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Education Funding in the U.S. 
The education system is at risk of failing if both federal and state governments fails to make an urgent intervention by reforming the funding system. We need to make better investments in our children’s education.  Inadequate funding will have a negative effect on how schools would be properly staff.  It could lead to not having enough qualified teachers, and train teachers adequately to teach the students, that will have a negative effect on learning and test scores.  Insufficient funding can also have an effect on proper materials and learning supplies as in good quality books and computers. The budgetary allocation needs to be risen because of the inflation and the rise in cost of learning materials, that will have a positive impact on teachers and students to have an adequate learning environment.  Insufficient funding for proper transportation, students will not be able to get to and from school. This will lead to not enough kids in school and higher dropout rates.  
The funding of government schools in the United States is currently inadequate leaving them with financial constraints. Besides the insufficient funds, the financing model is designed in such a way that it promotes inequality and irregular distribution of resources across schools in the country. It is saddening that the governments, both federal and states, support policies that discriminate against its vulnerable population. The inequitable distribution of funds to public schools in the country is captured in various reports including that of Professor Bruce Baker. He evaluated the existing data school funding for 2007 to 2011 thus discovering the discriminatory nature of this country’s education. The funding of public schools needs elaborate reforms to align it with the primary purpose of education as an equalizer in the face of disparities. 
The financial model in most states in the country does not put into considerations the emerging trends in the education sector as they are rigid. Currently, a good number of state governments employ a financing model that is either stagnant or depreciating. These models are heartbreaking considering the education sector is dynamic. The report by Professor Bruce Baker paints the saddening picture of the country’s education sector. For example, it indicates that fourteen states have cut budgetary allocations to schools between the years 2007 and 2011 (Baker, Sciara, & Farrie, 2017). The report further indicates that the allocation per student was consistently going down hit the lowest point in 2011. It is ironical that despite the rising cost of educational materials and other expenses due to inflation, the state's government believed cutting down the education budget is the best option. The states must reverse the trend and allocate more funds to education sector if the country hopes to remain competitive in the global in the future. Our global competitors like China and European countries are investing heavily in education and the United States must do the same to remain ahead of other nations.
  However, the current budgetary allocation is still lower than it was a decade ago despite the inflation and rise in the cost of learning materials. Moreover, this increase is not uniform across the country or even in counties in the same state. The 2008 economic depression resulted in massive cuts in funding in various sectors including education but the post-recess increase is yet to reach the initial level five years later. Currently, twelve states have lowered their formula to less than ten percent of their budgets. Formula funding is the main source of finances for public elementary and secondary schools (Leachmman, Masterson, & Figueroa, 2017). The lowering of formula funds means the schools are financially starved hence compromising the ability to offer quality education. 
Additionally, the regressive method of funding adopted by some states entrenches discrimination in American society. The approach gives no special consideration for schools located in districts with high poverty index, instead, it uses a flat rate in funding all the institutions (Baker& Coley, 2013). The regressive formula of funding results in a disparity in the quality of education offered to the American students based on their socio-economic status. Schools located in high poverty index districts are poorly equipped compared to those in other regions hence the need to have an equalization fund. The regressive formula fails to recognize the fact schools with fewer resources in terms of facilities and teachers require additional finances to be at par with others. The economic disparities in the country are deeply rooted in the history- dating back to the slavery period, hence the need to abolish any policy that advances this systematic discrimination of the poor. Regressive funding consequently leads to rising in the number of regressive states and a decline in the number of progressive ones. It is thus a disaster in waiting if it ends up with more regressive than progressive states.
On the other hand, the proponents of regressive funding method argue that it promotes equality since all students receive the same amount of budgetary allocation. As noted earlier, in the retrogressive system the government provide an equal amount for all the students regardless of the socio-economic background. The U.S. Constitution requires that everyone receive equal treatment regardless of the socio-economic background, race, religion, or sexual orientation. Subsequently, giving preferential treatment to schools in high poverty index regions higher allocation per child amounts to discrimination socio-economically. In this case, the students living in areas with low poverty index are the victims as they get discriminated based on their neighborhood.
[bookmark: _GoBack]In conclusion, the current formula used by various states in the country needs an urgent review if the country hopes to maintain its position as a global leader. Insufficient funds cannot provide good quality learning materials, employ qualified staff and proper transportation for the students. The regressive method of sampling does more harm than good as it entrenches the socio-economic disparity that already exists in most states. Moreover, the current allocation per child is less than the pre-recess amount despite the inflations and increased cost of learning materials. In any situation a lack of money tends to means a lack of success in their endeavors; if a mother has lack of grocery money, her kids may not get as much to eat. If a city has lack of funds for disaster relief, clean-up effort may go undone. The same goes for education, when funding is limited, students suffer, teachers suffer, parents suffer, and communities suffer. 
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