri

t he st adgnedaisntequalizks them with districts that have more money.


http://censtats.census.gov/

In each of these districts, the most money comes from the state government, which
accounts for 70% of the total revenue in 2007, followed by the local level, at 21%, and then
followed by the federal level, at 7%. Note that these numbers do not account for private revenue.
For example, in the Anoka-Hennepin school district, the state funds are $288,128,000 per fiscal
year, local are $90,781,000, and federal are $15,979,000. Since much of this paper focuses on
disparities between inner-city districts and suburban or rural districts, it will examine that now by
looking at the current expenditure per pupil of Minneapolis, the district with the lowest median
income, and Rosemount-Apple Valley-Eagan, the district with the highest. The Minneapolis
school district spends $11,825 per student, while Rosemount-Apple Valley-Eagan spends only
$8,198. (http://nces.ed.gov/programs/digest/d06/tables/dt06_088.asp) This is unusual that an
inner-city district spends more per pupil than a wealthy suburb. However, since Minneapolis is
an urban area, they are just able to receive more funds, because there are more citizens to tax.
For example, Rosemount, Apple Valley, and Eagan have a population of just 123,703 altogether,
while Minneapolis has a population of 382,618, tripling the above number.
(quickfacts.census.gov) Also, many are now leaving urban areas for the suburbs, so more money
can be allocated per student when they are less of them. Unfortunately, while those statistics did
not work out in the way this paper predicted in the hypothesis, maybe the Illinois stats will.
Nonetheless, the Figure 3 graph shows us that all districts in the state make the majority of their

money from the state level.
lllinois Educational Fiscal Policy Statistics

The National Center for Education Statistics (NCES) also details multiple Illinois
counties. Ten school districts were included i the City of Chicago, Community Unit 300,
Naperville, Peoria, Plainfield, Rockford, Springfield, U-46, Valley View, and Waukegan. The
City of Chicago i swithlow foumdationd$eels. Gity of Chicamge t r op ol i s
residents have median household incomes of $38,625. Naperville, Plainfield, Valley View, and
Waukegan are generally wealthy suburbanareas. Naper vi | | eds med.i an i ncom
Plainfield has a median income of $69,772. $64,295 is the median income of Valley View.
Waukegan is at $42,335. Community Unit 300, Peoria, Rockford, Springfield, U-46 are rural
areas with median foundation levels. Community Unit 300 can claim a median residential
household income of $27,180.Pe or i a6 s me di a nThedmediamhouseholds $36, 397



income is $37,667 in Rockford, $39,388 in Springfield, and a high $66,612 in Elgin U-46.
' 11 i noi s 0 holmameawveralliis $46,59@ (http://censtats.census.gov)

Tl inoisd state districts receiwhieh t he most
accounts for 58% of the total, followed by the state level, at 32%, and followed by the federal
level, at 9%. Illinois also brings in private revenue. Now we will look at funds on an expenditure
per pupil basis to see if there are great disparities between districts. The City of Chicago spends
$8,695 per pupil, while a suburban area like Plainfield spends $9,546, while a rural area like
Elgin U-46 spends $8,266. (http://nces.ed.gov/programs/digest/d06/tables/dt06_088.asp) The
rural area is slightly less than the suburban area, as expected. However, the suburban district
outshined both other districts. This shows that wealthy districts are funded better than poor

districts.

While the most noticeable statistic of Figure5ist he s heer vol ume of Chi
the point is to note that the majority of 111

except for Peoria and Waukegan.

In comparing Minnesota and Illinois educational funding side by side, the most
noticeable difference is where the money comes from. In Minnesota, the bulk comes from the
state; in Illinois, the local region. However, this paper has yet find that receiving the bulk of
funding from the local level hinders students, so | will now look at the dependent variable, the

test scores.
Educational Fiscal Policy Effects on Learning

Now I will compare data on quality of education to find if different funding styles affects
how children learn. The NCES has extensive data on public school standardized test scores.
Mi n n e doaorth-gradlesmathematics average scale score is 247, while in Illinois, it is 239.
Minnesota fourth-grade students received a 225-average scale score in reading, while Illinois
st ude nt sHKbrthesMisnesd@azifhth-grade students, their mathematics score was 291.
Illinois students of the same grade scored 281. Finally, Minnesota eighth-graders scored 268 in
reading, while Illinois eighth-graders scored 263. Minnesota students scored an average of 258
on their standardized tests, compared to Illinois students scoring an average of 251.
(http://nces.ed.gov/nationsreportcard/) While the test score differences were not always drastic,
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they were always evident. To the extentthatas t u d e nt 6 & measdrad bydest scaves),

Minnesota children are receiving a better education than children in Illinois. Figure 6 displays

that. The reader may note that the verticalaxisb egi ns at 200. Thi s was dol
to see detail. It should not make the data look more drastic, but the difference between scoring

225 and 275 is significant.

Test scores were also examined by o6fcsl ocal eo
designation between four different types of areas: city, suburb, town, and rural. Almost all of
these | ocales are represented by the exampl e
Statisticso sections, e Xheselgd testfsamres arainstiinental e s ot a
to deciding whether a wealthier district or a poorer district can have higher achievement levels.
Minnesotads cities scored 254, while Illlinois

11T inoisdMiannersod ads5.t owns had an average test

scored 252. Mi nnesotads rural areas tested at
(http://nces.ed.gov/nationsreportcard) Y o u  wi | | n ot eloctlek saoted highemim e s ot a 6
al | . More significantly though, the disparit:.

and suburbs, were vast. Therewasa7-poi nt di fference bet webs,n Mi nne

versusalé-poi nt di fference between Il linoisd citie:
Variable Factors of Policy Effects on Learning

The argument may be made that it may not be the funding policies that create the
inequalities in learning between districts. It could be some other factor. Here are some that were
accounted for. First, it is typically common knowledge that students with access to computers
perform better in school.. There are on average 4.6 students to a computer in Minnesota, while
there are an average 7.2 students to a computer in Illinois. No matter whether this is a valid
variable factor of not, Minnesota is still outperforming Illinois, most likely because of
equalization. Another example of a variable factor that could be accounted for is the percentage
of students below the poverty line, because typically impoverished students have lower academic
achievement than students from more economically-stable homes. In Minnesota, 10% of students
are below the poverty line, compared to 13% in Illinois. Again, if equalization was used in

Illinois, the poverty levels would not have as much of an effect on their school districts.


http://nces.ed.gov/nationsreportcard/
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Educational Fiscal Policy Effects orOther States

This entire comparison study has just been between two states. So it could be argued that
worse funding and lower test scores for districts in states without equalization only happens
when comparing lllinois to Minnesota. Two other states are going to be examined i Michigan
and Ohio. These states were chosen, because they are also both Midwestern states with
significant urban areas surrounded by rural areas. The same methods used earlier for measuring

the merits of equalization will be used here.

First, I will look at the funding mechanisms of both states. Michigan, like Minnesota, is
funded mainly through state aid. In 1993, it completely eliminated the local property tax as a
source of operating revenue for public schools. Instead, a state sales tax was instituted to cover
the costs previously covered by property taxes. (http://nces.ed.qgov/EDFIN/state.asp) Ohio, like

Illinois, is funded mainly through local aid. Their funding policy is based on a foundation system

that requires a specified amount of local revenue, usually acquired through local property taxes.

A comparison, Figure10,b et ween Mi chi gan and 1l linoisd fund
the fact that Michigan funds with state grants and Ohio funds with local grants is clear. The only

regret i s that t hestaterevénde& folimecerue ibsmalwe en Ohi 006 s
(http://nces.ed.gov/programs/digest/d07/tables/dt07_163.asp)

Next, Iwi | | | ook at the funding differences be
richest and poorest districts. An example of one of Mi ¢ h i g a thigtslistriwtasd.ivonia with
a median household income of $70,844. A poor Michigan district is Flint City with a median

household income of $28,105. (http://censtats.census.gov) In examining their expenditure per

student, Livonia spends $9,532, while Flint spends $10,742. Nonetheless though, the theory of
equalization holds true in this example. Livonia receives only $1,961 from the federal
government, $114,529 from the state, and $72,669 from the local government. At the same time,
Flint receives $40,929 from the federal government, $142,425 from the state, and only $43,830
from the local. (http://nces.ed.gov/programs/digest/d06/tables/dt06 _088.asp) Most likely, Flint is

receiving more support from the federal and state governments, because it is a notoriously poor
area. Here is a side-by-side comparison of the funding numbers for Livonia and Flint. One of

Ohi 06 s we a kit Lakote Lodal withia sedian hoasehold income of $47,885. One of
Ohi o 6 s dptact is @eveland Municipal City, which has a median household income of


http://nces.ed.gov/EDFIN/state.asp
http://censtats.census.gov/
http://nces.ed.gov/programs/digest/d06/tables/dt06_088.asp
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$25,928. (http://censtats.census.qgov) Again, the expenditure per student data doe

hypot hesis of this study correctly unfortunat
$7, 609, whil 1005.evel andds i s
(http://nces.ed.gov/programs/digest/d06/tables/dt06_088.asp ) However, by comparing the

federal, state, and local revenues of these two Ohio districts, the hypothesis is proven correct.
Lakotads | ocal funding is more than their sta

with as much local revenue as state revenue.

Standardized test scores will now be examined by state. The results are not what were
expected. Ohio overall has lower test scores. Mi ¢ h i d'-@radé nsathematics score is 238 with
Ohi ods at 24gradMiechiegdndyg 4core is 2206s compa
8"gr ade mat hematics scor e"grade regliggécoraforMich@mi o6 s i s
is 260, while Ohiobds is 267. On average, Mi c h
tests, while Ohio scores 254. (http://nces.ed.gov/nationsreportcard/) Si nce Ohi o doesnot

funding equalization, the state may have had lower test scores than Michigan. However,

Mi chigan overal/l i's a poorer statmobikhan Ohi o.
industry has especially been hit, as displayed by General Motors Corporation filing for

bankruptcy on June 1%, 2009. If the state of Michigan is poorer than the state of Ohio, Michigan

cannot make up the differetScoeshySeaeéeowigrapagudaea
the results. Test scores are also going to be examined by locale, or more specifically, between the

city locale and the suburb locale, which are typically the poorest and richest districts. Mi ¢ hi gand s
citiesscored 234, whil e t he stateds suburbs scored 254. Me
average, while their suburbs scored 259. (http://nces.ed.gov/nationsreportcard/) These numbers

are in the ADcdrf es ey ekYoowll nata&ttatgnrbadhsthtes there is

a 20-point difference between both the cities and the suburbs. Therefore, my hypothesis was not
proven. This may be because of Michiganbs eco

subject may require more research.
Conclusion

Inconclusion,ther e i s some evidence that Minnesot a
policies affect the qual ity TDhéstatediMinnesotapubl i ¢ s
receives the bulk of its revenue from the state government; the state of Illinois receives the bulk


http://censtats.census.gov/
http://nces.ed.gov/nationsreportcard/
http://nces.ed.gov/nationsreportcard/
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of its revenue from the local government. These funding mechanisms caused Minnesota to have

smaller differences between wealthy and poor districts than Illinois. Oddly enough though, it

doesndt have an ef haherwords,thisreseanchdpiarpge rper fgupitl .hy
that urban Illinois students would receive less funding at the local level was refuted. These

students are receiving more money, because there are just more people in an urban area,

compared to a suburban orruralarea. Nonet hel ess, this paperds seco
Mi nnesotads students out pe.TdconclusdeeMinndsotal i noi s i n

students perform better on standardized tests than Illinois students, because there are fewer

revenue disparities between wealthy and poor districts, since Minnesota, unlike Illinois, provides

equalization by funding through the state government.

However, in recent events, I 11 i noi s tteBpardvobBdwatonhae nd S
mandated a $5.8 billion increase in school funding. (lllinois State Board of Education, para. 1)

They must have heard this research paper was being written.
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Figure 3: Revenue in Minnesota School Districts
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Figure 4: Illinois Median Household Incomes




Figure 5:
in lllinois
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Figure 6: Test Scores by State
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Figure 7: Test Scores by Locale
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Figure 8: Students per Computer
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Figure 9: Students below Poverty Line
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Figure 10: Revenue by Source
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Figure 11: Comparing Revenue in Michigan Districts
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Figure 12: Comparing Revenue in Ohio Districts
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Figure 13: Test Scores by State
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Figure 14: Differences in Test Scores by Locale
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