




Table 2 
Correlations among Resource Measures (2000 – 2001, K-12 Districts) 

General Revenue 
(Census)

Current 
Expenditure 

(Census)

Current 
Instruction 
(Census)

Current 
Expenditure 

per ADA 
(DESE)

Current 
Expenditure 

per Pupil 
(DESE)

General 
Revenue 
(DESE)

General Revenue (Census) 1.000
Current Expenditure (Census) 0.906 1.000
Current Instruction (Census) 0.765 0.906 1.000
Current Expenditure per ADA (DESE) 0.901 0.981 0.856 1.000
Current Expenditure per Pupil (DESE) 0.909 0.986 0.867 0.990 1.000
General Revenue (DESE) 0.924 0.883 0.717 0.920 0.905 1.000  
Analyses weighted by district enrollment 

 

 Figure 1 compares Missouri current instructional spending, current expenditures and state and 
local revenues per pupil to national averages on the same measures from 1992 to 2001. Values are 
expressed in terms of Missouri data as a percent of National (excluding Missouri). On all measures there 
appears to be a “blip” on the screen from 1992 to 1993 which may be a function of changes in reporting. 
Since 1993, however, all measures have climbed steadily from 15 to 20% below national averages to 
around 10 or 10 to 15% below.  Note that no regional cost adjustments were employed. As such, if 
Missouri costs of doing business are lower than the national average, it might be reasonable for Missouri 
educational expenditures to be lower. Of primary interest in this and later figures is the trend over time, 
which appears to be generally positive, or at least relatively stable through the late 1990s.   
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Data Source: U.S. Census Fiscal Survey 
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Figure 2 compares on the same measures, Missouri’s small K-12 school districts with small 

school districts nationally, where small is defined as enrolling under 500 pupils. This figure shows 
consistent growth, relative to national trends, in expenditures and revenues. Missouri small districts started 
the period over 30% behind their peers nationally. By 2001, that gap had been cut in half.  

 
Figure 2 

Missouri Small (<500) K-12  Districts Relative to National 
Average
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Data Source: U.S. Census Fiscal Survey 
 

 Figure 3 shows a very similar trend for districts with 1,000 to 2,000 pupils. Like smaller districts, 
these districts have gained substantial ground on their peers of similar size nationally. However, they 
remain significantly behind.  
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Figure 3 

Missouri Mid-Small (1,000 to 2,000) K-12  Districts Relative to 
National Average
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Missouri Mid-Small (1,000 to 2,000) K-12  Districts Relative to 
National Average
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Figure 4 shows the trend for Missouri’s larger districts. Missouri’s larger districts have generally 

faired better than smaller ones, receiving and spending at or above national averages. However, starting 
around 1997, resources in larger districts have tailed off somewhat and risk sliding well behind national 
averages for districts of similar size. Note that while all districts with greater than 5,000 pupils are included 
in the figure, the trend is dominated by revenues and expenditures in Kansas City and St. Louis.  
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Figure 4 

Missouri Large (>5,000) K-12  Districts Relative to National Average

-20.0%

-15.0%

-10.0%

-5.0%

0.0%

5.0%

10.0%

1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001

Year

Pe
rc

en
t D

iff
er

en
ce

 fr
om

 U
.S

. M
ea

n

Current Instruction

Current Operating

State and Local Revenue (exclude SPED & CAP)

Missouri Large (>5,000) K-12  Districts Relative to National Average

-20.0%

-15.0%

-10.0%

-5.0%

0.0%

5.0%

10.0%

1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001

Year

Pe
rc

en
t D

iff
er

en
ce

 fr
om

 U
.S

. M
ea

n

Current Instruction

Current Operating

State and Local Revenue (exclude SPED & CAP)

 
Data Source: U.S. Census Fiscal Survey 

 
 Figure 5 compares Missouri and its major bordering states to national average current instructional 
expenditures per pupil. Because of differences in accounting practices (e.g. what was or wasn’t counted as 
“instructional” spending), it may not be appropriate to compare the level of spending in one state to 
another. Rather, what are of most importance in the figure are the trends. As noted previously, Missouri’s 
position in recent years has held relatively constant with respect to national averages. Similarly, Arkansas 
has held relatively constant, though at a much lower level. Illinois’ position has improved in recent years, 
jumping from nearly 10% behind national average to about 5% behind. Iowa has dropped from near 
average to about 10% below and Kansas, from 1994 to 2001 dropped from about 7% behind to 18% 
behind.  
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Figure 5 

Regional Instructional Spending Relative to U.S. Mean (K-12 Districts)
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Regional Instructional Spending Relative to U.S. Mean (K-12 Districts)
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Data Source: U.S. Census Fiscal Survey 

 

 Table 3 indicates that by the end of the period under investigation, the relative position of 
Missouri’s largest districts was much better than the state’s smallest districts. Districts with the largest 
deficits relative to their peers in other states were districts with 800 to 2,200 pupils.  

Table 3 
Missouri vs. U.S. General Revenues per Pupil (Census) 2001 

Enrollment Missouri US % Difference
100 - 300 $6,010 $7,778 -22.7%
400 - 600 $5,116 $6,697 -23.6%
800 - 1200 $4,891 $6,621 -26.1%
1800 - 2200 $4,809 $6,471 -25.7%
3000 - 5000 $4,999 $6,297 -20.6%
8000 - 12000 $5,779 $6,143 -5.9%
>15000 $6,179 $5,352 15.5%  

   Source: U.S. Census Fiscal Survey 2001 
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Figure 25 

Marginal Costs per LEP Child by Scale
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 Finally, recall that input based analyses is built on understanding the quantities AND THE 

PRICES of required resources. We have previously noted the necessity to conduct rigorous 
analysis of the relative price of teachers across Missouri districts. Accurate price estimates are 
critical for accurate cost estimates. Augenblick and Myers failed to perform any type of 
competitive wage analysis for Missouri school districts, relying only on state average salaries 
from 2001 – 2002 for districts of varied size.  

 

Augenblick and Myers successful schools analysis of Missouri produced a cost figure over $2,000 
lower than the professional judgment analysis. However, successful schools analysis is deeply flawed in 
number of ways. First and foremost, successful schools analysis fails to account in any way for differences 
in costs across districts. In short, successful schools analysis is like estimating the cost of producing a given 
yield of crop on only the most fertile fields (and assuming that the current yield is acceptable). As such, 
cost estimates derived from successful schools analysis are not worthy of further discussion.  

 

Comparisons of Current Revenue to Augenblick and Myers Professional Judgment Study 

 Acknowledging the methodological shortcomings of Augenblick and Myers cost estimates derived 
from professional judgment, this section compares current formula revenues to those estimates. While the 
estimates themselves may or may not reflect the cost of meeting the legislative standard of adequacy, 
comparisons of current revenues with A&M estimates may help to reveal which districts presently have the 
most and which have the least adequate funding.  

 Table 18 compares districts’ general revenue by size to A&M costs by size. Consistent with our 
previous findings Missouri’s smaller districts appear to have less adequate funding that Missouri’s larger 
districts.  
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Figure 26 
Relative Adequacy by Size (based on median outcomes model) 
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 The next series of tables attempt to use the cost function analysis to identify those districts with 
the least adequate current (2001) general revenues per pupil. Note that because this cost function is 
preliminary, findings may change. At this point, the goal is to identify general patterns of similarity among 
districts identified as having the least, and most adequate funding given their needs. Table 22 identifies 
those districts with the largest percentage deficit from adequacy. Note that most are relatively small, except 
Riverview Gardens and University City. In general, there are two clusters of districts on the list – 1) small 
rural districts with only a few hundred students and 2) poor urban fringe districts, generally surrounding St. 
Louis. We note that through many iterations of our cost model, this finding has held constant.  

Districts like Wellston, University City, Normandy, Jennings and Riverview Gardens that face 
labor costs (for comparable quality staff) comparable to Ladue and Clayton and student needs comparable 
to St. Louis, simply lack sufficient resources or the local capacity to raise them.  
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