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Introduction:  James Salt, sociologist (Ph.D. UO), OEA CCC and LCC Faculty Association 
President, LCC Instructor 

Here to ask you to implore you to oppose the performance funding proposal for OR's 
community colleges. 

The table I'm handing out shows the 'rewards' and 'punishments' that each community college 
would experience when the model is fully implemented.  Because the model is still 
being revised, the specifics might change; I don't believe any of the patterns I'll point 
out today will.   

The model would move 30% of state funding to a so-called performance system; schools 
would lose as much as $2m when fully implemented, and gain almost $1.4M; one 
would lose almost 1/5th of its funding, one would gain 13%.  While they are planning 
a 'stop loss' to limit the effects in a given year, over time these kind of results would 
occur. 

Why?   The theory is we'd reward schools for doing a better job and punish those doing a 
worse one, creating an incentive for all to improve.   

In reality, that's simply not the case.   

Does anyone really think that Central is doing a $3.3m better job than Mt. Hood; is there 
real evidence that justifies giving Treasure Value the biggest share increase or 
Tillamook Bay the biggest % cut?  No, what there are are differences in the rates of 
completion of specific measures that have been chosen for the model.  Two very 
different things.   

It's much more likely that the differences in how well they measure up reflect significant 
differences in the student bodies that come to these schools, and what they choose 
to study, where students at some of our schools choose to study subjects that don't 
neatly meet up with the measures that the model's proponents have picked. 

What is not even being talked about by anyone are the social effects of this model, including 
the impacts on social inequality.  A examination of how the model's funding effects 
correlate with the racial and gender distributions at OR's CCs shows that several 
minority groups would be harmed under this model, as would female and career tech 
students, who tend to have more working class origins.   

As you can see, there's a negative correlation between the funding effects and percentages 
of Black, Asian, and Native American students at these schools; opposite for Latinos.  
Controlling for size of school by looking at % loss/gain, the negative relationship isn't 
as strong for Asian or Black students, but nearly triples for Native Americans, while 



showing a stronger positive relationship for Latinos.  Schools with more Black and 
Native American students would tend to lose money under this model. 

Similarly, while we find a slight harm to schools with more female students when looking at 
the dollar change, when we look at % change we find a huge hit on schools with more 
female students.   

Four of the top five schools in percent of Native American and female students, five of 
the top six in % Career Tech, and six of the top seven in % of Black students 
would all lose money under this model.   

Why?  Getting more money is in this model supposed to be based simply upon better 
performance, but does anyone think our schools are doing a better job with Latino 
students than Asian or Black?  Or a better job with male students than female?   

Then why?  Likely at least two things:  a) what students bring with them to schools, and, 
more, simply what they choose to study, especially the programs they're in.   

Look at the correlation between %s of student FTE in transfer vs career tech.  Schools with 
more transfer students tend to 'measure up' to the arbitrary goals of the model 
better, so they'd get more money; career technical heavy schools, despite the fact 
that that's what Oregon's economy needs and that's what students are choosing to 
study, would lose, significantly.  That's a big part of the .46 correlation between 
gender and funding effect:  female students in career technical programs that just 
don't happen to measure up on these specific measures the proponents have chosen 
as measures of success.   

It's irrational, it's scientifically and politically indefensible.  Performance funding is a 
gimmick, using data, but only in superficial and inappropriate ways, with effects that 
none of us can justify and none of us should accept as a cost of the model.  We 
absolutely should be using data, but to analyze and strategize and improve our 
schools, not picking ostensible measures of success and using them to reward and 
punish schools, without the slightest bit of evidence that one school is really doing a 
better job than another.  For that we'd have to at least control for who our students 
are, what they're studying, and likely how much schools are improving or declining.  
Do we pay talented and gifted program teachers more than special education 
teachers because their students score higher?     

Now, I'm not saying that the model's proponents want to take money away from Black, 
Native American, female, and career tech students.  I doubt very much they 
have even considered some of the social effects of embracing this fad.  But it 
would do precisely that, as you can see yourself.  It would increase, not reduce, 
the achievement gap, a key goal in this whole educational reform effort.   

Please, tell the proponents of this gimmick to put it in the dustbin of history where it 
belongs, and instead use the state's resources to fund all students' education 
equally.  Let students, schools, and communities decide what programs they want, 
don't let the arbitrary effects of pseudo-scientific systems determine what 
Oregonians learn.     



Instead, support the many genuine efforts underway across the state to raise student 
success rates that use data not in some gimmick but rather to understand our 
programs and students and to develop informed means to help them succeed, not 
tying arbitrary numbers taken totally out of context to funding policies that will 
distort our schools and our goals.  

When the Mt. Hoods can't magically meet the Central's numbers they'll do just what a CFO 
told me:  'game the numbers like we already do.'  And they'll game them by 
pressuring faculty to raise the rates however they can, pass more students, reduce 
standards, create questionable certificates, teach to the test, etc.  Faculty are 
already being told they can't fail students because it will hurt our funding, and to 
create new certificates that have meaning in their profession or the needs of the 
market place.   

In short, we wouldn't get what performance funding supposedly promises because 
there's not a single idea in here about how to actually raise student success 
rates; but we would get greater social inequality, less technical education, and 
lower educational quality, randomly rewarding and punishing schools for 
things they haven't done, for a gimmick that has been tried before and failed 
but is being pushed again across the country to boards such as yours. 

Please, say no. 

Thank you. 

 


