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Preface

Today as never before the courts are being called upon to
solve the perplexing problems of school finance, Although the
legal questions are many and complex, two major thrusts of
cases are apparent, one is toward establishment of judicial
standards for equal treatment of children attending public
schools and the other involves the pervasive question of public
aid for parochial schools. It is these two important issues to
which the authors of this book address themselves. Chapters
one through six are devoted to a legal analysis of “fiscal in-
equality among school attendance units, among school distriets
and among states. Chapters seven through nine provide a pro
and con discussion of public aid to parochial schools. Both the
legal and economic aspects of alternative financing schemes
are brought into play.

The authors have been drawn from various fields and
represent a wide range of perspectives and intevests. Professors
Alexander, Holmes, Johns, Jordan and Rossmiller are from
the field of educational administration in general, and school
finance in particular. All have been deeply involved in the
analysis and design of state school support programs for sev-
eral years. Professors Hornby and Lueas are faculty memberg
in outstanding colleges of law. Professors Goddard and Goff-
man are from the field of economics and participated in various
efforts of the National Educational Finance Project and the
President’s Commission on School Finance. The chapters con-
cerning financing of non-public schools writ'»n by MeManus
and Doerr, two articulate spokesmen on the issue, represent
different points of view.



and the constitutionality of aid to parochial schools, certain
authors are obviously advocates for particular positions, the
reader is cautioned to keep this in mind as he reads each chap-
ter: The goal of the editors has been to present a resource book
which will provide guidance for school fiscal planners as they
develop state school support pragmms
This volume is a compilation of papers presented to a con-

ference on law and education held in Indianapolis, Indiana in
the Spring of 1972. The conference was sponsored by the
National Educational Finance Project in cooperation with Phi
Delta Kappa, The University Council of Educational Admini-
stration, The University of Florida, The Umvamty of Virginia
and Indiana University.

Kern Alexander

K. Forhis Jordan
November, 1972



CHAPTERI1

Publie ‘Sc:fmals
K. Forsis JORDAN AND KERN ALEXANDER

During the past few years the constitutional rights of stu-
dents have been continually expanded, placing new limitations
and restrictions on the police power of the state to regulate and
EGntTDI educatinn 1 Cﬂmts once Dbliquely m:xintained that edu-

ﬁ'ﬂDdWl” cf the Etate and th:lt 1t cguld be altm ed or even taken
away at state discretion. Today, howzver, this judicial attitude
has changed to the conecept that the student now possesses a
constitutional right to an education. The theory that education
is a right has manifested itself in constitutional protections for
students in both the substantive and procedural aspects of
constitutional law.,

The equal protection clause of the 14th Amendment has heen
the primary vehicle by which the courts have expanded indi-
vidual rights. With the desegregation cases as the basic source
of precedent, the courts have recently reached the point of in-
vcking equ*’ll pmteatimi 1'ig*hts as a 'méans of fm‘cinig redistii-

vast Iegal 1mplu:atmn5,. n@t the least Df whleh iz theu' 1rnpact on
the traditional role of the legislature with regard to govern-

The authors are respectively: Professor, Edueational Administration,
Umversﬁy of Florida, and Research Director, National Educational Fin-
ance Project; and Prafegscrr, Educational Adm tion, University of
Florida, and Director, National Eduecational Finanece Pn:uect




2 Two Critical Issues In School Finance
mental finance. Of all of the powers possessed by the legisla-

and distribute resources is the most fundamental and jealous-
ly guarded.
These cases, therefore, represent a giant step in constitu-

on the police power of the state to regulate and control educa-
tion but also restrict a state’s power to devise and regulate its
own system of taxation. Both of these issues have traditionally
formed almost entirely separate precedents in constitutional
law. This discussion will give the reader a view of these prece-
dents as they affect both the police power of the state to provide

ation as they impact on alternative methods for state school
financing.

The unique feature of the early cases is that they contested
the constitutionality of state school finance programs only from
the position of taxation. In these situations the taxpayer was
usually the agrieved party and was, in the tradition of most
taxpayers, simply instituting the action to save himself a few
tax dollars. The most recent cases depart generally from the
taxpayer equity argument and approach the issue of equaliza-
tion of resources from that of the aggrieved student, the student
maintaining that his educational opportunity should not be
dependent on the fiscal ability of his school distriet. This issue
cannot, of course, be totally removed from the purview of tax-
ation and the power of the state to set up whatever tax system
it chooses. In addition to the issue of equalization of resources,
other legal and educational questions are raised which ask, does
for variations in educational needs among children? Must the
state correct for educational disabilities and disparities which
may be the result of social, economic, or individual mental or
physical deficiencies?

THE COURTS’ TRADITIONAL POSITION

Nonintervention has been the password for decades when
courts have been asked to examine the constitutionality of
legislatively prescribed methods of taxation for financing of
education. The courts have steadfastly adhered to the philoso-
phy that an act of the legislature will not be rendered invalid
unless the act without a doubt violates certain preseribed con-
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stitutional standards. With regard to the constitutionality of
state school finance programs, the courts have only been asked
to determine whether such programs create unconstitutional

requirements, The equal protection clause of the 14th Amend-
ment encompasses, but' is not limited to, the same protections
as the equality and uniformity of taxation provisions of most
state constitutions. Even though the federal equal protection
clause encompasses much more than mere equality and uni-
formity of taxation, its broader aspects were not invoked to
challenge state school finance programs until recently.

Practically all state constitutions have the equivalent of an
“equal protection” provision — that is, some constitutional re-
striction against “unreasonable -classifications.”” While the
United States Supreme Court has the last word regarding “rea-
sonableness” under the federal equal protection clause, state
courts have the last word as to the meaning of reasonableness
under their respective state constitutions. The primary problem
is, of course, the definition of reasonableness with regard to
appropriate classification. There are apparently no universally
applicable tests by which to determine the reasonableness or
unreasonablenesss of a classification, The cases merely indicate
a vague outline and in some instances a given basis may he
valid with respect to one tax and invalid with another,

The equal protection clause of the 14th Amendment is no
stranger to disputes over the distribution of school funds. As
early as 1912 the Supreme Court of Maine in Sawyer v. Gil-
more* handed down an opinion which drew a hard and fast line
between judicial and legislative prerogative saying that:

The method of distributing the proceeds of such a tax
rests in the wise diseretion and sound judgment of the
Legislature, If this discretion is unwisely exercised, the
remedy is with the people, and not with the court, . . .
We are not to substitute our judgment for that of a
coordinate branch of government working within its.
constitutional limits. S

. . . In order that taxation may be equal and uniform in
the constitutional sense, it is not necessary that the bene-
fits arising therefrom should be enjoyed by all the people
in equal degree, nor that each one of the people should
participate in each particular benefit.

The court in Sawyer dismissed the federal equal protection
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question rather curtly by pointing out that the object of the
14th Amendment was to prohibit diseriminatory legislation and
did not apply where all persons subject to a law are treated
alike in bhoth privileges conferred and liabilities imposed. Fur-
ther, the comrt quoting the United States Supreme Court said:

The provision in the Fourleenth Amendment that no state
shall deny any person within its jurisdiction the equal
protection of the laws was not intended to prevent a state
from adjusting its system of taxation in all proper and
reasonable ways.*

The logic conveyed in this case veflected a judicial philosophy
which was relied upon for over half a century. The courts stead-
fastly vefused to apply state constitutional uniformity and
equality of taxing provisions to school fund distribution for-
mulas. In all fairness to the courts, however, seldom if ever was
itself to move toward greater equity in distribution of resources
among school districts. Plaintiffs were typically attempting to
retard such progress. Indeed, in most cases, state equality of
taxation and the federal Constitution were invoked in an at-
tempt to prevent the equalization of resources among school
distriets.

In a relatively recent case in South Dakota, Dean v. Codding-

tion or equalization program. The plaintiff, a taxpayer, asserted
that the state foundation program act was unconstitutional,
violating both the equal and uniform provision of the South
Dakota constitution and the equal protection clause of the 14th
Amendment.

The plaintiff admitted that the taxes were probably uni-
formly raised, but contended that the uniformity requirement

uniformly distributed. The court, in upholding the constitution-
ality of the foundation program, commented on equality and
uniformity of taxation of both the state and federal constitu-
tions and then laid down guidelines to govern the legislature's
apportionment of public funds. First, the court pointed out that
the test of the uniformity of taxation provision under the South
Dakota constitution was substantially the same as that required
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by the 14th Amendment to the United States Constitution. The
rule was stated by the court as:

It is ﬂ'enemlly held that the constitutional provisions
requiring equality and uniformity relate to the levy of
taxes and not to the distribution or application of the
revenue derived therefrom; and hence statutes relalive
to the distribution or application of sueh money cannot
be held invalid on this ground.:

In justifying state taxation programs the cowrts have not
always adhered strictly to their philosophy of separation be-
tween taxation and distribution of revenues. Indeed, a court is
forced into this very dilemma when it seeks to justify a legis-
lative act on the hagis of its mticnality In fat:t the cmut in

nat avcnd analyzmg the lmpact Gf tax revenues on loeal SchDGl
districts. Such an analysis forces a court to look at such things

- as fiscal ability, educational needs, high costs of programs, and

other conditions peculiar to particular school distriets.

Courts have been hesitant to invalidate lepislative acts on
the basis of unconstitutional classification because the source
of taxation is often tightly interwoven with the government’s:
plan for distribution of funds to local districts.® The essence of
an illegal constitutional classification is to arbitrarily classify
local districts or persons with no regard for their actual con-
ditions or needs. The United States Court of Appeals, Ninth
Circuit speaks of this as fitting tax programs to needs:

Traditionally classification has bean a davice for fitting
tax programs to local needs and usages'in order to achieve
an Eqmtabla distribution of the tax burden. It has, be-
cause of this, been pointed out that in taxation, even
more than in Dtha fields, legislatures possess the gleatest
fl eedm’n Df clasaﬁmtmn Smce the membms Elf a ]é"’ls-
tlons wlnch thls s:mut c'mncxt have the plegumptlﬂn Df
constitutionality ean be overcome only by the most ex-
plicit demonstration that a classification is a hostile and
Dpplessne dlsm 1m1natmn ﬂu’amst paltlculal pmsnns and

auanﬁ'ement to nerratwe evay concewable bﬂSlS whn:h
mlght support it.’?

with xefa ence to a case tgstmg an Alaskan statute which lewed
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property taxes among various types of governmental units for
the purpose of supporting municipal and public school fune-
tions. The principal claim of inequality arose essentially not
from lack of uniformity in the taxation but rather from the
fact that the property tax collected in a municipality or school
district could be retained by the collecting entity while such
property taxes collected outside the designated municipalities
and school districts reverted to the territorial treasurer. The
court, in answering this charge, said that in the absence of
unquestionable systematic geographical discrimination® no re-
quirements of equality and uniformity of the Organic Act of
Alaska or the equal protection clause of the 14th Amendment
limit the power of the legislature in respect to allocation and
distribution of public funds.” ’

Even though the court denied that equality and uniformity
of taxation requirements of both state and federal constitutions
applied to the distribution of funds, the court proceeded never-
theless to lay down “guiding principles” which govern the
legislatures’ distribution of tax funds.

Quoting Corpus Juris Secundum,” the court said:

In the absence of contitutional regulation the method of
apportioning and distributing a school fund, aceruing
from taxes or other revenue, rests in the wise diseretion
of the state legislature, which method, in the absence of
abuse of discretion or violation of some constitutional
provision, cannot be interferred with by the courts. . . .
the fact that the fund is distributed unequally among
the different districts or political subdivisions does not
render it invalid.”

In other words, the needs of the various types of school dis-
tricts and the resulting impact of methods of taxation are
matters which are to be determined by the legislature.

SCHOOL DISTRICT WEALTH AND
THE CHILD’S EDUCATION
The importance of an education has been presumed to be
a constitutionally protected right at least since the Supreme
Court in Brown' said:

Today, education is perhaps the most important function
of state and local government. . . , In these days, it is
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doubtful that any child may reasonably be expected to suc-
ceed in life if he is denied the opportunity of an educa-
tion. Such an opportunity, where the state has undertaken
to provide it, is a right which must be made available to
all on equal terms.

This statement by the court has two important aspeets:
first, it confirmed the Supreme Court’s recognition of the
state’s responsibility to provide education; second, it also
pointed out that education was of such importance that it was
a constitutionally protected right which must be provided to
all on equal terms. This philosophy has been echoed several
times since by the Court.® :

Arthur Wise in 1965 advanced the theory that since educa-
tion was a constitutionally protected right and must be pro-
vided to all on equal terms, a state which gives fewer dollars
for the child in a poorer school district may be denying the
child his constitutional rights.* Wise argued that the state
had no reasonable constitutional basis on which to justify
making a child’s education contingent on the wealth of his
school district. The United States Supreme Court had laid the
groundwork for such a conclusion by previously holding that to
classify persons on either the basis of poverty*® or on the basis
of their location, homesite, or occupation was unreasonable. !¢

This rationale characterizes most of the recent school finance
decisions, that is, the quality of a child’s education cannot be
contingent upon the wealth of his school district. A state and
local taxing and fund distribution system which is based on
the property wealth of the local school distriet is unconstitu-
tional.

In Serrano v. Priest'™ in 1971, the California Supreme
Court handed down a well reasoned decision which strongly
documents the establishment of the new equal protec-
tion precedent. The court here spoke of equalization only in

“terms of the relative wealth or fiscal ability of the local school

districts as measured in terms of property valuation. It did
not attempt to define the equal protection argument in terms
of educational needs of children or educational programs, In
Tact, the court was forced to distinguish cases which had sought
to relate equal protection to educational needs to avoid adverse
precedent previously established by the United States Supreme
Court.

After reviewing precedents established in desegregation,s
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criminal law,’® and voting rights = cases, the court concluded,
“we are convinced that the distinctive and priceless function of
education in our society warrants, indeed compels, our treat-
“suspect classification” the court relied on inferences made by
the United States Supreme Court to the effect that “lines drawn
on the basis of wealth or property, like those of race, are tra-
tionally disfavored.”** This established, to the satisfaction of
the court, that wealth was a “suspect classification.” The court
then critically analyzed the present California finance system
and pointed out that although the basic state aid program in
California tends to equalize among school districts, the total
system, including state and local funds combined, creates great
disparities in school revenues and the system as a whole gen-
erates school revenue proportional to the wealth of the indi-
vidual school distriet.

Finally, after concluding that education was a “fundamental
interest” and property wealth was a “suspect classification,”
the court then applied the “striet scrutiny” standard to de-
termine if the financing system was “necessary to accomplish
a compelling state interest.” The defendant sought to estahlish

-a compelling state interest by alleging that the state school

finance program in California “strengthened and encouraged
local responsibility for eontrol of public education,” essentially
maintaining that local control of education was inseparable
from local discretion in financing, The court acknowledged that
local administrative control of education may be a compelling
state interest but denied that the present system of financing
was necessary to further that interest. The court said, “No
matter how the state decides to finance its system of publie .
education, it can still leave this decision-making power in the
hands of local distriets.” .

The defense also asserted that a “compelling interest” of
the state is to allow the local school district the authority to
choose how much it wishes to spend for education of its chil-
dren. Countering this argument, the court pointed out that the
poor school district did not have such a choice and could not
so long as the assessed valuation of property was the major
determinant of how much it could spend for schools.

The poor district cannot freely choose to tax itself into
an excellence which its tax rolls cannot provide. Far from
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being necessary to promote local fiscal choice, the present
financing system actually deprives the less Wealthy dis-
tricts of that option.

Striking down this and other arguments by the defense, the
court held that the state did not have a “compelling interest”
111 c11531fy1ng c}uldlen 'lc:cmdmg to the ’%we:;]th of the seh«:\@l
makes the quahty of 8 c:hzlds educ:atmn dependent on the
wealth of the school distriet is unconstitutional.

Closely following Serrano, a United States District Court in
Minnesota entertained a eclass action suit* wherein plaintiffs
alleged  denial of equal protection and violation of the Civil
Rights Act.™ Plaintiffs showed that rich districts in Minnesota
enjoy both lower rates and higher spending. The court, in
viewing the facts, arrived at the inescapable conclusions that,
“The level of spending for publicly financed education in Minne-
sota is profoundly affected by the wealth of each school district.”
Education was considered to be a “fundamental interest” and
wealth to be a “suspect classification” as held in Serrano.

When the state defended its finance system by claiming
that local control was a “compelling interest,” the court pointed
out that the state by creating erratic disparities in the economic
power of the local district has itself limited local initiative,
With pom' distiicts having to spend low With hlgh. taxes and
obsexved, that lneal gtmtml and local ﬁnancmg are not ;ule;{phs
cably intertwined; local administrative control and local effort
can be maintained even though wealth is held neutral. Finally,
the court concluded that the plaintiffs stated an appropriate
cause of action and that a “system of public school financing
which makes spending per pupil a function of the school dis-
trict's wealth violates the equal protection guarantee of the
Fourteenth Amendment.”

A significant decision by a federal three-judge court in
Texas followed both the California and Minnesota cases and
reached the same conclusion.** Here it was held that plaintiffs
had been denied equal protection of the laws by the Texas
system of financing its public schools. Plaintiffs contended that
the educational finance system of the state makes education a
functicm Df the loeal property tax’ base In “stlict sczutmy”
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indicated that the school districts with over $100,000 market
value of property enjoyed a tax rate per $100 of only thirty-
one cents, while the poorest four districts with less than $10.000
in property per pupil had more than double the tax burden of
seventy cents per $100 property valuation. The lower rate of
the rich districts yielded $585 per pupil while the higher rate
in the poorer districts yielded only $60 per pupil. Relying on

Texas erroneously assumes that the value of property in various
districts will be sufficiently equal to maintain comparable ex-
penditures among districts. This inequality is not corrected to
any substantial degree by state funds, because when all state
and local funds were combined, the poor district of Edgewood
had only $231 per pupil while the rich district of Alamo
Heights had $543. Expert testimony substantiated that the
Texas system of school finance ‘“tends to subsidize the rich at
the expense of the poor.” _ '

To correct this unconstitutional inequality, Rodriguez estab-
lished a standard of “fiscal neutrality.” As was the case in
both Serrano and Van Dusartz, the court maintained that fiscal
neutrality did not require that all educational expenditures be
equal for each child. The standard simply requires that “the
quality of public education may not be a function of wealth,
other than the wealth of the state as a whole.”

In commenting further on educational expenditures, Rod-
riguez made it clear that the “fiscal neutrality” standard does
not involve the court in the intricacies of affirmatively requiring
expenditures be made in a certain manner. “On the contrary,

become involved in the nebulous concept of educational needs.
Such an undertaking would involve the court in “endless re-
search and evaluation for which the judieiary is ill-suited.”
To the court, judicially manageable standards could only be
established along the definable lines of valuation of property
wealth,

AFFIRMATIVE DUTY TO CORRECT FOR
EDUCATIONAL NEEDS

Contemporaneous with and even preceding the fiseal neu-
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trality cases is another type of case which promises to be the
focal point of much litigation in the future. Educators for some
time have recognized that all children cannot be educated
equally with equal resources. Some children with special learn-
ing deficiencies caused by cultural deprivation or mental or
physical incapacities must be given special educational services.
On reflection, no one can sensibly contend that a non-English
speaking child or a child with spzech or hearing difficulties
does not need special instructional programs. Such programs
cost more than regular programs geared to normal children
possessing no particular learning disorders or deficiencies. The
higher costs of such programs have been documented by the
National Educational Finance Project.”” Today, some state aid
programs partially take into account the differences in educa-

_tional needs of children with high cost learning problems. Most

state finance programs, however, do not adequately measure
or compensate such educational needs by providing proportion-
ately greater funds to school districts with high incidences of
high cost children. Since education is generally considered by
the courts today to be a “fundamental right,” can state legis-
latures constitutionally avoid recognizing special learning prob-
lems? Is a child denied his constitutional right of an equal
education if he cannot hear the teacher, cannot enunciate his
words clearly enough to progress in school normally or his
cultural background has placed him at such a learning deficit
that he will be unable ever to catch up or compete? In such
may provide equal learning opportunity for normal, middle
class children but attendance in such regular middle elass edu-
cational programs by the physically, mentally or culturally de-

A fundamental legal question is whether a state’s responsi-
bility to provide a child with an opportunity for equal education
is successfully discharged where no recognition is given to
individual needs and deficiencies. Should a state’s constitutional
responsibility to the child be elevated from simply providing
equal access to dollars fo a level of giving children equal access
to educational programs as mandated by the educational needs
of children?

The courts to date have dealt only superficially with the
pervasive problems of educational needs. Two cases represent,
at this time, the judicial precedent in this realm. In both cases
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the courts declined to place constitutional limitations on the
legislative power to allocate funds for education. In the first
of these decisions, MecInnis v. Shapiro® the United States Dis-
triet Court for the Northern District of Illinois held that the
[llinois state system of school finance was not unconstitutional
as violative of the Equal Protection and due process clauses of
the Fourteent: Amendment. Since Melnnis was summarily
affirmed by the Supreme Court of the United States,®” this
statement probably represents precedent at this time.” This is
true in spite of the California Supreme Court’s attempt to

- distinguish McInnis solely on the contention that Melnnis in-

volved only a plea for equalization in terms of educational
needs. The plaintiffs in Melnnis did not clearly state either
the fiscal equalization issue or the educational need issue. With
regard to variation in property wealth, the plaintiff was prob-
ably 1ntentmnaﬂy evasive sinee the four districts involved were
not, in fact, property poor, As far as educational needs were
concerned the plaintiff districts claimed high incidence of high
need children, but did not adequately support their claim ‘with
data showing precisely the additional costs of special programs
for high need children. In view of the lack of information and
standards provided by the plaintiffs, the court held that the
Illinois system of financing was not unconstitutional. In so
holding,. the court quoted Justice Holmes who once said that
“the 14th Amendment is not a pedagogical requirement of the
impractical.”* The position in MeInnis was summed by saying

- that there were no “discoverable and manageable standards by

which a court can determine when the Constitution is satisfied

and when it is violated.”
The decision in Illinois was closcly followed by a similar

- case in Virginia.® In Burruss, the plaintiffs instead of being

from suburban school districts were from a rural county in

~western Virginia. Plaintiffs in this suit relied more directly on

the educational needs argument than did the plaintiffs in Me-
Innis. Bath County, the county in which plaintiffs resided and
attended school, had higher than the state average assessed
valuation of property per pupil but had a very high incidence
of low income families. In terms of property wealth per pupil,
Bath County ranked 14th in the state, but when wealth
was measured in terms of family income it ranked 55th among
counties in the state, With the state aid formula relying almost
entirely on property wealth as the chief allocation determinant,
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to prov,lde adequate edugatmnal services :fm the ehlldren f,lam
low income families, Specifically, plaintiffs claimed the state
formula created and perpetuated substantial disparities in edu-
cational opportunities throughout the state of Virginia and
failed to relate to any of the variety of education needs present
in the several counties and cities of Virginia.

To the former charge, Burruss found that the system of
finance was not diseriminatory as it operated under a uniform
and consistent state plan, With regard to educational needs, the
court commended the equalization of educational opportunity as
worthy and desirable but refused to interject the wisdom
of the court in ascertaining what constituted educational need
disparities. In the following the hands-off course of the Melnnis,
the court said:

. the courts havée neither the knowledge, nor the
means nor the power to tailor the public moneys to fit
the varying needs of these students thronghout the state.
We can only see to it that the outlays on one group are
not 1nv1clmusly greater or less than that of another, No
such arbitrariness is manifest here®

Accordingly, Burruss denied relief to plaintiffs under either the
“efficiency” provision of the Virginia Constitution or the equal
protection clause of the 14th Amendment. The United States
Supreme Court summarily affirmed this decision.

In neither Melnnis noy Burruss could the school distriets in
which plaintiffs attended school be classified as fiscally poor if
wealth were measured in terms of assessed valuation of prop-
erty. However, in both instances claims were made that the

high incidence af depmved chlldren t:leated esme;%swe unmet
thnal pragrams. In b@th 111stam;es, the c@urts 1E¢;ngzed the
existence of varying educational needs and costs, but refused
to elevate the disparity to a plane of constitutional discrimina-
tion.

The most recent case to acknowledge the problem of educa-
tional needs as a possible criterion for measuring the constitu-
tionality of state school finance programs was handed down by
a Superior Court in New Jersey.?* This court viewed approv-
ingly a New Jersey report which stated:
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It is now recognized that childven from lower socio-

economic level homes require more educational attention

If they are to progress normally through school. When the

additional compensatory education is provided, it results

in substantially higher costs. The weighting of the chil-

dren from the lower income families compensates in part

for the larger expenditure necessary to provide them with

an adequate educational program so they may overcome

their lack of educational background. [Emphasis added]™

Unfortunately, the New Jersey court’s discussion of educa-
tional needs did not progress to the point of establishing stand-
ards or guidelines, but one could extrapolate from the court's
discussion that if educational needs and cost weightings had not
been previously included in the state aid formula, the court
might quite possibly have imposed them. This is, of course,
conjecture, but the decision of this court gave the fullest
recognition to varying educational needs and costs of any court
to date. It is significant to note that the court gave such credence
to educational needs while holding that portions of the state
school finanee formula of New Jersey violated both the “thor-
ough and efficient” provisions of the state constitution along
with the equal protection clause of the 14th Amendment, Such
judicial acknowledgment of educational needs and costs vari-

ations suggests the distinet possibility of a judicial formulation
of acceptable standards for legislative identification and fund-
ing of special educational needs among children.

IMPLICATIONS OF THE COURT DECISIONS
FOR STATE SCHOOL SUPPORT PROGRAMS

. The millennium in school finance may appear to have
arrived for those who have advocated greater equalization for
years and for others who have recently become interested in
the extension of the equal protection clause of the Fourteenth
Amendment to the Federal Constitution into the state school
finance area. Both groups see their goal in sight as several
courts have recently ruled that the state has a responsibility
to provide local. distriets with equal access to dollars for edu-
cation irrespective of the wealth of the local distriet. The
harsh facts are that “Rome was not built in a day” and the
revolution in school finance programs will not be accomplished
over night. Such mundane matters as state appropriations, local
school budgets and available revenues will in the final analysis
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be {he daterminants which will dictate when the theories and
court deerisions become operational.

Orderly planning is a prerequisite of any plan, for state
legislatures st make budgetary projections so that the state
appropriation iitay be determined. The end result may be that
the relative differences in expenditure levels among districts

impose a maximum percentage of increase on local districts as
they prepare budgets for subsequent years. As the Fleishmann
Commission® recently recommended in New York, most states
will in all probability phase into higher levels of equalization
rather than moving in one bold step.

Even though the recent court decisions and the current
furor appear to offer great hopes to taxpayers and educators,
there are some pitfalls, If the concept of “fiscal neutrality”
should result in a “one scholar-one dollar” funding system, the
effect on local school districts which are presently spending
more than the state average would be obvious. Immediately,
they would be required to reduce their per pupil expenditures

to the prescribed level for the state irrespective of the edueca-
tional programs which they might be providing or the cost of
living in the local districts. Therefore, the high expenditure
districts would be required to reduce their per pupil expendi-
tures to the state average, and the low expenditure distriets
would be provided with sufficient funds to raise their expendi-
ture level to the state average, In the first instance, the districts
would have to restrict their educational program because of
reduced funds; in the second instance, the districts would be
provided with an immediate windfall but would not have had
the opportunity to engage in sufficient advanced planning to
assure fiscal accountability. Granted, the principal court de-
cisions have stated that their rulings should not be interpreted
as requiring equal levels of expenditures per pupil throughout
the state. The problem is that they have provided no substantive
guidelines other than the concept of fiscal neutrality—that the
wealth base must be the wealth of the state as a whole rather
than that of the local district.

In responding to the mandate of the courts in the present
social, economic and political climate, legislatures will be faced
with the obvious temptation to provide for equ. ' vels of ex-
penditures per pupil in all districts. Then comes t. . question of
leveling all up to the expenditure level of the high spending
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districts, leveling down to the expenditure level of the low
spending district or seeking some magic point between the
two extremes, (That point might be the state average referred
to in the previous paragraph.) _ _

The question of how much, if any, local leeway for enrich-
ment will be permitted has not been resolved. Also the question
of whether a state will be required to correct its program im-
mediately or permitted to move toward full and complete “equal
access” at a deliberate pace under a “constitutional plan” has
not been answered. Such issves will only be resolved through
experience and further litigation. If the present trend of court
decisions continues there seems to be little question but that
most states will be required to make significant changes in their
present methods of financing schools.

Many members of the educational community view the
recent court decisions with a degree of skepticism. Rather than
being a great promise for the future in the field of educational
finance, the end results of Serrano may bring a leveling of the
growth curve of revenues provided for edueation. The possi- -
hilities of a period of retrenchment may not be too remote. Tax-
payers throughout the nation are rebelling against the local
property tax. The cost of, and demand for, all governmental
services are increasing; and many citizens are quite concerned
about the spiraling costs of educational programs and services.

In their current state, the court decisions appear to be leaving
as many questions unanswered as they are answering. For ex-
ample, do the decisions apply to school transportation programs,
the need for which varies from school distriet to school district?
Do they apply to capital outlay and debt service programs?
Within the context of current practice, these two latter pro-
grams rely more on the local property tax as a revenue source
than do other school programs. In the absence of greater
specificity, will the courts permit local distriets to have any local
“leeway” for enrichment or individuality in -financing their

an immediate shift in the state school -support program to pro-
vide for full and complete “equal access,” or will states' be
permitted to enact statutes providing for an orderly transition?
Will the courts recognize that certain groups of pupils require
different types of educational services and programs, and that
the costs for these services and programs are higher than for
normal programs? Will the concept of “equal access” be ex-
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by require that educational expenditures per pupil be unequal
among school districts within a state.

When viewed in an evolutionary context the court cases may
be classified as being in “three generations.” Plaintiffs in the
first generation eases sought to provide taxpayer relief by
striking down legislation appropriating state aid on a per pupil
basis which resulted in a sharing of tax resources among school
districts within a state. Through the precedent of this litigation
the courts established the constitutionality of using the equali-
zation method in distributing state aid to local school districts;
e.g., funds may be distributed in inverse relationship to the
wealth of the local school distriet.

In the second generation cases, the courts have established
that any child in the state is deprived of “equal protection” if
the state school support program does not provide him (or his
local school district) with equal access to dollars for the sup-
port of the local school program. The second generation court
decisions emphasize two basic points: (1) the funding of a
child’s educational program is to be based on the wealth of the
state as a whole rather than the wealth of the district of resi-
dence; and (2) the decisions do not require that expenditures
throughout a state be uniform or equal. Due to the recency of
these decisions, their true impact has not been assessed; how- -
ever, litigation has been initiated in several states and recent

. decisions in four states have been essentially consistent.

The comprehensive pattern has been established through
the third generation cases which have added the additional
concept that a child cannot be denied equal access to education
programs as well as equal access to dollars. Current cases have
focused on the relationship between the allocation of revenues
and the capacity of local school districts to provide programs
with those revenues. The contention has been that certain chil-
dren have educational needs which result in local districts hav-
ing to provide high cost educational programs if those needs are
to be met. In these third generation cases, the courts have re-
viewed the dimensions and problems associated with providing
revenues on the basis of educational need and have also ques-
tioned the appropriateness of local district educational expendi-
tures being dependent upon the mood or aspivalions of the
purents or the tazpayers of the local disiricts.

The ultimate extension of this principle of educational need
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would result in local districts being mandated to provide pupils
with access to those educational programs needed by the pupils
in the district. State legislative actions mandating special edu-

The Melnnis decision rejected the contention.that available
educational revenues should be determined on the basis of
pupil’s educational needs because of the absence of discoverable
or judicially manageable standards. In Robinsen the court rec-
ognized that educational programs for different groups of chil-
dren will have different levels of costs, and it considered the

support programs to be a reasonable extension of the “equal
protection” clause,

In projecting the future, the basic question is whether the
courts will maintain their traditional posture of subjecting
state school finance programs to the test of “reasonableness”
and requiring that the legislature not exercise its authority in
an arbitrary or capricious manner, or subjecting state school
finance programs to “strict scrutiny” which may result in an
extension of the “fiscal neutrality” doctrine to state school
finance programs throughout the nation. In any event, the fact
remains that current state school finance statutes in virtually
all states contain provisions which result in the amount of
dollars available for local educational programs being dependent
upon the wealth of the local distriet.

The research conducted by the National Educational Finance
Project’® (NEFP) provides additional support of the cost
differential concept, NEFP researchers have reported that costs
for “representative best practice” educational programs varied
significantly from a ratio of 1.00 for basic elementary grades

with broad categories of vocational education and special edu-
cation having a ratio of 1.81, Within special education, cost
differentials for specific-categories varied extensively from 1.20
children in programséﬁr the physically handicapped. In analyz-
ing the conditions contributing to the differences in costs among

ing factors were:
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Pupil-teacher ratio in the particular class.

Percentage of pupil’s day or week spent in the elass.
Non-teaching support personnel provided for the elass.
Equipment and materials provided for the class.
Salary level of the teacher.

POl v

In addition to those additional costs associated with the
incidence of pupils who require or seek educational programs
with higher cost ratios, local district per pupil expenditures will
also be influenced by transportation requirements. Rather than
being a unform cost in all districts, transportation expenditures '
will vary in terms of the percent of pupils transported, popu-
lation density, labor costs in the community, and road condi-
tions,

Even though one might agree that certain groups of pupils
require educational programs which are different from those
required by others, and that these programs have varying levels
of costs, the theory of incorporating cost differentials into state
school support computation ‘might be rejected if it were not
for the additional research findings that some districts have
higher percentages of pupils with need for higher cost pro-

- grams than other districts. This condition results in the re..

quirement of additional financial resources in those districts
with high incidences of pupils with special needs if those dis-
tricts are to provide pupils with “equal access” to educational
programs. The concept of spending different amounts of money
on the education of various ‘pupils was supported in Robinson
when the court recognized that the educational programs re-
quired for different groups of pupils dictated different levels of
expenditure. The focus was on programs for pupils of low socio-
economic status, but the same concept may be applied to voca-
tional education and special education programs.

As a part of the NEFP hasic research, a data bank for a
prototype state was developed so that simulated application of
various state school programs could be analyzed in terms of
their impact on “real world” situations. The data base for the
prototype state was developed from a selected number of actual
districts whose characteristics are generally representative of
typical school districts found throughout the nation. The lone
exception is that none of the districts had an average daily
membership of less than 1,500 pupils. In Table 1, selected data
for each of the 32 districts in the prototype state have been
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presented to illustrate the impact of the cost differentials when
the weighted pupil approach is used in determining the ineci-
dence of educational needs as contrasted with using an un-
weighted pupil approach or assuming that there are no differ-
ences in the educational programs required by different groups
of pupils. The impact of cost differentials is reflected in the
increase in the number of program units over the number of
ADM (Average Daily Membership) pupil units.

In the following table, district number 24, with the highest
incidence of high cost pupils, is rural and agricultural. The dis-
triet with second highest incidence is the largest city and can
be classified as having a core ghetto and a typical large city
pupil population. District number 2, with the lowest impact
of incidence of high cost pupils, is essentially a high income
suburban arvea.

In making more detailed analysis of the impact of the
weighted pupil approach, the NEFP staff found that the inci-
dence of pupils with need for high cost programs varied among
the types of districts, e.g.,, 1ural-small town, suburban and in-
dependent city, as well as among all districts in the prototype
gtates.

As a further illustration of the impact of using the cost
differential approach in allocating state funds, Tables 2-5 were
computed using the data from the prototype state as in Table 1.
. There is a difference in the number of pupils and program units
between Table 1 and Tables 2-5 because kindergarten pupils
were included in this computation.

in each of the four tables. In Tables 2 and 4 a full state support
model is shown, but the weighted pupil approach was used in
Table 4. The differences in the incidence of pupils and the
resultant impact on funding are illustrated by District No. 1.
In Table 2 District No. 1 was provided with a state support
of $800 per pupil; however, in Table 4 the amount of support
per pupil was reduced to $752 per pupil because District No, 1
had a lower incidence of high cost pupils. District No. 25, the
urban core city in the prototype state, experienced the opposite
effect; the weighted pupil approach provided this district with
$931 per pupil as contrasted with $800 per pupil using the un-
weighted pupil approach. Depending upon the incidence of high
cost pupils the basic program for each distriet will vary, Dis-
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TARLE 1

IMPACT oF Cost DIFFERENTIALS oN VARIoUs TYPES OF ScuooL DISTRICTS
IN THE PROTOTYPE STATE (Luades 1-12 iny)

n Program Pereent Typt‘ of
Digtrict Unitgh uf Impngt Dirtriet
1 , 10,700 20.8
2 12,4 16,174 25.3 Clt)/Subu 1b
3 28,80 37,318 29.6 City
4 107,024 138,545 29.5 City/Rural
5 4,485 6,670 48.7 Rural/Town
6 6,218 9,659 55.3 Rural/Town
7 4,022 11,450 26.9 City
8 1,624 2,105 29.6 Rural/Town
9 15,246 17,141 294 Suburban
10 3,718 4,725 27.1 Town
11 3,534 5,230 48.0 Rural/Toewn
12 118,514 152,271 28,5 Suburban/Town
13 ;208 6,387 51.8 Rural
14 2,959 3,700 26.0 Suburban/Town
15 137,177 172,194 25.5 City/Rural
16 18,235 26,107 43.2 City/Rural
17 14,430 19,245 334 Rural/Town
18 63,661 83,207 311 City/Rural
19 21,491 29,622 378 City/Rural
20 13,066 18,584 42.2 Rural/Town
21 25,626 33,286 29.9 Rural/Town
22 16,370 23,995 46.6 City/Rural
23 5,305 §,081 52.3 Rural/Town
24 6,364 10,301 61.9 Rural/Town
25 174,927 282,798 61.7 City
26 11,816 16,296 37.9 Rural/Town
27 11,671 16,872 44.6 Rural
28 9,164 14,024 53.0 Rural
29 2,392 2,502 25.1 Suburban
30 5,207 8,010 pl.2 Rural
31 4,866 7,256 49.1 Rural
32 4,425 6,181 39.7 Rural
TGTAL 870,684 1,201,222

u:«::;gn ei c1dence af puplls in hlgh cost pw;mms
¢In this elassification: cities have populations of over 25,000 and towns
between 2,600 and 25,000.

:;Dme degreei

In Tables 3 and 5 an equalization program was used to
provide local districts with funds. The same total amount of
dollars was used as in Tables 2 and 4, but a 12 mill local effort
was required. The basic program per pupil was the same as in
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the other examples, and the impact of using the weighted pupil
approach was identical, In the previous discussion attention
has been given to “equal access to dollars”, and this concept of
equalization is shown in the “Basic Program-—Local Dollars
Per Pupil” column. The required local share is identical in both
tables because the measure of local taxpaying capacity was
equalized assessed valuation per pupil. Some shift would have
taken place if the measure of local taxpaying capacity had been
equalized assessed valuation per program unit, or weighted
pupil. Various measures of local taxpaying capacity may be
used to meet the “equal access to dollars” criterion, provided
that the amount of funds per pupil in the local district does not
become a function of the wealth of the local district.

The contention of the NEFP is that the cost differential
approach through either the weighted pupil or weighted instruc-
tional unit recognizes the differences in the “educational need”
of the pupils among school districts. Through this approach
local school districts will have sufficient funds to support broad-
ened educational programs so that the criterion of “equal ac-
cess to educational programs” may be met.

The previous discussion illustrates that techniques can be
utilized to determine the “educational needs” of different sub-
groups of pupils and that these pupils are not uniformly dis-
tributed among school districts. Through the application of the
research techniques discussed above, an individual state can
determine its cost differentials, incorporate either the weighted
pupil or instruction unit into its state school support compu-
tation, and then begin to meet the thrust of the third genera-
tion of equal protection cases, that is, providing pupils with
equal access to educational programs as well as equal access
to dollars.

CONSTITUTIONALLY ACCEPTABLE ALTERNATIVES

The courts have not identified specific operational state
school support programs which are considered to be constitu-
tionally acceptable; however, sufficient guidelines have been -
stated which suggest the following four basic alternatives.

Full state funding—fixed level program.,

Equalization with no leeway—fixed level program.
Equalization with minimal leeway—fixed level program.
Incentive—variable level program.

el
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In each of the suggested alternatives, cost differentials have
been incorporated so that pupils would be provided with “equal
access to educational programs” as suggested by the third
generation cases. To increase the level of equity, the costs of
necessary services such as pupil trangportation have not been
recognized in the tabular material which aceompanies each of
the graphical presentations contained in the previous chapter.
Additional adjustments could be provided to recognize capital
outlay and debt service expenditures, To meet the test of the
second generation cases, it does not appear as though the courts
the differences in educational need among pupils and among
school districts. However, to meet the test of the third gener-
ation cases, the courts would require inelusion of the educational

 needs measures in the state school support program.

Full State Funding

This alternative meets the test of “the wealth being de-
pendent upon the total wealth of the state.” In operation, edu-
cational programs could be identified with accompanying cost
differentials. The allocation for the total program could then
be computed by multiplying the program units by the state
allocation with whatever additional meodifications might be in-
corporated into the state school support program. The key con-
sideration is that the local district’s, and thereby the pupil’s,
access to wealth is dependent upon the total wealth of the
state. Revenue for the program could be obtained completely
from the general fund of the state or from state tax earmarked
for this purpose. A graphical presentation of this alternative
is shown in Figure 1. All of the funds come from the state
sources, thereby meeting the court test of the access to dollars
being a function of the total wealth of the entire state rather
than the wealth in the individual local school district.

Another alternative under full state funding would be for
the legislature to establish a state-level school budget approval
agency which would determine the funds to be allocated to each
district, with such determination being made after a review
of the budget requests of each loeal district and a eonsultation
with local school district officials, This approach has been re-
ferred to as the “negotiated budget.” At first glance, the option
seems attractive, for it provides an opportunity for recognition
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of the unique local conditions which may influence the level of
local distriet expenditures, e.g., cost of living, level of teachers’
salaries, variations in the type and quantity of educational
services, and locally-determined differences in instructional pro-
grams provided for pupils.

Operationally, the administration of the “negotiated budget”
in allocation of funds to local districts would have several prob-
lems. Equity to all parties would require the extensive develop-
ment of criteria or standards to be used in making the alloca-
tions; considerable amounts of time would be consumed in con-
ferring with local school officials in reviewing and approving
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their budgets; and considerable power would be concentrated
in the state agency with review and approval responsibility:
Lingering questions of equity and favoritism would inevitably
be raised, :

If standards and criteria for programs and cost differentials
were to be developed and utilized in apportioning state funds,
the budget would no longer be “negotiated” and the program
would resemble the basic computation method outlined in the
previous alternative in this section. It would be difficult
to develop equitable administrative procedures for this ap-
proach, and thére would be a tendency to centralize educational
budgetary decision-making at the state level rather than to
provide opportunity for allocation decisions to be made as close
to the point of implementation as possible.

Another option under full state funding would be for the
legislature to distribute funds through a series of categorical
flat grants. If local districts were not permitted to supplement
these grants the “equal access to dollars” test would be met,
If the flat grants were sufficiently comprehensive and recog-
nized the full range of educational programs needed in local
school districts, the test of “equal access to educational pro-
grams” would also be met. The chief problems with this ap-
proach would be the absence of comprehensive planning in
state school support programs and the possibility that decision
making would be swayed by special interest groups.

Full state funding obviously meets the “equal access” test
and makes the level of expenditures per pupil in the local
school district dependent upon the wealth of the entire-state
rather than on the concentration of wealth in the district. The
concept of “equal access to educational programs” can be in-
corporated through the use of cost differentials. However, full
state funding does not provide an opportunity for districts to
make higher levels of local effort if they desire to provide or
supplement programs or services beyond the level recognized
in the computation of the local district’s entitlement. Even
though considerable support may be found for permitting local
school districts to have the option of a “leeway levy” for en-
richment, this practice was questioned in Robinson when the
court emphasized that this practice results in . . . control for
the wealthy, not for the poor.” In other discussion of this issue,
the Robinson decision further stated that, “Education was too
important a function to be left to the mood—and in some cases
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the low aspirations of the taxpayers of a given district, even
whose children attend schools in the district.”
Even in view of the previous discussion, the courts might

companying increase in reliance on state revenue sources. Under
this arrangement local school districts might retain the “leeway”
option temporarily, but it would be *“phased out” within a rela-
tively short period of time, e.g., three to five years. However,
in the absence of direct precedent this is pure conjecture, even
though the courts have permitted these practices in the area
of racial desegregation.

Equalization with no Leeway

This alternative has been referred to as the minimum
foundation program and the Strayer-Haig formula as well as
the percentage-equalizing, state aid ratio, or guaranteed assess-
ed valuation program for funding state school support pro-
grams. Various computational schemes have been devised, but
the end result is the same dollar allocation to local school dis-
tricts if the unit value of the program remains constant for all
districts in the state and if the same measures of local fiscal
capacity are used for all districts.

Under this alternative, the basic value of units of educational
need would have a fixed dollar value for all districts in the
state; however, certain modifying factors could be included
to permit dollar adjustments for transportation, eost of living,
teacher training and experience, and similar items. The alloca-
tion of funds per unit of educational need would be uniform
whether the distribution be based on a cost differential approach
for various programs or on a standard allotment irrespective
of the nature of the educational programs provided in the local
school districts. In assuring that the local district has funds
to support the computed program, the state provides variable
amounts of state funds among the districts of a state in inverse
relationship to local wealth per unit of need.

As shown in Figure 2, each local district in the state is re-
quired to levy a tax on a specified revenue hase or bases; the
proceeds of this levy are then “charged against” the value of
the local school district’s computed program and the state
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then funds the remaining amount. If the yield of the local lee-
way exceeds the dollar amount of the local school district’s
program, the local district retaing the amount required to fund
its program and is required to forward the remajnder to the
state treasury to he nzed in meeting the revenue needs of the
less wealthy districts.

In this alternative, ‘ocally available revenues would be de-
pendent upon thr wealth of the entire state rather than the
wealth of the district; therefore, it would meet the tests estah-
lished by the courts in the second generation cases. The in-
clusion of cost differentials in the computation of the fixed
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value program would enable the alternative to meet the stand-
ards implied in the third generation cases.

Equalization with Minimal Leeway

This alternative could be an adaptation of the “full state
support” or “equalization with no leeway” programs. Figure 3
illustrates the effect of an equalization program with a 10 mill
rate charged against the local district’s state school support
program, but the distriet is permitted to levy an additional
two mills to supplement or enrich its educational program.
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In the absence of the courts’ having determined the cons-
titutionality of this alternative or having set a standard for
leeway, discussion of this alternative might be characterized
as pure conjecture. However, Robinson did briefly discuss this
possibility in reviewing an enacted, but not fully funded state
school support program in New Jersey. The court indicated that
the level of that program, if it were fully funded for all districts,
might meet the test of providing adequate support for a

n

“. .. thorough and efficient system of public schools. . . .

to revenues among school districts within the state.

If the courts should permit states to operate under a “consti-
tutional plan” of orderly progress toward full and complete
“equal access,” this alternative might be permissible. In the
prototype state, the net effect of this alternative is that the
richest school distriet would have access to approximately ten
percent more revenue per pupil than the poorest district. From
the richest to the poorvest district in the prototype state, the
range in wealth per pupil is approximately seven to one—a
range much less than typically found in states throughout the
nation. In other states with greater disparity in per pupil
wealth, the inequities of this alternative would be greater.

If the concept of the available revenue being dependent
upon the wealth of the state as a whole is accepted and imple-
mented literally, an “equalization with minimal leeway” alterna-
tive would not meet the test of the courts. However, the courts
have been consistent in stating that their decisions should not
be interpreted as mandating uniform expenditures per pupil
among districts within the state. Proponents of local control
would undoubtedly advocate this alternative, but as Robinson
has emphasized, “. . . local control is illusory. It is control for
wealthy, not for the poor.”” This alternative provides for a
minimal level of disparity and possibly would meet the test of
equal access if any variation would be permitted by the courts.

Incentive ,

Under this alternative local school district officials are per-
mitted to exercise discretionary judgment in determining the
level of local effort (beyond a preseribed minimum) to be made



7] Twe Critical Issues In School Finance

wealth will be met through this alternative. Two critical fea-
tures characterize the model in the discussion: (1) a fixed level
base has been prescribed to assure that all pupils have access
to an “adequate” educational program irrespective of their
district of residence; and (2) the state’s proportional contri-
bution is the same for the last dollar of available revenue as it
is for the first dollar.

Various titles have been given to this program from the
time it was first proposed by Updegraff*® until its recent advo-
cacy by Coons et al." under the title of “district power equaliz-
ing.” In computing the relative state and local share, the
amount of the local district's state allocation is determined by
multiplying the local revenue which a district raises by that
district’s state aid ratio. As shown in Figure 4 the combination
of the state and local funds provides the revenues to support the
local district educational program,

The amount of available revenue is dependent upon the
“effort” of the district rather than its wealth. As with the
previous alternative, this approach meets the court test of equal
access to wealth among districts within a state, but does make
the quantity of funds dependent upon the mood and aspirations
of the taxpayers—thereby creating a disequalized access to edu-
cational programs among the state’s districts. However, this
choice does provide assurance that pupils will be provided with
equal -access to a predetermined minimal level of revenues to
support educational programs,

An adaptation of this alternative would be for local district
officials to have the opportunity to exercise full discretionary
judgment in detarmining their level of local effort and in turn
the total amount of available revenues would be a fune-
alternative would meet the test of the courts in the area of equal
access to wealth, but would be suspect on other grounds in that
the amount of funds available to support education in the school
district would be left to the mood and aspirations of the tax-
payers, thereby opening the possibility of pupils’ having un-
equal access to educational programs among school districts
within a state. This latter possibility is of even greater concern
when one recognizes that local school officials could set their
level of effort, and thereby their level of available revenue, at
whatever level they deemed appropriate. A disequalized access
to both revenues and educational program would seem to be an
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inevitable outgrowth of leaving this range of discretion to local
school officials ; therefore, this adaptation of the incentive model
in all likelihood would not stand the test of the courts.

The “incentive plan” has certain psychological and political
attractions because of the traditional methods of financing
local schools. Those districts which are presently spending
more would be permitted to retain their favored position; of
course, other districts could also achieve the same level of ex-
penditures if they made the same levels of effort—in terms of

Q tax rates on the wealth measures to which the local districts
EMC have access.

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



36 Two Critieal Issues In School Finanee

Historical patterns of local school district expenditures
suggest certain basic questions concerning the incentive pro-
gram. Considerable research indicates that high expenditure
districts are characterized by patrons with higher than average
income and level of education. In other districts with children
who should be provided with high cost programs because of
special physiological or psychological problems or special occu-
pational goals, levels of per pupil expenditures have often been
low. These are the types of situations to which Robinson was
referring when the statement was made that expenditure levels
for education would be dependent upon the “mood or aspira-
tions” of the community rather than educational needs of the

;hildre:m

Many factors influence the “mood” of the local school dis-
trict. If high percentages of children attend non-public schools,
blocks of citizens may not desire to provide needed resources
for the public schools. This is especially evident in parts of the
south where segregated academies have been opened to serve
the children of those in the local power structure. The end
result has been that the public schools have been left with those
pupils needing high cost programs, but decision makers have
not provided the funds needed to support the programs.

If local property wealth is concentrated in the hands of a
few, these property holders may seek to serve their own self-
interest by keeping school expenditures low, thereby depriving
the pupils in their district of “equal access to educational pro-
grams” even though the courts requirement of “equal access
to dollars” may be fulfilled. '

Free operation of the “inecentive program” will be further
hampered in local districts which are fiscally dependent upon
city councils, city commissions or similar local governmental
bodies. These groups have other interests which compete for
local revenues, and education may not receive top priority even
though there may be great “need.”

As presently proposed the incentive programs also rely
heavily upon the local property tax as the measure of “effort”
which will determine the total revenues available to the district
from local and state sources. The end result is that education
will econtinue to rely upon a regressive tax system in determin-
ing the total amount of available revenues. In urban areas the
combination of a municipal over-burden resulting from a de-
mand for broad governmental services in an educational pro-



Constilutional Methods of Financing Public Schools 37

gram based on “the more effort you make, the more you re-

ceive from the state”, does not offer much promise of tax relief

for local governmental units which already consider themselves
taxed to the confiscatory level.

From the standpoint of the state assuming its responsi-
bility to insure equal educational opportunity for all children
and the general interest that citizens and government have in
providing an adequate level of education for all students, the
decision making process of the “incentive” program has several
short comings. Local school officials can determine their levels
of expenditure with no built-in mechanism for assuring that
an adequate educational program is being provided for pupils
or that desired levels of efficiency are being maintained in the
operation of local schools, Many local school districts do not
have sufficient enrollments to provide a comprehensive program
without excessive cost, and the “incentive’” program would
permit them to continue operation at a time when most states
need to make significant strides in school district reorganiza-
tion to gain greater efficiency in providing educational programs
and services and in expending public funds.

With the present rate of mobility which characterizes the
American population, a state cannot afford the luxury of per-
mitting each loecal school district to “do its own thing.” Some
guarantees must be provided that attention is given to the
programmatic needs of the pupils in local school districts. Ir-
respective of their district of residence, pupils should have
access to special education, vocational education and compensa-
tor'" ’dueatmn pl oglams 1f those pmrr1 ams are applopmate in

patlonal gmls

If a state accepts and Enacts a pure “incentive” or district
power equalizing program, it not only is saying “the more
effort you make, the more revenues you receive”, but also is
abdicating its responsibility to provide for equal educational
opportunity in any aspeet other than equal access to wealth
among districts within a state.

Immediate movement from existing school expenditure pat-
terns to a fixed level program for an entire state would be
somewhat disruptive and distasteful but Equal access to educa-
tional programs should be one of the primary goals, As an
alternative, consideration might be given to determining the
per pupil expenditure level which would be needed to support
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an ‘‘adequate” educational program in all districts, and then
permit each local district to “power equalize” through addi-
tional effort,

Summary

Of the third generation cases, only Robinson was con-
cerned with the issues of fiscal neutrality as well as educational
needs. If the earlier precedent in the federal courts concerning
educational need should be reversed, this additional dimension
will be added to the current litigation issues. As the school fi-
nance issues are subjected to further litigation, most observers
will be quite interested in the degree to which the courts become
involved in providing either dieta or direct mandates for state
legislatures. On other occasions the courts have contended that
the members of the legislature necessarily enjoy a familiarity
with local conditions which the court cannot have, and have
presumed statutes to be constitutional unless the one attacking
the legislative arrangement could demonstrate that a classifica-
tion was hostile or oppressive against particular persons or
classes.” Under this type of interpretation the state school
finance program would be subjected to a test of rationality or
reasonableness rather than strict scrutiny. _

The previously discussed alternatives can be grouped into
two broad categories—fixed level and variable level programs.
Under the former, each district has access to the same quantity
of dollars per unit of educational need. Adjustments may be
made for cost of living, sparsity, level of training and experi-
ence of teachers or educational programs provided by the local
school district; but each district will have access to the same
amount of dollars. Under the variable level program each dis-
trict determines through its decision making process the reve-
nues which will be provided for the local educational program.
Rather than local wealth being the primary determinent, the
“effort” being made by the distriet is the critical factor.

The “full state support” and “equalization with no leeway”
alternatives are the only two which meet the full set of require-
ments set forth by the courts. The “incentive” program might
be permissible, but the problem of educational expenditures in
a district being left to the mood and aspirations of the tax-
payers would obviously result in some degree of unequal access
to educational programs for pupils in districts which chose to
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make a minimum level of local effort, In absence of more pre-
cise guidelines from the courts, the exact status of the incen-
tive program remains undetermined, for it meets the criterion
of “equal access to wealth” but fails to guarantee ‘“‘equal
access to educational programs.”

The judicial fate of “equalization with minimal leeway” is
also somewhat uncertain because of the absence of precise
guidelines from the courts. A literal reading of the court de-
cisions would suggest that this alternative would not meet the
test of the courts, but some minimal disparity in access to
wealth might be permitted.

Under any of the alternatives discussed above, the interest
of the third generation cases in the varying “educational need”
among districts in a state could be ignored, thereby depriving
certain groups of pupils of the ultimate form of “equal protec-
tion.” The concept that varying educational programs are re-
quired -to meet the educational needs of different groups of
pupils appears to have been accepted, but previously the question
of judicially manageable standards has been a barrier which
discouraged the courts from entering into this area. The Robin-
son decision, recent research by the National Educational Fi-
nance Project, and other studies made in particular states sup-

-port the basic concept and provide data which indicate that

these programs do have different levels of costs and that these
pupils are not uniformly distributed among school districts
within a state. With this recent research, it is possible that
the precedent of McInnis and Burruss might be reversed by fur-
ther litigation. :

The question of local determination of the level of effort
to be made in support of education remains essentially unre-
solved,” for the recent decisions have uniformly stated that
their interpretation of equal protection should not be extended
to require equal levels of educational expenditure for all pupils
in a given state.

If a subsequent court action should uphold Robinson by hold-
ing that “Education is too important a function to leave it also
to the mood—in some cases the low aspirations—of the tax-
payers of a given district. . . .’ the result will be a form of
fixed level program for all districts in the state. Revenues may
be raised at the state level or be a combination of local and
state and federal funds, but the wealth base will be that of the

- state as a whole, The key factor in the further extension of the
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“equal protection” will be to provide for equal access to educa-
tional programs so that the level of expenditures and the range
of educational opportunities will be substantially equal for all
pupils irrespective of their school district or residence and the
incidence of wealth in that distriet.
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CHAPTER2

Full State Funding: An Analysis and
Critique
RICHARD A. ROSSMILLER

The question of how schools should be financed has become
one of the critical issues of our time. Although specialists in
educational finance have long been aware of the developing
crisis, recent events have thrust the problems of educational
finrnce into the forefront of contemporary legal, economic and
political debate, The constantly rising cost of educating Ameri-
ca’s school age population; the inereasing “ecrunch” as an over
worked local propeity tax base has been burdened with the
task of providing even more revenue; and the growing legal
and ethical concern for providing equal educational opportuni-
ties for all children without regard for their race, their place
of residence, or the social station of their parents, all have con-
tributed to growing dissatisfaction with current methods of
financing public schools.

One proposed solution to the problem of financing schools
which has attracted growing interest is that of full state fund-
ing of education. Proponents of this approach would have the
state provide from state revenue sources all or nearly all of the
money required to finance public elementary and secondary
schools. Although Morrison advanced a similar proposition in
1930, it is only in recent years that the idea of complete state

The author is Professor and Chairman of the Department of Eduea-
tional Administration at the University of Wisconzin-Madison.
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support of education has attracted serious attention. During
the late 1960’s both James B. Conant and the late James Allen
suggested that full state funding of education be given serious
attention.®* In 1969, the Advisory Commission on Intergovern-
mental Relations recommended that the states assume major
responsibility for financing education.® More recently, the Presi-
dent’s Commission on School Finance strongly urged that the
states assume major responsibility for financing public ele-
mentary and secondary schools.*

Considerable confusion exists as to the meaning of the term
“full state funding.” In this paper, full state funding is defined
as any arrangement in which the state provides all, or nearly
all, of the money needed to finance public elementary and

-secondary schools. This definition does not preclude modest

optional local school taxes, but revenue from such taxes could
provide only a very small percentage of the total state and
local revenue available for support of schools.

During the past few years three major trends have con-
verged to place increasing pressure on ecurrent methods of
financing public elementary and secondary schools. The overall
impact of these trends has been to generate increasing dis-
satisfaction with current methods of financing education, as
well as stimulating a search for other alternatives which arve
better suited to meet contemporary needs. ‘

Expenditures for public elementary and secondary schools
have increased more than 214 fold during the 1960’s. Total ex-
penditures increased from 15.6 hillion dollars to 42.4 billion
dollars during the decade and expenditure per pupil in-
creased from $393 to $839." One important reason for this
growth in expenditures was inflation, which has eaten away
the purchasing power of the educational dollar to the point
where during the 1971-72 school year an expenditure of nearly
$185 was required to purchase the equivalent of $100 worth of
1957-69 educational services.® Growth in school enrollments
also contributed to the rising level of expenditures. Enrollment
increased by more than 25 percent between the fall of 1960
and the fall of 1970." The percentage of children and young
adults attending school also increased so that by 1970, nearly
90 percent of all five and six year olds and close to 48 percent
of all 18 and 19 year olds were enrolled in school.? Although
population growth apparently has stabilized, some growth in
school enrollments will continue as educational programs are
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extended to meet the needs of children who have not been
served adequately in the past. For example, programs of early
childhood education are likely to expand substantially over the
next decade. Special educational programs for physically, men-
tally, and emotionally handicapped pupils also are likely to be
expanded, as are eduecational programs tailored specifically for
socially and/or economically disadvantaged pupils. Career educa-
tion is attracting a great deal of attention and additional efforts
in job-related educational programs, especially at the post-
secondary level, can be expected.

Revenue obtained from taxes levied by local school districts
has always been the major source of funds for education in the
United States. Revenue from local governmental sources, most
of it provided by local property taxes, still provides about 52
percent of all revenue for public elementary and secondary
schools. The rapidly growing revenue needs of the schools
during the past decade placed increasing pressure on the nrop-
erty tax base. The result was increasing tax friction as tax-
payers became more and more reluctant to approve additional
. school tax levies. While the percentage of total revenue obtained
14 states provided more than 50 percent of the revenue for
their publie school operation in 1970-71.* Heavy reliance on the
property tax as a source of revenue for education has led to a
taxpayer rebellion in many states. Bond issues have been de-
feated, school taxes have been withheld or placed in escrow, and
schools in several states have been forced to close when their -
funds ‘ran out and no additional tax levy had been approved.

Sinee the property tax is the only major tax that can be used

satisfaction with the property tax has produced increasing
pressure for a higher level of state support for education.

A concern for equality of educational opportunity has always
characterized American education. This concern finds expression
handicapped and the disadvantaged, as well as in the concern
of the courts for equality of edueational opportunity, A long
series of cases contesting the constitutionality of racially segre-
gated schools culminated in the decision by the U.S. Supreme
Court in 1954 that racially segregated schools are inherently
unequal and violate rights guaranteed by the Fourteenth Amend-
ment. More recently, state provisions for financing education
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have been the subject of litigation and in many states the con-
stitutionality of the state’s method of financing education is
being contested. Thus, the courts are now being called upon to
determine whether or not existing state support systems violate
state and/or federal constitutional guarantees. Decisions by
courts in California, Minnesota, Texas, New Jersey, Wyoming,
and Arizona which have declared that the level of educational
spending may be a function only of the wealth of the entire
state, not the wealth of the school district in which a pupil
happens to reside, have served to focus attention on the feasi-
bility and desirability of full state funding as an alternative
financing arrangement.

A number of issues inevitably will arise in any state where
the alternative of full state funding is considered seriously.
Some of these issues are philosophical in nature; others involve
operational procedures. The following discussion will identify
some of the issues that are most likely to arise in any debate on
this subject,

Political Feasibility

Decisions with regard to financing education must be ac-
complished through our democratic political process. This pro-
cess will, of course, bring to bear upon legislators and the ex-
ecutive all of the pressures which can be exerted by special
interest groups, These groups will view any proposed legislation
in terms of the possible impact it will have upon their.own in-
terests. Any proposal for full state funding must survive this
political gauntlet before it can be enacted into law.

It appears that full state funding is more likely to be adopted
in states which currently supply a large percentage of the
revenue for public schools. The prevailing system of school
district organization also will influence the decision. States
with a large number of relatively small school districts are likely
to encounter greater opposition to the notion of full state fund-
ing because of its perceived threat to local control. This threat,
whether real or imagined, will create powerful opposition to
full state funding by special interest groups who believe their
interests are threatened.

The extent to which movement toward full state funding
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can be accomplished within a state's existing tax structure
will be another important consideration. Few legislators will be
willing to support full state funding if this would require sub-
stantial increases in existing tax levies or the imposition of
new taxes. However, trade-offs are possible. For example, a
new or expanded income tax might be more acceptable if, at the
same time, property tax rates could be reduced substantially,
The political feasibility of full state funding will vary from
state to state and will depend upon i number of factors such as
the existing tax structure of the state, the state’s pattern of
school district organization, and the support or opposition of
special interest groups.

The Local Role

The concept of local control of education is deeply rooted in
the American educational tradition and is one of the unique
features of American education. The ideology of local control
is especially deep rooted in those states which followed the
early New England pattern of educational organization. Many
persons argue that if local control of edueation is to be main-
tained, it is necessary that the basic education unit, ie., the
local school district, provide a major share of the revenue for
support of education. This emphasis on local financial support,
together with highly decentralized administrative arrangements,
inevitably results in wide variations in wealth among the school
districts of a state, Some districts are able to raise large
amounts of revenue with a modest tax rate while other districts
can raise very little revenue even if they levy a tax rate which
is virtually confiscatory. Unless the state utilizes appropriate
measures to equalize the amount of revenue which is produced,
a given tax rate will yield varying amounts of revenue in each
school district which, according to recent court decisions, is
unconstitutional.

Full state {unding does not necegsarily rule out all revenue
from local schocl tases, but the revenue obtained from such
taxes could provide only a very small percentage of the total
school revenue. Thus, fear has been expressed that adoption
of full state funding would weaken, if not destroy, local control
of education. It is argued that unless a substantial share of
school revenue is obtained from taxes levied by local school
districts, local control of education inevitably will be lost.



4R Two Critical Issues In School Finance

It may be argued, on the other hand, that true local control
of education cannot exist as long as there exist wide disparities
in the amount of revenue available per pupil among the state’s
school distriets. The range of decisions available to local boards
of education and administrators is directly related to the re-
sources available to them. If a school district has a very limit-

- ed property tax base, its range of alternatives for educational

programming is mueh more restricted than is the range of
alternatives available to a district where the tax base is very
large. Using this argument, it has been asserted that full state
funding will, in fact, strengthen local control of education by
giving local educational decision makers access to the resources
needed to provide adequate educational programs for all chil-
dren.

The Federal Role

Although federal financial support for education dates from
the original land grants in the 1780's, it is only during the past
decade that substantial amounts of federal funds have been
made available to support elementary and secondary schools.
Even now, the federal government provides only about 7 per-
cent of all revenue for elementary and secondary schools and
most of this is in the form of categorical aids for specific pur-
poses. Unfortunately, these categorical aids tend to disrupt
state equalization efforts. Unless federal aid distributions are
carefully orchestrated with state aid programs, the objectives
of the state aid program may be frustrated or circumvented by
federal categorical aids. Federal categorical aids are, in many
respects, incompatible with the objectives claimed for full state

funding of elementary and secondary schools.

General federal aids or revenues shared with the states
by the federal government could easily be accommodated in a
full state funding program. Such revenue could be dealt with as
if it were state revenue and distributed in accordance with the
criteria and procedures developed by the state. In fact, relatively
small amounts of federal revenue might be instrumental in per-
suading a state to move in the direction of full state funding.
In most states abandonment of the property tax for support of
education is out of the question, for it would require too great
an increase in other taxes to be politically feasible, as well as
resulting in substantial windfall gains to current owners of
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for school support and thus make it possible for the states to
reduce their reliance on revenue from property taxes levied by
local school districts. General federal aid also might be employed
to encourage the states to develop school support programs
which will meet the test enunciated in the Serrano decision,
i.e, school support programs in which the amount of revenue
wealth of the local school district.

Just as it is argued that local support is essential to local
eral support would lead inevitably to federal control of educa-
tion. Either general federal aid or a program of sharing federal
revenues with the states would be mueh less likely to result
in federal control than would federal categarical aids. Federal
categorical aids for specific purposes are much more likely to
distort local and state educational decisionis than are federal
general aids. Federal pregrams which require matching ex-
penditures by state or local governments also are likely to dis-
tort local and state decisions. Even more important, general
federal aid or revenue sharing is much more likely to produce
equality of educational opportunity than will federal categorical
or matching aids,

Delivery Systems

State educational systems exist for the primary purpose of
delivering educational services to students. The states have
created local school districts and have granted them authority
to levy taxes. Delegation of taxing authority to small units of
government almost inevitably produces variations in tax bases
and, as a general rule, the smaller the taxing units the wider
the variations in size of tax base which will exist. This results
in substantial differences in the ability of local school districts
to raise revenue and produces a situation in which the revenue
available in a local school district is a function of the wealth
of that district rather.than the wealth of the entire state.

greatly the range between the wealth of the poorest and richest
school districts. In faet, reorganizing school districts so that
each district would have the same amount of property tax base
per pupil would be one way of meeting the test applied in the
Serrano case.
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The eeieting pettem ef eeheol dietriet ergenieetion in many
educetmnel gervices, Meny eehoel chetnete are tee emell te
achieve economies of scale and, from an equity standpoint, can
provide educational programs of only marginal quality—and
these at a very high cost per pupil. It is difficult to see how a
state could long permit the continued existence of inefficient
delivery systems under a program of full state funding. A sub-
stantial amount of reorganization to eliminate small, inefficient
school districts could be expected. Alternative arrangements
which would more efficiently provide eduecational services for
certain types of pupils might also be developed. In sparsely popu-
lated areas, for example, residential schools for deaf or blind
students may be the most efficient way to deliver the needed
educational services. In other situations intermediate agencies
or consortiums of local school districts may represent the most
efficient way to guarantee delivery of adequate educational ser-
vices for all children,

Adeptmn of full state funding is likely to reeult in substantial
changes in a state’s pattern of school district organization as
alternative delivery systems are developed. However, with full
etete func‘ling there may be leee reeietenee to eehcel dieti'iet re-

by dlStllCtS thet are enelevee of hlgh velue propelty would no
longer exist.

Program Determination

A number of the issues which will arise in any serious con-
sideration of full state funding are program-related. They in-
volve such questions as the nature of the program to be support-
ed, the level at which programs will be supported, the extent to
Whie}* differences in the coet of edueetic:nel progreme will be

be eontrclled

Program Definition

One eritical problem which will arise under full state funding
1e thet uf the defining the pr oglam Whleh is to be fﬁnded by the

w1th1n a ete’te tend tD vary w1c1ely—pe1 tly as a reeult of diﬁ,er—
ences in fiscal capacity and partly because of local preferences—
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simply funding school districts at their present operating level
will not produce equality of educational oppor tunity, Thus, the
question becomes, “What components are to be included in the
educational program funded by the state?”

One possible approach is to allocate a certain amount of
money per pupil to be expended at the discretion of the local
operating unit, Using this approach, one would simply multiply
the number of pupils by the allocation per pupll to obtain the
total amount of revenue to which a district is entitled. At least
two problems inhere in this approach. First, there is the matter
of determining the amount per pupil to be allocated. Should the
amount per pupil be equivalent to that currently available in the
highest expenditure district in the state, or at the expenditure
level of some other district—perhaps the expenditure per pupil
made by the distriet at 65th percentile? Second, legislators might
be reluctant to accept this approach, for it gives them no control
over the specific programs to be funded, leaving this decision at
the local level,

A second alternative would be to define carefully the com-
ponents of the educational program which would be eligible for
funding by the state. The approximate cost of such program
components could then be identified and aggregated to determine
each district’s allocation. This approach would place maximum
control over educational programs in the hands of the legislature.
A number of sticky questions would remain, however. For ex-
ample, how would local preferences be thDred‘? If, for example,
a district wished to offer four foreign languages rather than
three, would this be permitted and under what circumstances?
Also, program costs vary among school districts for the same
educational program and such variations would need to be con-
sidered if program equality is to be attained. Arguments con-
cerning the components which would be included in the state-
funded program could be expected. Some persons would feel
strongly that program components such as interscholastic ath-
letics and uniforms for the marching band are “frills” and should
not be eligible for state funding. Others would argue strongly
that interscholastic athletics and music are integral components
of a well rounded educational program and must be funded by
the state.

Level of Support
The matter of program definition leads directly to the ques-
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tion of whether full state funding would result in a "levehng up”
or “leveling down” of expendltme for education. The answer to
this question will depend, in part, on how the program is defined.
It will also depend upon the range in expenditure per district
which the courts ultimately determine to be constitutionally per-
missible, and upon the philosophy which prevails in a given state,
Leveling up of expenditures would occur if a state placed empha-
sis upon increasing expenditures in low expenditure distriets to a
point where they more nearly approximate the current level of
%pending in high e*x;penditu;e distlict% Leveling down wou]d oc-
in hlgh Expendltme dlstucts thus bllnglhg them closer tcs the
state average. The strategy which would be most appealing to a
state legislature would undoubtedly depend to a large extent on
the amount of additional state revenue which would be required.
Maintaining the current state average expenditure level would
require no increase in revenue, although a redistribution of the
revente among the school districts of the state would be required.
A reduction in state average expenditure would, of course, re-
duce the total revenue required and any inerease in state average
expenditure would increase revenue requirements,

It must be recognized that a state average is just that; many
districts are above and many are below the average. T_h_u_s, any
attempt to impose a program in which all distriets would be per-
mitted to spend at the state average would attract bitter opposi-
tion from at least one-half the school districts in the state—
those currently spending above the state average. High expendi-
ture districts ean be expected o oppose any attempt to reduce
the quality of their schools. Low expenditure districts can be ex-
pected to support an increase in their present expenditure level.
Thus, it seems likely that state average expenditure per pupil
would increase under a full state funding program, although

the range nf expendituze bEtWEEn the highest and lowest spend-

in.

Variations in Program Costs

The same number of dollars will not purchase an equal
amount of educational services in every school distriet. The “edu-
cational cost of living” varies from one school district to another.
Thus, unless some means of providing for differences in the
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purchasing power of an educational dollar among the state's
attained.

An even more serious problem, however, is the difference in
the cost of educational programs for various types of pupils. Re-
search conducted by the National Education Finance Project has

demonstrated that the educational programs needed by some
pupils are much more expensive than the programs needed by
others. Programs for mentally handicapped pupils are, on the
average, about 1.9 times more costly than programs for children
in regular classrooms; programs for physically handicapped
pupils are ahout 3.5 times as expensive as programs for normal
children; and programs of compensatory education are nearly
twice as costly as programs for normal children in regular class-
es. These cost differentials would pose no serious problem if
pupils who require high cost programs were distributed equally
among all of the state’s school districts, but they are not! Some
school districts have relatively high concentrations of ptipils who

‘require costly speeial programs; other school districts have a

very low percentage of such pupils. Although large cities tend
to have a higher-than-average percentage of pupils who need
costly special educational programs, such programs are not con-
fined to large cities. High concentrations of pupils who require
special programs also have been found in ruval districts and in
suburban districts. Unless the. additional cost involved in pro-
viding adequate educational programs for pupils with special
needs is recognized in a full state funding program, equaliza-’
tion of educational opportunity will not be achieved.

FEuxpenditure Conlrols
During the past decade state legislators have been increasing-

hands of local school boards. In a number of states the state
support program has been modified to include “cost control”
features. Cost control has been accomplished by placing a lid on
local school tax rates, by refusing to provide state support for
any expenditures which exceed the statewide average, and by
eliminating “open-ended” programs where the state’s finanecial
obligation is determined by the decisions of local spending units.

Attempts by state legislators to control expenditures of local
school districts are not surprising in view of the very rapid in-
crease in expenditures for education during the past ten years,



54 Two Critical Issues In School Finanee

Many legislators feel that local school boards and administrators
have not been fiscally responsible; that they have too easily ac-
ceded to the demands of teacher organizations for reduction in
class size and increases in salary. One feature of full state fund-
ing which may appeal to legislators is the opportunity to control
directly the level of spending for education in the school districts
of the state.

Compensation of Personnel

The advent of organized bargaining activities in education
has created a new set of pressures which are reflected in school
expenditure levels. Collective action by teachers, together with
the teacher shortages which prevailed during the 1960’s, result-
ed in substantial increases in the salaries paid certificated per-
sonnel. Salary gains by noncertificated personnel employed by
school districts also have been impressive, Since 75 percent or
more of expenditures for current operation go to pay the salaries
of teachers and other personnel, the effect on school operating
costs has been significant.

Implementation of full state funding ecould easily lead to
adoption of statewide salary schedules for teachers. Many legis-
lators fear that any additional money appropriated for edueation
will quickly find its way into the pay checks of teachers without
regard for their individual merit. Thus, state policy makers
might be reluctant, to adopt a full state funding unless they
could be guaranteed some control over teacher salary schedules.

State teacher organizations have generally followed a “divide
and conquer” strategy in their negotiations with local boards of
education, The state teacher organization works clogely with its
local affiliates in the bargaining process. It is common practice
for the state organization to select a few key school districts and
try to negotiate substantial increases in wages and fringe bene-
fits for teachers in these districts. If breakthroughs can be
achieved in these districts, the teacher organization has gained
leverage which can then be applied in bargaining with other
districts. Boards of education, on the other hand, have tended
to go it alone rather than attempting to present a united front.
Thus, a local board of education often can be “whipsawed” into
acceding to the demands made by the teacher organization.

If a statewide salary schedule is adopted, bargaining on
teacher salaries and fringe benefits would shift to the state
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level (although working conditions might still be bargained
locally). Bargaining at the state level would involve state teacher
organizations, the state legislature, and the governor. A basic
state salary schedule likely would be established with some pro-
vision for slight departures from the schedule to adjust for
variations in cost of living, attractiveness of working conditions,
and similar factors. Although it may appear at first glance that
teacher organizations would be somewhat disadvantaged in bar-
gaining at the state level, this would not necessarily be the case.
A statewide work stoppage or teacher strike represents a power-
ful threat, particularly if the threat is exercised judiciously. It
is conceivable that it would he as difficult for policy makers at
the state level to hold the line on teacher salaries as it has been
for policy makers at the local level to do so.

Non-current Expenditures

Expenditures by local school districts for capital outlay and
debt service are classified as non-current expenditures, since they
represent payments for durable capital goods whieh will continue
in use over a period of several years. Current provisions for state
support of expenditures for capital outlay and debt service vary
widely. In some states the local school district is expected to
finance such expenditures entirely from its own resources: in
others, the state has developed extensive provisions for helping
local districts finance such expenditures.

It is difficult to deny that the quality of buildings and equip-
ment available to support a child’s education will affect the quality
of his educational opportunity. It is evident that children who
must attend school in overcrowded, poorly ventilated, improperly
lighted or inadequately equipped classrooms do not enjoy the

who attend school in well designed, properly equipped facilities.

Expenditures for capital outlay will require special considera-
tion in any program of full state funding. Capital outlay require-
ments are likely to vary widely from year to year in school dis-
tricts, particularly small school districts. For a state, however,
capital outlay requirements are much more regular and predict-
able than they are for a single school district. A more difficult
problem arises from the fact that some school districts will have
an extensive hacklog of capital outlay needs while others have
met such needs when they arose. A full state funding program
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certainly should not penalize districts which have met their
capital outlay needs and reward distriets which have failed to
provide adequate buildings and equipment,

Paying for capital outlay expenditures from local tax sources
creates the same problems that arise when expenditures for
cmlent Qpez.atian% are ﬁnanccd fmm ]m:a] taxes, %ume districts
pl ovide ﬁl‘lé bll]ldlngﬁ and eqmpment whlle mamtammg 1elative—
ly low tux rates. In districts where the tax base is small, on the
other hand, the tax burden required to support expenditures for
current operation may be so heavy that taxpayers are not willing
to accept the additional burden which would be lequned to pro-
vide needed buildings or equipment. The situation is further
aggravated by the fact that districts where the tax hase is small
and the tax rate is high generally receive a lower credit rating
;md must pav higher i'nterest 1ate3§ on any monev they bm‘mw

sx.pltal uutl(w EJ\pEI]dItUIES but thc;y must pay more fm them;
The problem of how to handle existing debt is closely related
ts the pl Dblem c:f ﬁnancing capital uut]ay MDEt %chcml dlstncts

nue f1 om local pl apaty ta\es often 18 pledged to gua.lantee that
the principal and interest on these bonds will be paid as it comes
duie. If authority to levy local school taxes is reduced or eliminat-
ed through adoption of full state funding, it will be necessary
for the state to protect bondholders by guaranteeing that the
existing obligations of local school districts will be honored. Fail-
ure to do this would be fatal, for bondholders are protected by a
constitutional guarantee that the obligutions entailed in their
contract with the school district will not be impaired. If a full
state funding program does not provide support for capital out-
lay and debt service, then some type of local tax levy will still be
required,

Transportation

Many methods of providing state support for transportation
are now found among the 50 states. These range from flat grants
per pupil transported at one extreme to complete state operation
of the pupil transportation system at the other extreme. Expendi-
ture for transportation is often a major component of the school
district budget in sparsely populated districts where a compli-
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cated transportation network is needed to bring pupils to school.
On the other hand, in school districts where public transporta-
tion systems are well developed the school system typically pro-
vides transportation only for special categories of pupils such
as the mentally retarded or the physically handicapped,

The pupil transportation area involves problems of program
definition. Pupil transportation could be accommodated within
the general state financing plan by applying weightings which
would reflect the variations in cost involved in transporting
pupils, In fact, variable transportation grants designed to re-
flect differing transportation costs are now employed in some
states. It also would be possible to treat pupil transportation
as a separate component of the total educational program. This
might permit the state to maintain greater flexibility in dealing
with pupil transportation needs.

The possibility that pupil transportation could most efficiently
be provided through a state-operated system, or through sys-
tems operated by agencies, is worthy of investigation, In pupil
transportation, maximum operating efficiency consistent with
pupil safety is the primary goal. Thus, it is appropriate to apply
operations research techniques and procedures to identify the
most eflicient possible system for providing pupil transportation.

Accounfability

The coneépt of accountability has taken on new meaning for
educators in recent years. Educators have for many years been
held accountable, but in the sense of insuring that school funds
were not lost or stolen. In recent years, however, the definition
of accountability has been expanded to include providing evi-
dence that expenditures for education are achieving the desired
objectives,

The “new” concept of accountability in edueation is closely
linked to the economic concept of productivity, i.e., maximizing
the output obtained from a given level of input. Full state fund-
ing would offer greater opportunity for state policymakers to
require, as a condition of increased appropriations for education,
evidence that previous expenditures were effective in achieving
the desired results. Thus, full state funding might enable state
policymakers to exercise considerable control over the nature
of local educational programs.

If demands for accountability are to be met, state education
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agencies and local school districts will need to develop assess-
ment procedures, build information systems, and apply analytical
techniques which will yield the required data. Most local school
districts do not have the resources and personnel needed to do
this job. Consequently, the state education agency may need to

Although the permutations of full state funding models are
virtually unlimited, there are at least three general approaches
which may be taken. In this section we shall examine three gen-
eral models, discuss how they might operate in practice, and
identify some of their strengths and weaknesses. The three
models ave as follows:

for local school tax levies,

2. DProvision by the state of a basic flat grant per pupil with
local districts permitted to supplement the basic state
grant by a small local tax levy.

3. Provision by the state of a basic flat grant per pupil with
each local district permitted fo supplement this by a local
tax levy. In this model, however, the state will compen-
sate for deficiencies in a loecal district’s tax base by sup-

The National Educational Finance Project (NEFP) developed
a prototype state to illustrate the operation of various state
districts which each operate K-12 educational programs and
enroll at least 1800 pupils. The basic data developed by the NEFP
staff to illustrate the operation of various state support models
will be employed to show how the three full state funding models
operate. In each model, pupils were weighted to incorporate the
cost differentials discovered by National Educational Finance
Project researchers® The weights assigned to various types
of pupils are shown in Table 1 and reflect the average cost of
educating various categories of pupils in comparison with the
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B TABLE 1 -
ScaLES Usep 1N WEIGHTING PUPILS

- Weighting for Cost
Programs Differential

Early Childhood
3 year olds : 1.40
4 year olds 1.40
Kindergarten (5 year olds) 1.30

Non-Isoluted Busle Elementary and Secondury
Grades 1-6 1.00
Grades 7-9 1.20

Grades 10-12 1.40

Isolaled Busgie Elementary and Secondary
Elementary Size
150-200
100-149
~ less than 100
Junior High
150-200
100-149
less than 100
Senior High
150-200
100-149
less than 100

b
Lt B s
===

[

e
o Ry | [y el ]

Special (exeeptional)
Mentally Handicapped
Physically Handicapped
Emotionally Handicapped
Special Learning Disorder
Specch Handicapped

- . " ‘ - w
i w3 b e
= R

Compensatory Education —
Bagic: Income under $4,000 2.00
Vocational-Technical 1.80

# Elementary schools must be 10 miles or more by road from another ele-
mentary school in order to be weighted for isolation; junior high schools
15 or more miles from another junior high school and senior high schools,
20 miles or more from another zenior high school,
*Source: R, L. Johns, et al, ALTERNATIVE PROGRAMS FOR FIN-
ANCING EDUCATION. (Gainesville, Fla.: National Educational Fin-
ance Project, 1971), p. 272,

cost of providing education for pupils in grades 1-6 of the regular
school program. Complete descriptions of each sehool district in-
cluded in the prototype state are available in publications of Na-
tional Educational Finance Project.!t

To facilitate comparisons, it was assumed that the same
total amount of revenue was available for distribution in each
model except Mode] III, where some additional revenue was re-
quired to equalize the revenue obtained from the distriet’s op-
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s

tional local tax levy. It also was assumed that the funds provided
by the state would be appropriated from the state’s general
fund and would be ¢' tained from several sources, including a
statewide property tax. Each model involves only full state
funding of expendituves for current operation. No provision is
made for transportation, capital outlay or debt service.

Model I: Complete State Funding

In this model there is no local school tax levy, All revenue is
provided by the state from state sources. Figure 1 shows the
revenue per weighted pupil which would be received by the odd
numbered districts in the prototype state. Note that the revenue
per weighted pupil is identical in each district. (It will be recall-
ed that the use of weighted pupils automatically adjusts for
differences in the cost of educational programs required by vari-
ous t; s of pupils.) The state allocation is $565 per weighted
pupil. This model clearly meets the Serrano test, for the expendi-
ture per pupil is a function only of the total wealth of the state,

Model II: Full State Funding with a Minimal Optional Loeal Tax

This model provides that, in addition to the basic state grant,
a small optional local school tax may be levied by each distriet,
For purposes of illustration, we shall assume that the maximum
optional local tax is four mills, and that each distriet chooses to
levy the maximum permissible tax. In Figure 2 the amount avail-
able per weighted pupil in each of the odd numbered school dis-
tricts is graphically portrayed, The same total amount of money
will be allocated as in Model I, but in this model some of the
revenue is derived from the optlonal four mill local tax, thus
reducing the basic state grant to $494 per weighted pupil.

In District 1, the four mill local levy will produce 3173 per
weighted pupil, giving the district a total of $667 per weighted
pupil. In District 31, the four mill local tax will yield onlv $64
per weighted pupil and the district will have a total revenue of
$558 per weighted pupil.

It can readily be seen that Distriet 1 will have available 3119
more per weighted pupil than will District 81, Thus, District 1
will be able to SpEﬂd about 20 percent more per weighted pupil
than can be spent in District 81. Whether or not this much
variation in spending would be permissible under the standard
applied in Serrano remains to be decided. It is important to note,
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Figure 1
Full State Funding
that the entire difference in available revenue per pupil is a
function of the wealth of the local school district.

Model III: Basic State Grant and Optional Local Tax with
Equalized Yield (Power Equalizing)

The third model combines a basic state grant with an op-
tional local tax of not more than six mills. In contrast to Model
II, however, in this model the yield of the local tax is equalized
by having the state guarantee a minimum yield for each mill of
loeal school tax. In this model we shall assume that the basic
state grant is $500 per weighted pupil. We also shall assume that
each district is guaranteed $50 of revenue per weighted pupil
for each mill of tax that it levies. The state will make up the
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" Figure 2
Full State Funding With Minimal Local Tax

difference between the actual yield of the district’s local tax
and the guaranteed amount of revenue. The resulting distribu-
tion is shown in Figure 3 with the optional local tax levied by
each district shown in parentheses.

Note that Distriet 1, District 19, and District 31 each elected
to levy one mill of local tax. Thus, each district was guaranteed
$50 per weighted pupil in addition to the $500 basic grant pro-
vided hy the state. In District 1, the one mill local tax produced
$43 per weighted pupil with the state providing an additional §7
to make up the $50 per pupil which was guaranteed. In District
31, the one mill local tax produced only $7 per weighted pupil
EMC and the state provided an additional $43 per pupil. District 3,
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Busie State Grant and Optional Local Tax With
Equalized Yield {Power Equalizing)

District 17, and District 25 each chose to levy the full six
mills permitted. Thus, each distriet was guaranteed $300 per
weighted pupil in addition to the $500 basic state grant. In Dis-
trict 3, the six mill local tax produced $246 per weighted pupil
with the state providing and additional $54, In District 17, the
six mill local tax produced $94 with the state providing an addi-
tional $206. In District 25, the six mill local levy produced only
$66 per weighted pupil with the state providing an additional
$234 to make up the $300 guaranteed,

type decisions appear to require that the state confiscate any
revenue produced by the optional local tax which exceeds the
amount of revenue guaranteed by the state.
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It also should be noted that in Model III, the amount of reve-
nue available to a district is a funr;tinn Df the distlict’s ta};

31de1able vauafmn in revenue pm waghted pupll among the
school districts of a state, it does not ‘violate the principle that
the amount of money available for a child’s eduecation must be
a function of the wealth of the state, It does, however, make the
amount of money available for a child’s education a function of
the willingness of his parents and neighbors to take on a heavier
tax burden in order to increase the revenue available for educa-

tion. '

An Evaluation of the Three Models

The three models presented and discussed above do not ex-
haust the possibilities. They do represent three major approach-
es to full state funding., Each model has certain strengths and
weaknesses and the merits of each model will depend to some
extent upon the specific methods and procedures employed in
implementing a full state funding program.

The following comments may be made with regald to Model
I—complete state funding:

1, This model would eliminate any relationship between the
wealth of an individual school district and the amount of revenue
available to educate pupils in that district. If pupils are weighted
appropriately with respect to differences in the cost of the pro-
gram in which they are enrolled, equality of educational oppor-
tunity would be greater than if pupils are not weighted.

2. The extent to which the tax burden would be equalized
under this model would depend upon the extent to which the
state’s tax system is more equitable than the present combina-
tion of state and local financing. In general, however, state taxes
are less regressive than a perELty tax levied by local school

districts.
3. The range in quality of educational offerings among the

“school districts of the state would certainly be narrowed. There

is no guarantee, however, that the overall quality of education
in the state would be improved.

4, The nature of local decision making would he altéred;
with local decision makers devoting much less attention to how
to raise the necessaiy réveﬂue and mu::h more attenticm ta
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that Jocal decision making could be diluted or impaired, although
there is no reason why a high level of state funding is not com-
patible with substantial local control over such basic educational
concerns as curriculum, personnel and the like.

5. A complete state funding model is more likely to be ac-
cepted in states where a high level of state funding currently
exists. In states where the percentage of revenue from the state
is low there undoubtedly will be much greater resistance to the
notion of complete state funding. The extent to which this model
might be used to achieve substantial local property tax relief
undoubtedly would be an important factor affecting its political
acceptability. '

Model II—a basic state grant combined with an optional local
tax levy of not more than four mills—may be evaluated as
follows:

1. This model will reduce, but not eliminate, the relationship
between the amount of revenue available for a child’s education
and the wealth of the district in which he resides. Revenue pro-
duced by the optional local tax levy will be entirely a function
of the wealth of the local district, Wealthy districts will be able
to raise much more revenue by levying one mill of tax than will
poor districts. Whether or not the approximately 20 percent
differential in revenue per weighted pupil between the lowest
sidered an unconstitutional denial of equal protection has yet to
be determined. The bulk of the revenue available for school sup-
port, 80 percent or more, would be provided from the general
revenues of the state. Since state taxes tend to be less regressive
than local property taxes, there would be a tendency toward

- equalization of the tax burden but to a lesser degree than would

be achieved under Model I,

2. The range in educational opportunity among school dis-
tricts of the state would be narrowed under this model, although
not to as great an extent as would be achieved under Model I.
Equality of educational opportunity would be increased if ap-
propriate weightings which reflect the cost differentials as-
sociated with various types of educational programs are used
as a basis for the distribution of funds. _

3. It would appear that greater potential for retention of
local control of education exists under this model than under
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Model 1. The four mill optional local tax will afford some oppor-
tunity for local preferences to be expressed.

4, This model undoubtedly will be more popular than Model
1 in states where there exists a strong tradition of local financing
and local control of education. It should again be emphasized
that the revenue produced by the local tax is purely a function
of 10csl district wsslth If ths plinc:ipls snunsistsd in Ssrﬁma

Model ‘1II—a basic state grant with an equalized optional
local tax—is a variation of what generally is termed “power
equalizing.” A tax yield equalizing approach was used to illus-
trate this model, but either tax base equalizing or percentage
equalizing could have been used. The following comments msy
be made with regard to Model III:

1. This model, like Model I, would sever the tie between

_the wealth of a school district and the amount of revenue avail-

able to educate pupils within that district. The amount of money
available for a child’s education would depend upon the willing-
ness of his parents and neighbors to levy a local school tax.

Nevertheless, a one mill tax would raise the same amount of

revenue ] in ssch distnct

Would bs nssrly as grsst. as. undsl Mod_sl I Ths use of a re-
gressive local property tax would, however, make this model
slightly less equitable than Model I.

3. The same degree of equalization of educational oppor-
tunity could be achieved under this model as could be achieved
under Model I if two conditions are met: (1) every district
shoosss to lsvy ths ms}.imum permitted lm;sl tax snd (2) srj-
butmn of funds, If the 1s11gs in local p1 st1 ty tss 1stss were as
glsst as thoss ussd in ths sxsmpls, the highsst tsx’ing districts

would bs a functlon of lossl tsx e;ﬂ:‘mt nst Igcsl wsslth

4, TUnder this model local school districts can influence the
level of expenditure for education in each district—the claimed
sine qua non of local control. The fully equalized optional local
tax levy places every district on equal footing with regard to its
tax effort. However, if the level of spending for a child’s edueca-
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tion 1s too important to be a function of the wealth of the dis-
trict in which he resides, perhaps it is also too important to be
a function of local preferences for educational spending.

6. The provision of an optional local tax levy for education,
when viewed in the context of the strong tradition of local con-
trol which exists in many states, should lend appeal to this model.
From a political point of view, the model has one severe dis-
advantage. That is, the amount of state revenue required beyond
the basic state grant will depend upon local decisions and thus
is somewhat resistant to cost control efforts. This feature also
makes state budgeting more difficult.

SOME PROS AND CONS OF FULL STATE FUNDING*

Proposals for full state funding of expenditures for elemen-
tary and secondary education are sure to provoke heated debate.
In this section some of the major arguments which are likely to
be advanced on each side of the issue will be identified and dis-
cussed,

Advantages Claimed for Full State Funding

Proponents of full state funding claim several advantages
for this approach to financing cducation. Among the major

organization, and local priorities.

Equalization of Educational Opportunity

The present disparities in spending among the school dis-
tricts of a state can no longer be tolerated in a country which
has long been espoused the principle of equality of educational op-
portunity. Advocates of full state funding point out that under
most current state support programs the discrepancy between
the level of spending in wealthy districts and poor districts
tends to increase rather than decrease over time. Although the
relationship between expenditure level and educational quality
is not perfect, both common sense and research indicate that a
positive relationship does exist. While money alone is not suffi-
cient to guarantee educational quality, it is undoubtedly neces-
sary. Full state funding would reduce the range between the
spending level of the highest and lowest expenditure districts
in a state,
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Adoption of full state funding could greatly increase the

- quality of educational opportunity available within a state if it

were accompanied by a successful effort to raise the expenditure
level in districts which currently are at the low end of the ex-
peviditme continuum Few uould aigue that this should be an
able to spand \vlsely sudden large am@unts of addltmnal 1evenue
A systematic effort to raise the level of expenditure in low ex-
penditure districts is likely to be accompanied by mﬂmtmmg by
the state to insure the wise use of the additional funds. While
this may infringe on traditional loeal prerogatives, it will prob-
ably be necessary to assure state policy makers that school funds
provided from the general revenues of the state are not being
wasted.

Greater Tax Equity

Another advantage claimed for full state funding is that it
will provide greater equity for taxpayers, especially if it is tied
to property tax relief. It is generally conceded that property
ownership does not always accurately reflect taxpaying ability,
and that the property tax bears more heavily on the elderly and
upon low income groups. Even the most ardent advocates of full
state funding recognize that in many states it will be impossible
to abandon the property tax as a source of revenue for educa-
tion. However, they claim that use of a statewide pmperty tax
for school suppmt would reduce the present inequities in tax
rates among districts and also would lead to improved admini-
stration of the property tax. Property assessments leave miuch
to he désired in most states and it is ar gued th;t adnptinn af the

;1dm1n15t1 atmn af the tax

It is also claimed that full state funding would modernize the
tax base used for support of education. The property tax admit-
tedly is poorly related to ability to pay and to benefits received,
at least insofar as the benefits of education are concerned, It
also is not very responsive to changes in economic conditions.
It is argued that full state funding would result in greater re-
liance on more productive and less regressive taxes and thus
would lead to greater equity for taxpayers.
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Reduction of Interdistrict Competition

The existing decentralized system for financing education
often produces intense competition between school districts. This
competition is particularly apparent when one looks closely at
what is happening in the more affluent districts. Districts which
are able to raise large amounts of local revenue while maintain-
ing a relatively low tax rate have an unfair advantage in com-
peting for tlie most able teachers because they are able to offer
higher salaries, smaller classes and wider range of fringe bene-
fits. It is argued that full state funding, accompanied by a state-
wide teacher salary schedule, would reduce or eliminate the
whipsaw effect of interdistrict competition. It must be acknowl-
edged, however, that bargaining on teacher salary schedules at
the state level could easily result in statewide work stoppages if
a satisfactory agreement could not be reached.

More Efficient District Organization

Full state funding undaubtedljf would result in the elimina-
tion of school districts which are unable to offer adequate educa-
tianal prot‘r‘mms at leasonable c,{:»st FDL one reason, it is unhkely

type A saeond reason Would_ be the mablhty of such chsil iets to
provide educational programs adequate to meet the needs of
students, thus leading to inereasing plESSLliE from parents for
reorganization or consolidation.

Changing Local Priorities

It is argued that present funding arrangements force local
school boards and administrators to spend the buik of their time
attempting to obtain the resources they need. With full state
funding, all school districts would have about the same amount
of revenue per pupil and local policy makers could turn their
full attention to determining how best to use the resources avail-

. able to them. Under a full state funding program, a school ad-

ministrator’s success would be judged by his ability to use effi-
ciently the resources at his disposal rather than by his ability
to promote career moves to more affluent districts.
Disadvantages of I'ull Stale Funding

Among the arguments advanced by those who do not look
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with favor on full state funding are those related to educational
quality, local control, innovation, flexibility and competition for
revenue, .

Regression Toward Mediocrity

Those who are not sold on the advantages of full state fund-
ing point out that although equalization of eéducational oppor-
tunity might be achieved, the equalization may be at a level of
mediocrity. ‘They fear that major attention will be directed
toward reducing the revenue available to high expenditure dis-
tricts rather than increasing the revenue available to low ex-
penditure districts, i.e., “leveling down” rather than “leveling
up.” Leveling down would certainly require less new revenue
than leveling up. However, a number of studies indicate thi.
wealthy districts wield greater political influence than do poor
districts. If this is true, then it is not likely that leveling down
will oceur, for most wealthy districts will not wish to have their
current expenditure level reduced to any marked degree.

Dilution of Loeal Control

It has long been contended that control is so closely related
to support that the two are inseparable. Thus, opponer:ts of full
state funding fear that the control over education traditionally
exercised at the local district level eventually will be lost under
a full state funding program. It is undoubtedly true that con-
stant vigilance will be required if local control is to be retained. .
However, some persons argue that local control without access
to adequate resources is meaningless and is but a cruel hoax.
Itis also argued that freeing local decision makers from responsi-
bility for raising revenue will permit them to concentrate on
other important edueational econcerns. Even those who advocate
full state funding most strongly usually advocate retention of
local control over decisions concerning the employment and re-
tention of staff, the content of the eurriculum, and other mat-
ters relating to the day-to-day operation of the schools.

Innovation und Eaperimentation

Opponents of full state funding often point to the diversity
~ Which is possible under current financing arrangements, They
argue that the existence of high expenditure school districts
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provides numerous “laboratories” for educational experimenta-
tion and innovation. They fear that full state funding would
eliminate these “light house” schools. Advocates of full state
funding question whether light house schools really are effective
laboratories for experimentation and innovation. They note that
light house schools invariably are high expenditure schools, and
that their programs are tailored for a particular type of student
populatian The v que’sticm' “]‘leﬂlél such Pprograms méequally

other appmaches to lESE;ﬂ,Ch and develapmeut wcxuld be more
effective in promoting desirable educational change.

Flexibility

Centralized financing could lead to the imposition of rigid
allocation formulas and operating rules which would frustrate
attempts to rvespond appropriately to the widely varying condi-
tions found among the school districts-of a state. Bureaucratic
rigidity is, of course, not an unavoidable adjunct of full state
funding. Care will he required, however, to make sure that
local school systems are not hamstrung in their attempts to
deal with the educational problems which confront them by in-
flexible rules and procedures imposed by the state.

Competition for Revenue

Those who fear the adverse affects of full state funding often
point to the fact that elementary and secondary education will
be p]aced in duect campetltmn wrth all otha fuﬂfZLlOHS of state
wou]d fare paoﬂy 111 thls c:ornpetltmn 'I‘hz:-y pmnt out thqt lep-
resentatives of higher education, as well as all other state
agencies, have years of experience with the political processes
of state decision making and are fearful that those who repre-
sent ele’ment;uy and seeondary schoo]s Will be oubm*meuvemd

Advcmtes of i‘ull Etdte fundmg 1ec,:oﬁ‘mze tlus pDSElblllty, L’:ut
claim it is remote, They claim that those who represent elemen-
tary and secondary education have in the past been at least as
effective as the representatives of other governmental agencies.
They also argue that the allocation of scarce public resources
will be accomplished more efficiently if all competing demands
are debated and resolved through the political process,
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CONCLUSION

Movement toward a much higher level of state support for
public elementary and secondary schools appears inevitable. It
should be evident, however, that full state funding will not be a
panacea for all the ills which afflict elementary and secondary
education. Full state funding would eliminate or reduce some
problems but probably would aggravate other problems. In fact,
full state funding might create problems which do not presently
exist. It also should be evident that full state funding can be
accomplished in a variety of ways. Each model has advantages
and disadvantages and none are perfect. This nation has 50
state school systems and each is somewhat unique. Movement
taward ful state fundmg undnubted]y wﬂl oceur on a braken

- fantS eac:h statei
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CHAPTERS3

Constitutionality of Federal School Aid
Formulas
EKERN ALEXANDER

Recent court decisions testing the constitutionality of state
school finance programs open a new era of civil rights adjudica-
tion. The major cases in this area holding state systems of finan-
cing unconstitutional pose corollary questions with regard to
federal mechanisms for financing education. Whether the courts
will apply similar standards to federal programs as they
have to state school finance provisions is argumentative at this
point in time, but it is certainly a current legal question which
deserves attention.

The purpose of this paper is to apply the legal rationale of
equal protection and due process to two selected federal aid pro-
grams. Underlying this basic purpose are questions of whether
the selected federal programs do now disequalize among the
states in terms of their target populations. Broken down se-
quentially, the issues appear to be (1) what is the equality stand-
ard as propounded in Serrano’ and Rodriguez,? (2) does the fed-
eral government have a constitutional responsibility to treat
children equally, and (3) do the methods of allocation of the
selected federal programs disequalize among children in target-
ed populations?

It should he emphasized that the constitutional standard

The author is Professor of Educational Administration, University of

Florida and Director, National. Educational Finance Project,
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enunciated here is not a requirement that the federal govern-
ment equalize among states, but merely that the resources of
the federal government not be used to ‘disequalize. In other
words, is the federal government bound to treat all children in
like circumstances alike?

TREATING ALL CHILDREN EQUALLY

The cases contesting governmental distribution of funds for
the purposes of education are premised on equal protection of -
the law. Equal protection of the law means the protection of equal
laws.® It requires that all persons in like circumstances be treat-
ed equally, “The concept of equal protection has been tradition-
ally viewed as requiring the uniform treatment of persons stand-
ing in the same relation to the governmental action questioned
or challenged.” In other words, government action cannot create
unconstitutional classifications of persons similarly situated.
States do not have the power to legislate “that different treat-
ment be accorded o persons placed by a statute into different
classes on the basis of criteria wholly unrelated to the objective
of that statute.”® The Supreme Court, many years ago, said that
a classification:

“must be reasonable, not arbitrary, and must rest upen
some ground of difference having a fair and substantial
relation to the object of the legislation, so that all persons
similarly circumstanced shall be treated alike.”®

The question of constitutional classification is the standard
to which the courts are now addressing themselves in the issues
of school finance,

UNCONSTITUTIONAL STATE SCHOOL
FINANCE PROGRAMS -

" A child’s education eannot be a function of the wealth of the
parents or neighbors or the state must be “fiscally neutral.”
These are the standards adopted by the courts in Serrano and
Rodrigue~, The courts in these cases found that the chief de-
terminant of expenditures for a child’s education was the fiscal
ability or wealth of the local school district. The systems of
financing created situations where children attending school in
poor school districts were uniformly denied equal tax resources
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Fuurteenth Amendment

The Supreme Court of California develoned a very persuasive
argument based on three legal suppositicas, first, wealth is a
“suspect classification,” second, education is a ‘“‘fundamental
interest,” and third, the state must have a “compelling interest”
to justify a system of financing which makes the revenues avail-

- able per pupil dependent on wealth.

In the first instance the court placed heavy reliance on the
U. S. Bupreme Court’s demonstrated antipathy toward legisla-
tive classifications which discriminate on the basis of “suspect”
personal classifications, Wealth is such a suspect classification.
In Harper v. Virginia State Bamd of Electmns the U. 8. Su-
preme Court sald

“Lines drawn on the basis of wealth or property, like
those of race, are traditionally disfavored.”

In this case, the Supreme Court in invalidating the poll tax
further stated:

“To intvoduce wealth or payment of a feeas a measure of

a voter’s qualification is to introduce a capricious or ir-

relevant factor ., . . [A] careful examination on our part

is especially warranted where lines are drawn on the

basis of wealth . . . [a] factor which would independent-

ly render a claSSJﬁcatlon highly suspect and thereby de-
mand a more exacting judicial serutiny.’”

The California Court found it irrefutable that the California
system of financing public schools classified children on the
basis of wealth® creating a “wealth-oriented” diserimination.
Among other arguments, the defense in Serrano maintained
that classifiication by wealth is constitutional so long as the
wealth is that of the district, not the individual. Answermg
this assertion the court said:

“We think that diserimination on the basis of district
wealth is equally invalid, . To allot more educational
dollars to the children of tme district than to thos: of an-
other memlv because of the fortuitous presence of such
property is to make the quality of a child’s education de-
pendent upon the location of private commereial and in-
dustrial estahlishments, Surely, this is to rely on the most
1rzele:vant of factors as the basis for educational fi-
nancing.”
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Plaintiffs pressed further that not only does the California
system of financing classify on the basis of wealth, but also such
c]assiﬁca‘tion “tom;hes upm1” "fundamenta] mte;est " educa-
necessaly, since the U S Supleme”éct)uxi has 1n'717:.hé”past
on]y invalidated wealth classiﬂm‘tiogg in conjungtinn with a

est” and llDtEd that educatmn holds an mdlspensab]e role in the
modern industrial state,

“first, education is a major determinant of an individual’'s
chanaes for economie and social success in our competitive
society,;” [and] “second, education is a unique influence
on a child’s devel@pment as a citizen and his par ticipation

in political and community life.”

Buttressing this argument the court cited the U. S. Supreme
Cauzt in Bmwn v, E’omd ﬂf Edumtwn“ which sald "In these

to succecd in life if he is demed the Dppmtumty ot an educa=
tion.”

By eshb]ishing that "Weal‘th is a suspect clasmﬁcatiqn” and
case w1t11111 the ”stur;t ser utmy" test estabhshed by the U. S.
Supreme Court in the previously cited criminal and voter rights
cases. This standard requires that the state show a “compelling
state interest” to justify a “suspect classification.” This standard
is much more restrictive on the legislature and requires more
than a mere “rational relationship” between the legislative ob-
jective and the classification, and it tends to place the burden
of proof on the legislature. In spite of attempts by the defense to
justifv the Galifomia finance machine;ly iil tmms Df a compe]ling
aystem c:ould not 717\411‘:,hstand the "stuct sc:utmy” test The
court said:

“For reasons we have explained in detail, this system con-
ditions the full entitlement to such [funﬂamentql] interest
on wealth, classified its recipients on the basis of their
collective .:1fﬁuence and makes the quality of a child’s
educatlmi depend upon the resources of his school dis-
trict, J7e
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The principal of ‘“fiscal neutrality” was introduced in
Rodriguez, a Texuas decision. The court here said:

“. . . plaintiffs have not advocated that educational ex-
penditures be equal for each chjld.” . . . they (plaintiffs)
have recommended the application of the principle of
fiscal neutrality.’ Briefly summarized, this standard re-
quires that the quality of public education may not be a
function of wealth, other than the wealth of the state as
a whole.”

DUE PROCESS AND THE FEDERAL GOVERNMENT

. Since the Fourteenth Amendment provides that “no state
shall . . . deny equal protection,” (emphasis added) one might
at first glance assume there is no constitutional basis on which to
rely in applying the equal protection rationale of Serrano and
Rodriguez to the federal government. However, it would be
constitutionally inconsistent to assume that Congress could deny
equal protection and unconstitutionally classify persons while
state governments could not. After all, the Rill of Rights was
originally written to protect the people against the central
government. It was not until years later that individual protec-
tions of the Bill of Rights were brought into play against the
states.’*

The problem of not having an “equal protection clause” which
directly applies to discriminations by the federal government
was first faced squarely by the United States Supreme Court
in 1954. In Bolling ¢. Shurpe,s companion case to the famous
Brown v. Bourd of Education,® the United States Supreme Court
was asked to desegregate the federally controlled schools in
the District of Columbia, the Court was forced to seek consti-
tutional authority other than the Fourteenth Amendment in
order to overthrow federally promulgated segregation. The Court
found its rationale in the “due process clause” of the Fifth
Amendment.

The Court said:

“We have this day held that the Equal Protection Clause
of the Fourteenth Amendment prohibits the states [rom
maintaining racially segregated public schools. The legal
problem in the District of Columbia is somewhat different,
however, the Fifth Amendment, which is applicable in
the District of Columbia, does not contain an equal pro-
tection clause as does the Fourteenth Amendment which
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applies only to the states. But the concepts of equal pro-
tection and due process, hoth stemming from our Ameri-
can ideal of fairness, are not mutually exclusive. The
‘equal protection of the laws’ is a more explicit safeguard
of prohibited unfairness than ‘due process of law' and,
therefore, we do not imply that the two are always inter-
changeable phrases. But, as this Court has recognized,
diserimination may be so-unjustifiable as to be violative
of due process.

I view of our decision that the Constitution
prohibits the states from maintaining vacially segregated
public schools, it would be unthinkable that the same Con-
stitution would impose a lesser duty on the Federal Gou-
ernment,”’

In 1964, the Supreme Court held that a statute by Congress
providing for denationalization of a naturalized citizen of the
United States constituted unconstitutional discrimination, say-
ing, “Moreover, while the I'"*th Amendment contains no equal
protection clause, it does foihid discrimination that is ‘so un-
justifiable as to be violative of due process.’ "t

In 1969, the Supreme Court held that welfare assistance
waiting-period requirements in the District of Columbia were
unconstitutional even though they were adopted by Congress as
an exercise of federal power.** The discrimination created by a
one-year residency requirement violated the due process clause
of the Fifth Amendment. The Court said:

“—The Due Process Clause of the Fifth Amendment pro-
hibits Congress from denying public assistance to poor
persons otherwise eligible solely on the grounds thet they
have not been residents of the District of Coluribia for
one year at the time their application was filed.”*

It should he noted that in this case the court held that an
individual’s right to travel was fundamental and that a resi-
dency law unconstitutionally restricted that right. In a con-
curring opinion, Justice Stewart pointed out that government
must show a compelling interest hefore it can impinge on the
right of interstate travel.

“This is necessarily true whether the impinging law be a

classification statute to be tested against the Equal Pro-

tection Clause, or a state or federal regulatory law, to be
tested against the Due Process Clause of the Fourteenth
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Circuit held that the United States Department of Housing and
Urban Development violated both the Civil Rights Aet and the
Fifth Amendment by its approval and funding of construction
for a segregated public housing system in Chicago.® In applying
the strictures of the due process clause of the Fifth Amendment
to the federal agency the court partially quoting Rolling v.
Sharpe* said:

“Moreover, the fact that it is a federal agency or officer
charged with an act of racial diserimination does not alter
the pertinent standards, since *** it would be unthinkable
that the same Constitution would impose a lesser duty on
the Federal Government.*

Other courts have also applied the due process clause to
the federal government. In Hobson v. Hansen,? a case involving
the public schools of the District of Columbia, the court held

Fifth Amendment.” In this case, the court held the operation
of the schools of Washington, D. C. violated the Fifth and Four-
teenth Amendments.
the District of Columbia examined the expenditure levels of the
elementary schools in Washington, D. C., and found variations
in teacher expenditures per pupil as great as 40 percent. The
court concluded that such variations denied black and poor
2conomic discrimination. The court ordered that per pupil ex-
penditures for teachers’ salaries and benefits in any elementary
school should not deviate more than 5 percent from the mean
per pupil expenditure for teachers’ salaries and benefits at all
elementary schools in the District of Columbig,®

In each of the instances cited above the courts applied the
“due process clause” of the Fifth Amendment to prevent un-
constitutional classification and diserimination on the part of
the federal government. The same application may eertainly be
made to contrcversies which challenge the lack of equalization
of federal school aid provisions among children in the various
states.
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EDUCATION AS A FEDERAL RESPONSIBILITY

Education has been traditionally and legally controlled by
the laws nf the states.” The federal government derives its
powers from constitutional delegation, and since education was
not so delegated, the Tenth Amendment reserved it “to the
states respectively, or to the people.” However, it has long been
established that the Congress through the “general welfare”
clause® can “authorize the expenditure of public moneys for
public purposes [and| is not limited by the direct grants of
legislative power found in the Constitution.”*? The discretion to
{ax and spend for general welfare “belongs to Congress, unless
the choice is clearly wrong, a display of arbitrary power, not an
exercise of judgment.”™ The Congress has not been restricted
in its use of the “general welfare” clause. The Supreme Court
hag said that:

“Nor is the concept of the general welfare static, Needs
that were narrow or parochial a century ago may be inter-
woven in our day with the well-being of the Nation, What
is critical and urgent changes with the times.”™

On the strength of these precedents the United States Con-
gress has entered the field of education through numerous fi-
nancing mechanisms, Attention of major committees in Congress
is devoted to education, Laws providing various types of aid to
education fill a 748 page volume published by the Congress each
sponsibility for education and is actively exercising it. This entry
into the field of education is documented by the Declaration of
Policy set forth under Title I of the Elementary and Secondary
Education Act of 1965:

“In recognition of the special educational needs of children
of low-income families and the impact that concentrations
of low-income families have on the ability of local educa-
tional agencies to support adequate educational programs,
the Congress hereby declares it o be the policy of the
United States to provide financial assistance to local edu-
cational agencies serving areas with concentrations ol
children from low-income families to expand and improve
their ediucational programs by various means which con-
tribute particularly to meeting the special educational
needs of educationally deprived children.”” [Emphasis
added]
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This type of declaration of national policy is either expressed
or implied in the numerous acts which provide federal support
for education. By expending public tax dollars and by asserting
control over the expenditure of those moneys, the federal gov-
ernment currently exercises vast responsibility for wvarious
phases of education, including programs in higher education,
adult education, elementary and secondary education, vocational
education, educational research, and educational professional
development. Although these programs exhibit more scope than
depth in terms of dollars, they nevertheless indicate a substans
tial federal commitment and responsibility for education.

rano and Rodriguez, a valid question can be raised as to the
constitutionality of formula alloeations which tend to treat chil-

avaiiable a Tunction of the wealth of the state.

CONSTITUTIONAL CRITERIA APPLIED TO
FEDERAL DISTRIBUTIONS

Application of constitutional eriteria may be made to two
large federal subventions, Title I of the Elementary and Secon-
dary Education Act of 1965 and Public Law 81-874, These two
programs account for over two billion* dollars and comprise the
major portion of all U.8, Office of Education funds for elemen-
tary and secondary education.

Title I, ESEA. The purpose of Title I is to provide funds to
meet the special educational needs of educationally deprived
children. The distribution formula allocates funds in the follow-
ing manner:

“The maximum grant which a local educational agency in
a state shll be eligible to receive under this part for any
fiscal year shall be an amount equal to the federal per-
centage® of the average per pupil** expenditure in that
state, or, if greater, in the United Statas multiplied by the
number of children in the school district of such agency
who are aged five to seventeen, inclusive, and are (a) in
families having an annual income of less than the low-
income factor,*** (b) in families receiving an annual in-
* “Federal percentage” is 50 percent
** Average Daily Attendance
**% The"low-income factor” is $3,000 for the four years, 1969 throuch 1972,
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come in excess of the low-income factor from payments
under :he program of aid to families with dependent chil-
dren under a state plan approved under Title IV of the
Social Security Act, or (e) living in institutions for neg-
lected or delinquent children (other than institutions
operated by the United States) but not ecounted pursuant
to paragraph (7) of this subsection for the purpose of a
grant to a state agency, or heing supported in foster
homes with public funds.”*

More simply, this formula provides for grants to the states
on the basis of the number of educationally deprived children
times 50 percent of the average state or federal expenditure,
whichever is greater.

In fiscal yoar 1971 Title I allotments to local educatic agen-
cies amountec .0 $1,299 billion.*® When the allotments were
finally calculated, New York received $273 per ‘educationally
deprived pupil, The poorest state, Mississippi, with comparable
fiscal effort, received only $164 per educationally deprived pupil
(See Figure 1), This disparity of $109 per educationally de-
prived pupil is prima facie evidence of the federal government’s
“unequal treatment of equals,” While this amount of funds is not

Pairs of Slalas
with Appreximataly
Sama Elfart

New Ym;k,

New Jersey

Kentucky

an

TITE 1 LOLLARS PER TITLE | PUPIL

Figur—é 1
Title I Alotment Per Title I Pupil
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particulaily striking when expressed in terms of pupil units, it
is more impressive when viewed on a statewide basis. If, for
example, the federal government did not disequalize in the allot-
ment formula and the Mississippi child sceived the same
amount as the New York child, then, the state of Mississippi's
Title T allotment would be increased by about $28 million.* In
1971 the entire Title I allotment to local education agencies in
Mississippi amounted to only $42,074,152. (See Table 1).

TAEBLE 1

Titie I, ESEA ALLOTMENTS PER T1TLE I CHILD To LocAL EDUCATION
AGENCIES, FISCAL YEAR, 1971

(Selected States Paired Rich and Poor with Comparable Effort)*

_Total Local Agency Title I Allotment
State Title I Allotment, 1971 Per Title I Child

New York $ 191,230,096 ' 3 273
Mississippi 42,074,152 164
Maryland 19,393,356 177
South Carolina 84,313,120 163

New Jersey '39,674,083 202
Kentucky 37,131,906 166

Connecticut 11,101,653 185
Alabama 40,257,134 164

Source: Title I, Assistance for Educationally Deprived Children, Allot-
ments for Fiscal Year, 1971, Office of Education, H.E.W,

* Effort of states determined by dividing state per capiia personal
income into state and local revenue per pupil for education,

Using another example, to correct the disequalization of the
formula and bring the state of Kentucky up to that of New
York, would require a $107 increase per educationally deprived
child in Kentucky. This would increase Kentucky’s allocation by
nearly $24 million."

Public Law 874 (I'mpact Aid). The purpose of this federal
program is to “provide financial assistanze for those local edu-
cational agencies upon which the United States has placed finan-
cial burdens by reason of the fact that:

“(1) The revenues available to such agencies have been
reduced as a result of the acquisition of real property
by the United States; or

(2) Buch agencies provide education for children residing
on federal property: or
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(3) Such agencies provide education for children whose
barents are employed on federal property; or

(4) There has been a sudden and substantial inerease in
school attendance as the result of federal activities.”

The formula used to distribute the impact aid funds is the
“local contribution rate” times the number of eligible children
in average daily attendance in the school distri t. The “local
contribution rate” is the local expenditure per pupil as deter-
mined by ¢ JPDNIH??QE or comparable school distriets in the state
or by the district taking one-half the national or one- half the
state average per pupil operating costs whichever is higher. The
use of one-half the federal or state average tends to prevent
diserimination against distriets in states which have a high
percentage of state funds for slementary and secondary educa-
tion. A state may have some districts that obtain funds on the
hasis of groupings or comparable districts while others in the
same state obtain funds based on one-half the federal or state
average.

It is in this formula that a possible constitutional challenge
lies, Even thouygh the school district has alternatives of group-
ings, comparable districts, one-half federal* or one-half state*
expenditures per pupil, the impacted child in a low-wealth school
district in a poor state can only hope to receive at most one-half
the federal average expenditure per pupil, This means ihat a
federal installation child in Alabama will receive substantially
less impact aid than a child similarly situated in Massachusetts.

Although some studies** have pointed out several inequitable
and inc‘ansistent featm’es in the P L. 874 fcnrnula the net effect
'dlstncts in wezlthy states over 1mp'1cted children in dlstrlcts
in poorer staies. The formula discriminates within the target
population class and the diserimination is based on “weal*h.” A
recent Battelle study of impact aid moneys concluded that the
methods of caleulating the local contribution rate results in sub-
stantial variation among the states. These data show that gen-
erally the poorer southern states, with the lowest expenditures
per pupil must select one-half the national average local contri-
bution rate, while the wealthier states merely needed to rely on
their own resources to exceed the national rate. Although, the
" national average option raises the poorer states in some degree,

* Federal funds excluded.
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the impact of the entire formula is to discriminate against im-
pact aid children in poorer states in favor of those in wealthier
states.

In Talile 2, it can be seen that for fiscal year 1970, in the poor-
cr states, including Mississippi, Alabama and Arkansas, maxi-
mum allowable local contribution rate was the national average
which amounted to only $307 per pupil. This amount is much less
than the local contribution rate allowed for New York which ob-
tained $576. The wealthy states of Massachusetts and New
Jersey had $545 and $532 respectively.

The use cf the ]m:;;l contllbutmn rate makes ald tt) m’xpact

he, %hDWI] hy f;mle]atmg tha aver age lﬂcal r;cmtubutmn rate of
all 50 states against the net per capita personal income of the
states.” Results indicate that the Pearson Correlation coefficient
1s .6575 and is significant at the .01 level. This correlation is par-
ticularly strong even though the 13 poorest states were entered
at one-half the national average, tending to create a randomness
which detracts from the relationship. (See Figure 2).
STATE ’

New York l $576

Mississippi

Maryland

- South Garalina

New Jersay
Kentucky
Conneeticut
Alabama
0 Iéﬂ N E(!ZC! 7 736(3 ééﬂr 5(5() - 756@
DOLLARS PER PUPIL . ]
Figure 2

PL. 874 Average Local Contribution Rate 1970
For Pairs Of States Having Same Approximate Effort 3
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For fiseal 1971, the P.L. 874 formula produced a revenue
disparity between New York and Mississippi of $83 per impacted
pupil.*® To treat the Mississippi child equally, and raise the allot-
ment of Mississippi rather than lowering the New York allot-
ment, would require that Mississippi's total sllotment be in-
creased by $1,442,706. Mississippi in 1971 received $3,991,200.
To similarly erase the disequalization helween Alabama and
Connecticut’” would require that Alabama be allotted an addi-
tional $112 per impact child or a total additional for the state
of $6,055,728.

Since the wealth of the state is the significant determiner of
the state expenditures per pupil, it is quite evident that “the
amount of P.L. 874 dollars per impact child is a function of the
wealth of the state.” The formula, because of wealth and geo-
graphic circumstance, diseriminates against impacted children
in poorer states, The Congress would he hard pressed to show a
mmpelhnw mte;est in cleatlng a wealth dlstmctmn w1thm a

chi]drén.

THE FEDERAL GOVERNMENT’S COMPELLING
INTEREST IN THE PRESENT FORMULAS

In keeping with Serrano and Rodriguez, when a fundamental
interest such as education is at stake, the government must show
a “compelling interest” to withstand a strict scrutiny of the
method of classification. Does the federal government have a
“compelling interest” for classifying educationally deprived and
impacted children on the basis of wealth? It may be assumed
that the federal government would cite a number of compelling
interest arguments including the ones discussed in the following
paragraphs,

(2) FEducation is not a federal function, therefore, equali-
zution is mot o valid constitutional requirement of the federal
government. In response to this argument it should be observed
that it is irrelevant where the basic responsihility for educa-
tion lies. The fact is that the frderal government has assumed
the responsibility for financing a portion of the educational
program. It may be true that the federal government does not
have an overall responsibility for equalization of educational
opportunity for all children, hut it certainly has a legal responsi-
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bility not to disequalize among the children it has identified
in a specific target population. Put another way the federal
government does not have a responsibility to equalize among
regular childven in basic educational programs either among
school districts or among states, but where it has assumed the
responsibility for providing assistance to a certain type of child,
it must treat them all equally regardless of where they are lo-
cated or what their economic cireumstance may be,

Of course, the federal government camot assume that the
disequalization created by the federal program be remedied by
the states themselves, since it is inapossible for states to fiscally
equalize among themselves without the assistance of the federal
government, '

(b)  Equalization is not the purpose of the grant. Everv
state or federal aid formula has both a purpose and a method
of allocation, The purpose may be and usually is completely
separate from the method of allocation. A grant can have almost
any purpose and still treat the children in the target group
equally,

At any rate, here, there is no suggestion that federal funds
must equalize, the standard is merely that the fedeéral allocation
formula not disequalize. The minimum standard is simply that
all target children be treated equally in terms of resources. This
would mean that the allocations per pupil when correlated with
the wealth of the state must at least be neutral or have no cor.
relation, meaning no disequalization. Of course, a high positive
correlation, as is now found in the two formulas discussed above
between allocation per targeted pupil and state wealth, falls
short of this minimum. '

[e)  High and low expenditures ure not veluted to wealth
of the state. If this assertion is true then it could plausibly be
maintained that the federal - Yosnsic+ 7 mulas in question are
not constitutionally invalid ¢:.ow wov. . -3 the “suspect classi-
fication” not expenditures. Howi v .vr, v readitures are related to
wealth and as simple correlatiors :...acate, there is a positive
correlation between wealth (per capita net personal income)
and expenditures (4 .7854 significant at .01 level), High wealth
states are also high expenditure states. :

(d) More money per pupil doesn't necessarily mean o
better education. This argument may be made, particularly in
view of variations in costs of living throughout the country. -
However, recently an Associate U. S, Commissioner of Educa-
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tion commented in a speech before the Council of Great City
Schools in reference to expenditure variations.

“Wide variations in school expenditures exist within states
and among states. These variations often result from the dif-
ferences in financial resources available to different communi-
ties . . . . Although research has not demonstrated the precise
relationship between the amount of money a community spends
on education and the quality of its schools, it is assumed that
laryer cxpenditures generally produce better education.” [Em-
phasis added]'

Commenting on the question of comparable expenditures,
the three judge federal court in Melnnis v. Shapiro stated:

“Presumably, students receiving a $1,000 education are bet-
ter educated than those acquiring a $600 education.”

In Hargrave v. Kivk," the court stated with regard to the
outcomes of various expenditure levels:

“It may be that in the abstract the difference in dollars
available does not necessarily produce a difference in the quali-
ty of education. But this abstract statement must give way to
proof to the contrary.”

- Regardless, the “compelling interest” standard would require
more than move speculation on the subject, Today, data just do -~
not show that the low expenditure level of Alabama produces
the same educational output as the higher expenditure level in
New York or Illinois.

(e) Effort of states vary, the richer may be putting forth
higher effort thus ereating greater expenditures., The federal
allocation formula is simply rewarding higher effort and not
classifying states according to wealth.

As a matter of fact, higher effort does not accompany

‘higher wealth, just the opposite is true. When ability is cor-

related against effort there is a negative correlation (-2.,088)
significant at .05 level.

In quoting the Serrano court and substituting the word
states for the word districts the logic of the Serrano reasoning
can be conveyed interstate as well as intrastate,

“. .. Expenditure doesn't accurately reflect the [state’s]
wealth because that expenditure is partly determined by [state’s]
tax rate.” '

“This argument is . . . meritless, Obviously, the richer
[state] is favored when it can provide the same educational
quality for its children with less tax effort. Furthermore, as a
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statistical matter, the poorer [states] are financially unable to
raise their taxes high enough to match the educational offerings
of wealthier [states]. Thus, affluent [states] can have 'heir cake

and eat it too: they can provide a high quality education for
their children while paying lower taxes. Poor [states], by con-
trast, have no cake at all.”

In the absence of hetter educational fiscal data, it appears
that the federal government would be hard pressed to show a
“compelling interest” defending allocation formulas which make
the “targeted child’s education a function of the wealth of the
state.”

If the rationale of Serrane and Rodrigucz is sound, and state
systems of school finance are unconstitutional because they un-

again quoting the U.S. Supreme Court in Bolling ». Sharpe:
“It would be unthinkable that the same Constitution
would impose a lesser duty on the Federal Government.”
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CHAPTER¢4

Equalization of Resources Within
School Districts
D. BROCK HORNBY AND GEORGE W. HoLMES, I1I*

INTRODUCTION

The drive for equal educational opportunity has invaded the
field of public school finance. Together with the President’s Com-
mission on School Finance' and the National Educational Fi-
nance Project,* recent judicial activity has focused attention on
the problem of distributing resources? in public elementary and
secondary edueation, Courts in California,' Texas,® Mlnnesota,
and New Jersey” have ordered those states to end the practice
of affording poor districts less access to resources than wealthy
distriets within the same state, and the Supreme Court has now
agreed to decide the Texas case® This “wave” of court cases,
however, has focused constitutional attack exclusively on com-
parison a:mmag schaol distﬁcts Explicit 1efe1ence to alloeatmn
Even much of the schc arly literature on equahzatwn explmtly
avoids the problem of intra-district distribution.® But if the
concern for resource equalization bears any relation to the quality
of education students receive, getting the money to the school
districts is surely only one step. The question remains whether
resources are being fairly distributed among the schools within

* The authors are respectively: Assistant Professor of Law, University
of Virginia and Professor of Educational Administration, Umversity of
Virginia,
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the district and, ultimately, among the individual students in
those schools, Attention to intra-district inequalities is thus the
lcgical next %tpp ﬂf’ the mlmli?atinn ihru%t

hltLElEd Althmmh an inereasing quantltv of eudenc& on
the disparities among school districts has fueled the drive for
equalization at that level, firm and comprehensive data are still
unavailable on the extent of resource variation within school
districts.’ Historically, patterns of racial diserimination appear
to have croated resource inequality between black and white
schools."" Remedial measures—perhaps to blunt the drive for
desegregation, perhaps simply to correct past inequities—may
have alleviated much of this,' but scattered evidence indicates
that such disparities do remain,”* Some investigations, moreover,
have discovered divergences on a socio-economic hasis. A reeent
survey of school services in the San Francisco Bay area, for
example, demonstrated that within districts, especially the urban
Oakland distriet, more money was spent on schools serving
students of high socio-economic status than on schools serv-
ing other students,” The funding superiority was reflected
not in instructional materials, an area in which low socio-
economic students actually benefited, but in teacher salaries.
Greater experience and higher educational qualifications were
characteristic @f teachers in sch@ols with student bodies af high

m1dureatmn mty fcmnd dzﬁaences fm bl,ulchng age, qua,hty of
facilities, elass size, teacher certification percentages, even avail-
ability of free meals, all tending to benefit those schools whose
student bodies had high socio-economic ntatus.'” A recent study
in Chicago’ and the court records of desegregation suits in
Denver' and Washington'™ have demonstrated similar relation-
ships. But other available data produce contradictory evidence.
For example, one recent study concluded that “in certain facilities
presumed to be crucial the children of the poor in large-city high
schools were likely to be considerably better off than those of
the well-to-do.”*" The Coleman Report, the mammoth 1966 study
designed to catalog the state of American educational resources,
revealed that differences among individual schools on a nation-
wide basis were much less extensive than had heen expected.
It did not, however, furnish much direct information on intra-
district disparities.* Given such indeterminate data, a defini-
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tive statement on the extent of intra-district inequality is impos-
sible, While the evidence suggests that some inequalities exist
within some distriets, their severity and prevalence are un-
known.

The attack on intra-distriet inequality, however, has already
begun through legislative and judicial action, without final proof
that the prohlem is one of national significance. The availability
of federal Title I funds, designed to provide extra resources for
schools serving educationally deprived children, now depends
on a demonstration that project schools receive services and
expenditures “comparable” to those of the distriet as a whole.2
“Comparable” has been construed to allow only a five percent
variation from the district-wide mean.? President Nixon's pro-
posed legislation on equal educational opportunity and busing
would reaffirm this requirement as a condition for receiving
funds under that lepisiation.® The most recent session of the
Virginia General Assembly considered legislation requiring each
local school board to “maintain the same quality of education in
all schools within such schonl division” and to “adopt and enforee
plans, methods and procedures whereby education of the same
quality shall uniformly be offered in each school within the
school division.”* There ave signs too in recent judicial decisions
that intra-district inequalities, at least where they relate to
racial separation, may be open to suceessful challenge on con-
stitutional grounds.* If the President is successful in getting
Congress to call a halt to busing as a desegregation remedy,
courts may be even more ready to apply this new “separate but
equal” requirement to a racially imbalanced school district.

In this Article, we confront the question of intra-district
resource equalization. First, we survey current educational re-
search for information on the importance of resource variations.
Finding significant disagreement on their materiality, we turn
to examine and assess Title I of the Elementary and Secondary
Education Act, a federal education program concerned with
intra-district inequalities. In the same light, we explore recent
judicial developments pertaining to intra-district allocation and
outline an analysis for reaching a decision on the constitutional
demands. We conclude that some demands for equalization are
legitimate notwithstanding their uncertain significance for affect-
ing educational achievement,.
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THE EMPIRICAL RESEARCH

Modern investigators, not content to examine cost and
quantity, have shifted their focus to the effectiveness of specific
educational services. Yet, if it is difficult to ascertain the ex-
tent of inequality in expenditures or the provision of educa-
tional services within sechool districts, it is even more difficult
to relate such variations to “effectiveness.” Most educational
programs serve a number of objectives. In the unlikely event
that these ure fully articulated and agreed upon, the present
state of development of learning theory still makes it impossible
to draw final conclusions on how to achieve them.* Empirical
evidence is not available for firm answers to all questions that
seem televant; what evidence is available occasionally eonflicts
and often presents considerable difficulties of interpretation.

Pertinent studies measure effectiveness of educational ser-
vices almost exclusively by student performance on achieve-
ment (occasionally aptitude) tests. The conceptual model for
sort:™ a student’s achievement at a particular point in time
hinges on some combination of (1) his initial endowment; (2)
his and his family's characteristics cumulative to that time;
(3) the characteristics of his peers; and (4) the quality and
quantity of his schooling to that time. Of these four inputs,
initial endowment is still beyond reach. A comprehensive pre-
school day care program designed to serve children from low-
and middle-income families provoked a presidential veto to pre-
vent a weakening of American family influence* Attempts
at changing the peer environment through racial or social
integration have encouraged massive opposition.® Not sur-
prisingly, therefore, much of the research has concentrated on
the quantity and quality of school services as means for im-
proving achievement.

Prior to the mid-1960’s, research confirmed what intuition
would suggest: that the level of expenditures and the .services
schools provide measurably affect student performance. In 1953,
for example, Mollenkopf and Melville found a relatively high

and the number of specialists on the school staff on the other.®
Casual connection does not necessarily follow this correlation;
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specialists and higher expenditures might have been attracted
to these schools because of the high achieving students or for
other reasons. But the results were at least consistent with the
belief that these inputs affect performance. In 1957-58 Good-
man conducted his Quality Measurement Project for the New
York State Edueation Department.™ He also found that per
pupil expenditure and quantity of specialists were highly re-
lated to achievement; but whereas Mollenkopf and Melville
had found teacher experience insignificant, Goodman found
it most important,™ Marion F. Shaycoft conducted a longitud-
inal study of a group of 6,583 students in grade 9 in 1960 and
12 in 1962.* She found a statistically significant variation in
. cognitive learning among schools. H, S. Dyér has pointed out
that Shaycoft's study provides no information on the signifi-
cance of the differences or how they related to specific qualities
of the schools, but he concluded that because the pronounced
differences were in areas of curriculum content not largely
affected by family background, “the hypothesis is rather com-
pelling that qualitative differences in the schools themselves
account for mueh, if not all, of the variation in academic and
vocational achievement hetween one school and another.”® J.
Alan Thomas, in a 1962 study, isolated the quantity of school
library books, teacher experience, and level of beginning salaries
as significantly related to achievement test scores.* Charles S.
Benson found in a 1965 California study that per pupil teach-
ers’ salaries and instructional expenditures were related to
achievement.*

Then in 1966 the most important empirieal study in the
history of American education cast serious doubt on the sig-
nificance of the relationship between variations in student per-
formance and disparities in the services provided children by
schools. The Coleman Report, the product of a study of ap-
proximately 645,000 students and their teachers, schools, cur-
1‘iaula and ac‘iminisﬂ fltions ACross the United States concluded
no Sngﬁcant lndependent CDll‘E]altan to pmfmminge e*::cept
for black students in the South, and even then the cause and
effect relationship was doubtful.* School facilities had so ittle
relation to achievement' “as to make it almost possible to say
there was none.”** Even teachers’ characteristic: ran third
behind the more important factors of the student'’s socio.
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economic hackground and his or her peer environment at
school.*

These surprising findings were greeted at first with a mix-
ture of discomfort and neglect.’ Then erities began to ac-
cumulate arguments to challenge the findings. The design of
the study was such, they said, as to underestimate the impact
of school facilities, The sample of facilities (school library
books and, in high schools, seience laboratories)' tested for
impact, for example, was too narrow." Quality of the facili-
ties was ignored,” and the number of schools tested was too
small.* Where measures of inputs were averaged for entire
districts, they failed to show differences among the resources
available from school to school within a district;" where they
were separated by school, differences within the same school®
that might have demonstrated a significant impact were ig-
nored. Furthermore, if in fact it is true that students of low
socio-economic status receive lower quality school resources,
critics argued, the regression analysis used in the Coleman
Report to interpret the data would accord importance to what-
ever item was tested first: availability of school resources or
socio-economic status. Since the Coleman Report chose socio-
economic status, this factor may have been overrated at the
expense of school resources.”” Together with negleet of the
importance of a child’s initial endowment, failure to seek longi-
tudinal data accounting for past schooling, and possibly sys-
tematic patterns of nonresponse, these factors have been said
to preclude use of the Report for policy decisions.™

A review by Guthrie, Kleindorfer, Levin, and Stout of
found substantially consistent evidence that variations in the
quality of school services did influence the level of student
achievement.” For example, teacher characteristics such as
verbal ability, experience, salary, academic preparation, and
tenure appeared significantly associated with student per-
formance. Student performance also correlated with the degree
of student-teacher contact measured by items such as class
size and pupil/school personnel ratios. Even school building age
and the quality of physical facilities had some consequence. An
empirical study of Michigan schools, using the Coleman Re-
on reading, mathematics, and verbal ability tests.” Specifically,
the Michigan study found performance related to such factors
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as school site size, building age, classroom ratios, and the use
of makeshift classrooms.™ Other factors were also relevant. The
availability of library books, for example, had particular impact
on students from high socio-economic backgrounds. Although
the impact of teacher experience was slight, that of teachers’
of teacher morale were related to student success.™

The most recently published reanalyses of the Coleman Re-

‘port, however, for the most part reaflivm its original con-

clusions from continued study of the same data.”” Addressing
the charge that the Coleman Report underestimated the im-
portance of school services through its use of regression analy-
sis, David J. Armor concluded that regardless of the order in
which the impact of socio-economic status and school services
are measured, family input accounts far more heavily for
differences in achievement.™ Marshall 8. Smith concluded from
his analyses that the Coleman Report, through an error in
calculations, had in fact substantially underestimated the im-
portance of family input.™ On the significance of teacher com-
petence, Christopher Jencks concluded that salary level does
not relate to student achievement and that selection devices,
such as the National Teacher Examination or a supervisor's
recommendation, either do not correlate with achievement or
else show a negative relation.®Although his studies confirmed
a positive relationship between student achievement and teach-
er verbal scores and found this relationship particularly strong
within school districts, Jencks was quick to point out that the
hypothesis that verbally fluent teachers are attracted to schools
with good pupils is just as consistent with the evidence as the
hypothesis that verbally fluent teachers produce better stu-
dents.®* Jencks’ study also demonstrated that school facilities
had minimal impact on student performance. The slight re-
lationship between performance and the number of pupils per
room was “depressingly small.” Other physical facilities—
rooms per teacher; percentage of makeshift rooms; size of the
school site; building age; presence of an auditorium, cafeteria,
gym, athletics field, laboratory, typing room, infirmary, kitchen
or movie projectors-—produced equivalent results.” The quan-
tity of library books and textbooks was inconsequential.s

In short, although scattered individual studies are consistent
with the hypothesis that variations in school resources have

an impact on tested student performance, ‘that hypothesis is
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not sustained hy the most comprehensive collection of data, the
Coleman Report. The methods and assumptions of thiz study
are in turn under significant attack. Experience to date with
compensatory programs, although the evidence it admittedly
scant, does not appreciably alter this confusing picture, A selec-
tion of 189 programs receiving Title I funds, for example, pro-

(luced “58 [with] positive gains in reading scores, 50 [with]

losses, and 81 [with] no significant change.”* The initial, fav-
orable Office of Education report on Projeet Follow Through,
a test of twenty educational approaches in 178 different projects,
was quickly attacked as “fuzzy writing, meager data.”® This
uncertainty is the context in which we must approach the issue
of resource equalization.

THE LEGAL PRINCIPLES

Legislative Equalization Requirements

Doubts concerning the relationship of school services to
area of education. Title T of the Elementary and Secondary
Education Act of 1965 supplies funds to local school systems
to meet “the special education needs of educationally deprived
children.”™ As of July 1, 1972, statutory restrictions imple-
mented by the Office of Education condition these funds on a

school districts. In order to obtain Title I funds for the 1972-73
school year, a local school board must ensure that:

State and local funds will be used in the district . . . to
provide services in project areas which, taken as a
whole, are at least comparable to services being provided
in areas in such district which are not receiving funds
under this subchapter.>

Applications for funds will not be approved unless the state
educational agency determines that the district has already
achieved comparability, or will achieve comparability by the
beginning of the fiscal year in which funds are to be used, and
that comparability will be maintained.” Together with the statu-
tory requirement that federal funds “supplement” and not “sup-
plant” other available funds,® these provisions are designed to
ensure that Title I funds do not merely equalize resources, but
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of chll(hr:n imm lmx income fﬂ,ml]lES; i

A local school hoard applying for Title I funds must identify
specific schools in its distriet as Title I project schools. For
each project school, the school distriet must compute:

claasmnm teacha,

The average number of pupils per assigned certified

instructional staff member (other than teachers) ;

3. The average number of pupils per assigned noncertified
instructional staff member;

4. The amounts expended per pupil for instructional salaries
(other than longevity pay) ;

5. The amounts expended per pupil for other mstl uetional
costs, such as textbooks, library resources, and other
instructional materials,”

!:"'»:i*

The figures computed on the first three items (pupil/staff
ratios) for each project school are compared to the average for
all nonproject schools in the distriet serving the same grades.
The project school must be not more than five percent over the
nonproject school average on these pupil/staff ratios. Figures
on the last two items (expenditures per pupil) are compared
in the same way, and no project school may be more than five

“percent under the nonproject school average.” Each of the five

items must meet the comparability standard; overachievement
in one will not justify underachievement in another. Thus, the
regulations require comparability both of the resources ex-
pended and of the services purchased.

This requirement that project schools closely approach the
districtwide mean promises to have wide scope. The five items
selected for comparability are among the most important fae-
tors affecting a school district’s budget. The one major item for
which comparability is not required is longevity pay.”™ Even
this item must he reported,™ however, perhaps a sign that there
is thought of including it. With longevity pay included, the
instructional expenditures covered by ecomparability require-
ments would account for approximately sixty-thiree percent of
all school expenditures, and about seventy-five percent of an-
nual operating expenses.’® Moreover, the program is wide-
spread. In fiscal year 1968, the last year for which data have
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been published, 10,979 of the 11,862 districts nationwide which
envolled 800 or more pupils received Title I funds.’

‘Were it not for the Coleman Report data, dollars spent and
goods and services purchased would no doubt be considered
perfectly appropriate for evaluating a school hoard’s distribu-
tion practices, and the demand for comparability a logieal
method of equalizing opportunity. The discussion engendered
by that research, however, has raised uncertainty over the sig-
nificance of such inputs for increasing educational achievement.
Programs of racial and socio-etonomic integration or attention
to the home background are advocated and disputed as more
promising avenues. If little is to be expected from a re-shuffling
of resources, why, it may be asked, should the Title I program
occasion the considerable administrative costs of implementing
and enforcing its demands for comparabhility 77

Even if no impact on achievement is discernible, available
resources are bound to affect the pleasantness of the school from
day to day through their determination of such items as pupil/
teacher ratios and the quality of physical facilities. Perceptible
differences in available services carry strong suggestions of
unfairness. Where suclh inequalities are racially, ethnically, or
socially oriented, they affect adversely the attitudes of both
students and eommunity. Administrators who prepare budgets
and testify at hearings continue to extol the importance of
teacher qualifications and small classes,™ and parents continue
to believe them.® The announcement that such items no longer
matter eannot easily dispel the adverse affects resulting from
their unequal distribution.

ands comparability not as an end in
itself, hut as a means of assuring that funds distributed under
the program provide special services for the education of dis-
advantaged children® Thus, the real issue is whether the con-
centration of extra resources on such children is a worthwhile
endeavor. Certainly if that objective is sound, then the pre-
requisite that project schools first receive average treatment
from a distriet is logical and necessary to ensure that federa)
funds fulfill their purpose.* Although the Coleman Report has
made us recognize that current school services cannot fully com-
pensate for other factors that affect achievement, its insensj-
tive measurements of variations in school services and student
access to them certainly have not destroyed all basis for the
intuitive belief that they produce some impact. As a practical
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matter, attention to school services appears to be the only
realistically available approach at present for affecting student
performance, Perhaps a significantly larger quantity of some
services can he effective.

More importantly, the fact that tested achievement has
furnished an easy measure for empirical studies gauging effec-
tiveness must not elevate it to the only eriterion of evaluation.
Certainly it is an important measure, but it may be an un-
veliable approximation of other possible eriteria, such as the
value of schooling to an individual’s future ear ning eapacity or
thc quaht\f of !ns futme conaumptlon Ra And educatlor has OthEl

What i is needed is bettm dgﬁmtlon of the v;ulou,s_ goa]s of edus
cational programs and monitored experimentation to test the
efficiency of different approaches, Title I, properly administered,
can provide the funds to encourage the development of new edu-
cational programs with defined objectives for disadvantaged
students. Proper monitoring could identify those which effi-
ciently secure their goals.* Obviously, the arguments for con-
tinuing Title T are not overwhelming, The success to date of
compensatory programs has not been particularly encourag-
ing,” and Title I is a costly program—=3$1.1 billion for 1969,
$1.34 billion for 1970, $1.5 billion for 1971, $1.5 billion request-
ed for 1972.* But unti] better programs are available,® or until
the evidence clearly indicates the hopelessness of this approach,
the importance of upgrading education for dlsadvnntwed stu-
dents justifies this legislative experiment—provided, of course,
that programs ave carefully conceived and closely monitored
s0 that adequate judgments of effectiveness can be made.®

CON, -‘;}TTTUTIDNAL REQUIREMEN TS

l‘eguldtmy Lequuemgnts CDDStltLl_tlDILll str;;ctmes in the area
of school resource distribution ave still unsettled. The Fourteenth
Amendment directs that no state shall | “deny to anv person
within its jurisdiction the equal protection of the laws.”® This
requirement demands more than the impartial administration
of legislation on the books; the Supreme Court has said that
it constitutes “a pledge of the protection of equal laws" as
well** But the ease that can be made for the congressional ex-
periment in reallocating school resources furnishes shaky
ground on which to build an argument that the Constitution
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requires reallocation -where inequalities of resources occur
among schools,

The Tools of Equai Protection Analysis in the
General Area of Educational Finance

A strong attack has nevertheless been mounted against
judicial restraint in the area of school finance. Commentators
have long observed that the Supreme Court uses two approaches
in assessing the constitutionality of measures challenged on
equal protection grounds.”® In the area of general social and

mental classifications of groups or individuals for different
treatment bear a ‘“reasonable” or “rational” relationship to a
legitimate state objective, A classification based on race or
alienage, on the other hand, is termed ‘“‘suspect” and requires
-justification by some “compelling state interest” and, on oc-
casion, proof that no less onerous measures could secure the
state’s objectives. When constitutional rights such as the fran-
chise or interstate movement are impaired, or when certain
criminal defense services are priced at a level that indigents
cannot. afford, this higher level of scrutiny is again applied.
Traditionally, almost any classification has survived the “ra-
tional relationship” test;™ only the most extraordinary circum-
stances have sustained a classification under the “compelling
interest” standard. o

In 1966, before the significance of resource variation was
under strong attack, Professor Horowitz argued that a constitu-
tional analysis of disparities in educadtional resources should oc-
casion the stricter equal protection scrutiny by considering edu-
cation a “fundamental personal interest” to be balanced against
the state’s justifications (considering the availability of alter-
native means to the same end) for preserving the differences in
treatment.” Proof of discriminatory purpose in producing or
preserving the inequalities, he contended, was sufficient, but
not necessary, to prove a constitutional violation, The analysis
he advocated was that:

Neither administrative convenience, desire to expend
funds for other purposes, limited demand, higher costs,
nor similar considerations would necessarily make conge-
quent inequalities in educational services the product of
constitutionally permissible classifications, In each case,
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assuming a “rational basis” for a specific inequality were
shown, the controlling issue would be whether the school
board can demonstrate that there are not other “ration-
ally based” means of carrying out its programs which
would have less adverse impact on the children who are
provided the lower quality educational services.?
To support his contention that more than a “rational basis” was
necessary to sustain disparities, Professor Horowitz analogized
school resource inequalities to unequal provision of criminal
defense services and unequal availability of the franchise.”
Other commentators developed this line of argument in the
context of inter-district disparities” and achieved a measure
of victory in a line of cases beginning in 1971 with the California
Supreme Court decision in Serrano v, Priest.? Adverting to Su-
- preme Court statements regarding the importance of educa-
- tion in the context of school desegregation and similar state-
ments by concurring Justices in decisions invalidating religious
~ instruction and Bible reading in the public schools, Serrano
detailed several reasons why education should be counted a
- fundamental interest analogous to voting rights and criminal

defenses: its relationship to participation in the “economic

marketplace;” its “universal relevance;” its duration; its effect
on individual parsonalities; and its compulsory nature.®® Ser-
rano did not rely on the “fundamental interest” argument alone,
however; the court accorded special serutiny to California’s
financing scheme hecause in relying on local property taxes
the state distributed this “fundamental interest” on the basis
of district wealth.””* Serrano concluded that wealth was a sus-
. pect” classification which, when it impinged on a fundamental
interest, deserved strict scrutiny. It referred for authority to
cases like Grifin v. Illinois"* and Douglas v. California,™® re.
quiring respectively a free transcript and a court-appointed
lawyer for an indigent defendant who appealed, and Harper v.
Virginia State Board of Elections,™ requiring that the right
to vote not be dependent upon payment of a tax. Finding no
“compelling interest” to support the California scheme, Serrano
declared that if the plaintiffs proved their allegations, the
scheme must be declared unconstitutional. e

Some rough spots, however, are evident in this form of the
equal protection analysis. The first is the growth of skepticism
over the relevance of disparities. Serrano, because of its pro-
cedural posture, accepted as true the plaintiffs’ allegation that
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“la}s « direet result of the financing scheme . . . substantial dis-
parities in the quality and extent of availability of educational
opportunities exist and are perpetuated . .. '™ That allegation
is now an item for proof on remand. A review of the available
data suggests that proof will be diflicult. If the cause and effect
relationship between finaneing variations and quality of school-
ing cannot suecessfully be proved, the “fundamental interest”
of education can hardly be said to be distributed on the basis of
wealth., Justice Harlan long contended, moreover, that no his-
torical or doctrinal underpinning ever supported the more
stringent equal protection serutiny except in the case of racial
classificalions, the primavy focus of the Fourteenth Amend-
ment." Although the Supreme Court has consistently rejected
this argument™* (Justice Rehnquist appears now to have taken

the “fundamental interest” eategory. It is true that the Court
has referred broadly to the importance of education in Ameri-
can life,'™ but never has it specifically identified education as
a fundamental interest that sparks a special equal protection
analysis.’"

Some recent decisions make unlikely any extension of the
fundamental interest category beyond those interests identified
as constitutional rights—such as the franchise and interstate
movement. In Dandridge v. Williams,"* for example, a case in-
volving welfare assistance and, in the Court’s words, “the
most hasic economic needs of impoverished human heings,'
the Court declined to apply a strict standard of review. It stated
that in the “area of economics and social welfare” it would
impose only the traditional requirement of a legitimate objective
and a rational means of implementing the objective.! Educa-
tion is not an independent constitutional right and ecertainly
seems to fall in the “avea of . . . social welfare,” In Lindsey v.
Normet,"* the Court refused to place “decent, safe and sani-
tary housing” in the fundamental interest category. Again, it
was g “social and economic ill” for which the “Constitution does
not provide judicial remedies.”'" The Court’s statement that
“[w]e are unable to perceive in [the Constitution] any constitu-
casts scrious doubt on arguments that make the quality of
educational services a fundamental interest.

Proponents of the Serrano-type approach argue that edu-
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But economic and social welfare benefits that would provide
food for undernourished children or adequate shelter during

“the formative years seem just as important to intellectual and

political development as formal schooling, yet are clearly
precluded by cases like Dandridge and Lindsey. A recent case
from the Second Ciretit reflects the impact of these cases. In
Johnson v. New York State Education Department,™ children
and parents who could not afford to purchase school texthooks
confronted the court with the picture of “[ijndigent children
sitting bookless, side by side in the same classroom with other
more wealthy children learning with purchase[d] textbookg’1
The court found it realistic to describe the potential conse-
quence as “a widespread feeling of inferiority and unfitness
in poor children . . . psychologically, emotionally and educa-
tionally disastrous to their well being.”'** Although it perceived
education as “an area of fundamental importance,” the court,
concluding that education is in the realm of social welfare,
followed Dundridge in refusing to apply a strict standard of
review.'*

The relevance of the cases striking down classifications
based on ability to pay is also uncertain.’** Commentators have
pointed out that such cases can be interpreted as securing not
equality, but minimum protection in some areas—certain es-
sential elements in a criminal defense and access to the vote.1*
Suits challenging resource distribution among schools and
school distriets, on the other hand, are directed at securing not
a minimum, but equality. In a recent case the Supreme Court
seemed to support the “minimum"” interpretation of the ability-
to-pay cases. Declining to invoke the equal protection clause, the
Court struck down a filing fee p.-erequisite to an indigent’s di-
vorce application on the ground that some minimum access to
divorce procedures is constitutionally essential under the due
process clause.’™ Probably the severest blow to the whole idea
that ability-to-pay classifications deserve special treatment, how-
ever, is a recent Supreme Court case involving public housing. In
James v. Valtierra,'™ the Court dealt with a California statute
requiring a local referendum before any public housing unit could
be built for “persons of low income”—that is, “persons or fam-
ilies who lack the mount of income which is necessary . . . to
enable them, without financial assistance, to live in decent,
safe and sanitary dwellings, without overcrowding.”*" At the
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same time, public housing for the “aged, veterans, state em-
ployees, persons of moderate income, or any class of citizens
other than the poor” required no such referendum.'*® As the
dissant pointed out, these distinetions constituted a classifica-
tion based on wealth® Nevertheless, the Supreme Court
specifically declined to apply its standards for “suspect” classi-
fications.

Thus, there is no assurance that the attack on judicial re-
strengths and weaknesses of the arguments have been debated
at length elsewhere;'* the Supreme Court will soon confront
the issues, for it has noted probable jurisdiction in San An-
district financing case following the lead of Serrano. Rodriguez
should settle the constitutional status of statutory distribution
formulas that make the money available for education a fune-
tion of the wealth of individual districts. Presumably in the
process it will shed light on the relevance of “fundamental in-
terests” and “suspect classifications” to school finance. But
important characteristics that distinguish cases involving intra-
district disparities suggest that Rodriguez should not for them
be a determinative precedent.

First, for inter-district disparities, an explicit cause and
effect relationship exists between district wealth and available

in most states will condition a school district’s resources on the
district’s assessed wealth. For intra-district disparities, where
discretionary decisions concerning allocation are involved, how-
ever, a cause and effect relationship between available educa-
tional funds and the wealth of a family or school attendance

- area is not so easily proved. Even if schools in low-income neigh-

borhoods within a school district are proved to receive less re-
sources than other schools in the same district, only a correlation
is shown. One may suspect that the neighborhood’s status has

available in inter-district cases. Likewise, resolution of the
inter-district questions will furnish no direct answer for intra-
district disparities that break down either along lines of school
istics.

Second, inter-district redistribution raises concern for the
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integrity of local governmental units, There is fear that state-
wide financial equalization would be achieved only at the ex-
pense of the fiscal and political independence of these smaller
units,”* Whatever the merits of this argument for resisting
correction of inter-district disparities, in the case of intra-
distriet distribution there are no subsidiary centers of govern-
mental power to protect. Taxes are commonly levied for the
education budget as a whole across the entire district. The distri-
bution question is how the district shall administratively allo-
cate the resources among its schools. As a consequence of these
distinctions, a Supreme Court decision either for or against
inter-distriet equalization will not automatically dispose of intra-
district cases.

The Specific Issue of Intra-District Disparities

Two recent cases have addressed the constitutional issue of,
intra-district disparities.’™ In Hobson v. Hansen,** the plaintiffs
proved that per pupil expenditures for teachers’ salaries and
benefits in Washington, D. C., were 36.7 percent greater in the
wealthier and whiter areas than in the rest of the city and 40.0
percent greater than in Anacostia, one of the poorest and black-
est sections. Because of these disparities, whiter and wealthier
schools were favored with a 15.5 percent smaller pupil/teacher
ratio and a 9.17 percent greater average teacher expenditure
per pupil than the rest of the city. The whiter, wealthier schools
enjoyed a 24.9 percent advantage in pupil/teacher ratio and a
12,5 percent advantage in average teacher expenditure over
Anacostia. Significant disparities in sixth grade reading achieve-
ment test scores, according to the court, “strongly buttressed”
the plaintiffs’ case.® Judge Wright ordered the school board
to bring its per pupil expenditures for teachers’ salaries and
benefits at each school to within five percent of the systemwide
average,

In Keyes v. School District Number One,*¢ the plaintiffs
proved to the district court’s satisfaction that for fifteen schools
of seventy to seventy-five percent black or Hispano enrollment
in the Denver system, disparities in achievement test levels

" centile points from the district-wide average. In the segregated

elementary schools, 23.9 percent of the teachers had no pre-

Anglo schools the percentage was 9.18. Almost fifty percent of
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probation compared to approximately twenty-five percent in
the Anglo schools. Only 17.4 percent of the teachers in the
segregated elementary schools had ten or more years of ex-
perience, whereas 47.1 percent in the Anglo schools had such
experience. The plaintiffs submitted similar proof for the
junior high and high school and proved a higher teacher turn-
over rate, higher pupil dropout rate, and the existence of
smaller and older physical plants for the segregated schools.
The district court ordered desegregation of the system. In re-
versing this desegregation order, the Tenth Circuit found no
unconstitutionality in the resource allocation. It accepted the
plaintiffs’ argument that the “quality of teachers” affects the
quality of schooling, and agreed that the evidence showed that
the segregated schools had less experienced teachers. But it
refused to aceept a cause and effect relationship between teach-
er experience and inferior education. The low student achieve-

evidence, were caused by a curriculum “allegedly not tailored to
[the children’s] education and social needs,” and for this de-
ficiency the court ordered no relief,!¥

The divergent outcomes of no relief on the one hand and a
stringent equalization requirement on the other are only par-
tially reconcilable. The Keyes plaintiffs sought primarily the de-
segregation of the Denver System. The difficulties which the
Tenth Circuit perceived in affording this relief submerged the

plaintiffs viewed resource equalization as satisfactory alterna-
tive relief, In Hobson, by contrast, plaintiffs focused specifically
on a request for equalization, having had the school board under
desegregation orders since 1967." The Keyes plaintiffs directed
much of their proof toward establishing that racial concentra-

-tions among the schools, however caused, created inequalities

in the education afforded. This emphasis suggested that desegre-
gation was the only viable remedy and resulted in somewhat
less systematic proof of resource disparities than in Hobson.
Finally, of course, the expert testimony may have differed in
quantity, relevance, or persuasiveness in the two cases.

Such explanations, however, cannot dispel an ultimate di-
vergence in the respective approaches of the two courts to the
law and the educational data. The Tenth Circuit appears to
have placed the burden of proof on the school children to show
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that items such as teacher experience eaused a difference in
student achievement,'™ In light of the educational data, it is
not surprising that the plaintiffs failed in this proof. Apparent-
ly without it, the Tenth Circuit was not prepared to find a
constitutional violation. In Hobson, on the other hand, once the
plaintiffs had shown disparities in items such as teachar salaries
and pupil/staff ratios between predominantly white and pre-
dominantly black schools, the court placed the burden on the
school board either to rebut the inference of discrimination or
to justify the disparities.’®® In this context, the nature of the
educational data made it impossible to prove that the unequal
resources had no impact on student performance. Without such
proof, Judge Wright concluded that a constitutional violation
had oceurred. )

Settling a difficult issue by concluding that one party failed
to meet its burden of proof is, of course, a time-honored legal
maneuver. But the state of knowledge concerning the sig-
nificance of various school inputs effectively converts that
maneuver into a substantive decision on the ultimate issue:
whether inequality in the particular inputs is constitutionally
permissible. Which conclusion does the equal protection clause,
or its school-dressed counterpart, equal educational opportunity,
demand? At least three general foci of equality are relevant
for intra-district eases:™ (1) resource equality—that students
should have access to the same educational resources regardless
of the differing results the latter may produce; (2) process
equalify—that students should have fair access to available
programs, although the programs might differ in resources,
per pupil expenditures, or effects; (8) outcome equality—that
students, regardless of their initial endowment or backgrounds,
should be made equal by the schools.

To conclude that one of these is the constitutional command
to the exclusion of the others seems impossible. Even if con-
sensus were attainable, we would still be far short of the pre-
cision needed to make the command intelligible.® If resource
equality is the goal, the “educational resources” that must be
equalized still are undefined. Is it expenditures? teacher ox.
perience? academic qualifications? ability to run an orderly
class? ability to run a creative class? Equality in some of these
resources may preclude equality in others, Is equality to be
achieved despite differing preferences among students, their

families or neighborhoods? If process equality is the goal, the
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elements of a “fair” choice still must be articulated. Criteria
for assignment could be based on individual merit or ability to
derive the most henefit from the program. If the goal is out-.
come equality, the student characteristics that are to be equal-
ized (achievement? future earnings? respect for authority?)
must be defined, ways to accomplish their enuzlization developed,
and the cost of that equalization considered. Such problems
effectively preclude for the present an abstract constitutional
command of “equality” in education.'*?

Tha* conclusion, however, does not resolve the issue of the
Hobson-Keyes divergence. The plaintiffs in both those cases
introduced proof that inequalities in some of the school inputs
tory of school desegregation provides. a lesson for such dis-
parities.

Even before Brown v. Board of Education'* held that seg-
regated education was unconstitutional, the constitutional com-
mand was that racially separate schools be “equal.” Just prior
to its deeision in Brown, the Supreme Court had begun to give
for example, the state of Texas had established a law school
for blacks in order to keep the University of Texas Law School
segregated. In determining that the education offered at the
black school was not equal to that at the University of Texas,
the Court examined faculty, administration, curriculum, library,
students, even alumni and the school’s reputation. Perhaps the
Court considered itself particularly competent to evaluate the
characteristics of legal education, but the same year in Me-
Laurin v. Oklahoma State Regents,*® it did not hesitate to ex-
amine the “learning atmosphere” for graduate education stu-
dents in determining that segregated conditions within a school .
produced unequal opportunities for black students.

A similar examination of the intangible learning environ-
ment produced the Court’s judgment in Brown that segregated
schools inherently could not be equal. Arguably, the Supreme
Court should not have been so confident of its ability to pick
those items where inequality mattered and to gauge their im.
pact. But that argument implies that the constitutional concern
is with outcomes and that achievement is the important focus.
Brown and its progeny made clear that the evil to be remedied
was not inequality in quantifiable impact, but discrimination,*
Segregation in bathhouses, parks, buses, and courtrooms—areas
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where formal equality without desegregation seemed possible—
soon fell under constitutional prohibition.¢ Similarly, without
confronting the quustions posed by the notion of “process equali-
ty,” courts have prohihitcd the tracking of students into differ-
ent programs when that ;» -ocess is used to separate the races.’?
In a very real sense, the doubts engendered by the Coleman
Report are irrelevant to tl2 constitutional arguments of dis-
crimination: The cases following Brown demonstrate, moreover,
that where purposeful diserimination is apparent, the impor-
tance of the items diseriminatorily assigned is irrelevant; it is
unnecessary to identify them as ‘“fundamental interests” to
secure a halt to the discrimination.

The same reasoning applies to a discriminatory allocation
that favors schools identifiably white over schools identifiably

items which are truly educational resources may not be in-
volved. Title I, for purposes of its comparability requirements,
has identified various measures of pupil/staff ratios and per
pupil expenditures as areas of concern.’® During the years of
the Brown mandate’s enforcement, while freedom of choice
was. still an acceptable method of desegregation, several courts
issued stringent equalization decrees for remaining black schools.
These decrees applied to facilities and curricula, pupil/teacher
ratios, and per pupil expenditures for operating and capital
improvement costs.’® Hobson identified per pupil expenditures
for teachers’ salaries and benefits (representing teacher experi-
ence and pupil/teacher ratio) and achievement test scor g,
The plaintiffs’ proof in Keyes related to achievemeni tests,
teacher experience, teacher turnover rate, pupil dropout rate,
and the size and age of physical plant.'”* Not all of these items

ations in student achievement and attendance habits, for ex-
ample, appear to be beyond the divect control of a school
board.'® They would be more relevant if the equal protection
clause were construed to demand that students achieve equally
or exhibit the same propensity to attend school. Diserimination
in any of the items that can be broadly characterized as inputs,
or discrimination in provision of the opportunity to participate
in a particular program,* on the other hand, constitutes the
classic “invidious” discrimination outlawed by the equal

tection clause,’ regardless of whether education is deemed
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- fundamental interest or the items discriminatorily assigned

measurably affect achievement.

The same conclusion should follow if school boards inten-
tionally discriminate against schools serving low-income fam-
ilies in favor of schools serving wealthier families. This dis-
crimination presents even a stronger case for constitutional
prohibition than the state practices struck down by the Supreme
Court for denying important services to those unable to afford
them.**” In the case of intra-district discrimination, no pricing
system is involved. Since a family is not given the opportunity
to purchase the school services it desires, it cannot be said that
the state is treating all equally by making all pay the same
price. Instead, students are administratively assigned to schools.
This sort of wealth classification—matching low-income families
with an inferior share of educational resources—is “suspect”
in a fashion that a price system can never be. Like discrimina-
tion by race, no legitimate state purpose supports it.1®

The practical question in intra-district - distribution cases,
however, is the proof of discrimination. In neither Keyes nor
Hobson, for example, did plaintiffs prove purposeful diserimina-
tion against schools serving black or low-income students. In-
stead, they proved correlations between racial or wealth con-
centrations and resource disparities within a district. On occa-
sion, such patterns justify a conclusion of purposeful discrim-
ination. In Yick Wo- v. Hopkins,'™ for example, the relevant
evidence was, simply, that all of 200 Chinese applicants were
denied laundry operating licences whereas all but one of the
80 non-Chinese applicants obtained them. The Supreme Court
found that “the conclusion cannot be resisted, that no reason
for it exists except hostility to the race and nationality e
Similarly, in Gomillion v. Lightfoot,’ the plaintiffs’ offer of
proof showed that by statute Alabama had changed tl. shape
of the municipality of Tuskegee “from a square to an uncouth
twenty-eight-sided figure.”'*2 As a result no whites, but all
except four or five of four hundred black voters, were removed
from the city. Although this offer of proof showed only a
correlation hetween race and those who had lost the municipal
franchise, the Supreme Court found the conclusion “irresistible,

stration,” that the legislation was designed to deprive black
citizens of the municipal franchise.’*® When proof of a pattern
of disparities leads to a conclusion of purposeful diserimination,
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arguments regarding the significance of its impact should be
considered just as irrelevant as when proof Df conscious dis-
crimination is shown,

Yiek Wo and Gomillion are particularly egrepious examples
of an almost perfect correlation between race and inferior
treatment. In the case of schools, however, the correlation be-
tween race or wealth and unequal resources is likely to be less
significant. In Hobson, for example, the school board conterided
that plaintiffs’ proof did not Justlfy a finding of discrimination
because, even if disparities existed in favor of the tr aditionally
white schools, those schools were no longer all-white, but
twenty-six percent black.™ Since the rest of the system was
ninety-eight percent black,’™ however, the court properly found
this proof inadequate to destroy the inference of discrimination ;
such differences were enough to confer racial identity upon the
schools. Certainly, that some black students benefitted from the
favored treatment of the predominantly white schools and that
some white students suffered from the inferior resources of
the predominantly black schools does not offset proof of a pat-
tem Df 111equa]1ty amnng tbe sahools 10 Proof th at the §chDD]S

unwﬂ]mg to 1e]y on statzstlc;al 1mpmbab1hty alnne pmnted to

- proof of the opportunity to discriminate in conjunction with a

“striking” relationship between exclusion and race.® “Racial
designation” of prospective jurors, providing a “clear and easy
opportunity for racial discrimination,” when combined with
a correlation between exclusion and race, created a prima facie
case of unconstitutionality,ie

Although- cases have not developed the subject, proof of
correlation between inferior treatment and low income should
be treated similarly to correlations with race in drawing an in-
ference of discrimination.'® In Hobson, the school board met
the plaintiff’s challenge of discrimination against schools serv-
ing low-income families by proving that no relationship exist-
ed district-wide between the median family income of a-school
and pc31 pupil éxpenditmes 170 In the speciﬁc clrcumstances Df
cause it Ieft open the lE]atanShIP between rat;e and léSDuLCES,
the pattern of white children benefitting from superior re-
sources remained.'™ Had the plaintiffs’ ease focused solely on
income, however, the school board’s proof would have nullified
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any- attempt to show the existence of a discriminatory pattern
relating to income and would have required plaintiffs to come
forward with other evidence to sustain an inference of dis-
crimination based on wealth. Similarly, if the school board could
have shown that district-wide no statistical relationship existed
between the racial composition of a school and its resources,
the inference of discrimination on racial grounds would have
failed.

Related to the issue of correlation between race or wealth

.ment must be to raise the inference of diserimination. The

Supreme . Court has indicated that it must be substantial, In
Swain v. Alabama,'™ the Court was unwilling to make an in-
ference of discrimination from a ten percent underrepresenta-
tion of an identifiable group. In Swain, however, the Court spoke
of proof of discrimination. Clearly a state might successfully
prove that such a variation resulted from random selection or
other legitimate criteria. But as Professor Ely has persuasively
argued, such nonnegligible disparities ought at least to raise
the inference that requires a state to offer its rebuttal.'”® Title I
and Hobson v. Hansen together suggest that in the area of
school resources variations under five percent ought to be con-
sidered negligible,

Once the inference of discrimination is raised, “the burden
of proof shifts to the state to rebut the presumption of uncon-
stitutional action by showing that permissible racially neutral
selection criteria and procedures” produced the result.'® The
school board, after all, has the best knowledge of what pro-
cedures in fact produced the disparities. Failure to rebut this
prima facie case requires a judgment that the conduct was
purposefully diseriminatory. The Supreme Court has empha-
sized that proof of systematic diseriminatory impact is not
rebutted by proof of individual instances of propriety: “The
result- bespeaks discrimination, whether or not it was a eon-
scious decision on the part of any individual . . . .”¥s The
strength of the prime facie case will determine the measure

the disparity, the less convincing will be the assertion of neutral

.conduct. The extraordinary situations in Yiek Wo and Gomillion

even in Yick Wo the Supreme Court pointed out that the state
had shown “no reason” for the disparate treatment. and in
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Gomillion it said that no “countervailing municipal function”
had been suggested,”” In Hobson and Keyes, on the other hand,
while the patterns certainly raise a suspicion of discrimination,
a confident conclusion that only racial diserimination could ex-
plain them seems unwarranted, Conceivably, a school board in
the posture of Washington or Denver could, in some instances,
prove successfully what the District of Columbia school board
failed to: that the alleged. disparities were a wholly fortui-
tous consequence of a combination of such factors as a teacher
assignment policy adopted without consideration of racial im-
pact, the greater difficulty and expense of maintaining an ade-

dicted population movements.

Although a state must rebut the inference of discriminatory
purpose arising from proof of disproportionate impact, courts
and commentators have been divided on whether that rebuttal
ends the constitutional inquiry. Hawkins v. Town of Shaw
exercised the Fifth Circuit over the proper analysis. In the

“almost total.” Ninety-seven percent of black residences were
located in the sections of Shaw that were all black. Ninety-
seven percent of the residences without sanitary sewer attach-
ments were in these black neighborhoods. Of the houses that
mercury vapor street lights had been installed only in white
neighborhoods. Water pressare, drainage, and traffic control
were also poorer in black areas. Judge Tuttle for the majority
argued that once the plaintiffs had established a prime facie
case through proof of discriminatory effects, the next step was
to consider whether the state had justified the pattern through
a “compelling state interest.”'™ Judge Bell, on the other hand,
seemed to argue that the initial question was still the factual
issue of whether or not a purposeful racial classification had
been drawn. Only after the state’s rebuttal on that issue had
been considered would he proceed to the “compelling state
interest” requirement,' . '

In Chance v. Board of Examiners,® the racial impact of
competitive examinations for supervisory positions in the New
York public school system was “signifieant and substantial.”

The Second Circuit found no suggestion of discriminatory pur-
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- and . . . not to be resolved by facile reference to cases
involving intentional racial classifications.”* The court econ-
cluded that there was no need to decide that issue beeause the
board’s examinations were not even rationally related to its
purpose of employee selection. But it reached this conclusion by
holding the board to a “heavy burden of proof” in demonstrat-
ing the rationality of its classification—in this case, that the
tests used were job-related. s

In Castro v. Beecher,'** on the other hand, the First Circuit
confronted the issue directly in a similap challenge to police
recruiting examinations. The eourt found the “compelling in-
terest” or “compelling necessity” requirements of a stringent
equal protection analysis inappropriate “in their full rigor”
for a “racial impaet case” because of their inflexibility.»*¢ But
the court required more than a rational relationship. The First
Circuit constructed a new test: “The public employer must,
we think, in order to justify the use of a means of selection
shown to have a racially disproportionate impact, demonstrate
that the means is in fact substantially related to job perform-
ance.”s

Professor Ely has argued that once the inference of dis-
criminatory purpose is rebutted, the constitutional inquiry
should end.™® To extend it, he contends, would be to constitu.
tionally require a racially balanced impact. This end he finds
dangerous because it might be used improperly and because it
weakens the notion that in evaluation of people race is irrele-
vant to merit, But Professor Horowitz has argued that the
presence of discriminatory purpose is not necessary to estab-
lish a constitutional violation.'®® Proof of disproportionate
impact, he maintains, requires the state to justify the im-
pact, under the strict standard of review, by the strength of its
interests and the unavailability of alternative programs that
would produce less disproportionate impact.

This important debate is basically the same as that over the
constitutionality of defacto segregation: in the absence of prior
discrimination, can a school board simply ignore race in draw-
ing attendance zones, or must it bhe “race conscious” with a
view toward avoiding disproportionate racial concentrations in
a school? Resolution of the question depends ultimately on

political and philosophical attitudes, and the Supreme Court
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has not explicitly faced the issue. But the Court has given im-
plicit support to Professor Ely's position in another context
last Term. In Jefferson v. Hackney,™ the plaintiffs proved that
a significantly larger percentage of blacks and Mexican-
Americans in Texas participated in the Aid to Families with
Dependent Children program than in other categorical assist-
ance programs and that the AFDC program was funded at
seventy-five percent of recognized need, while the other pro-
grams were funded at ninety-five and one hundred percent,'™
The Supreme Court affirmed the trial court’s finding that no
diseriminatory purpose was present and concluded that the

Applying the “traditional standard of review,” the Court re-
quired proof that Texas’ program was either “invidious” or
“irrational.” To apply the “compelling interest” standard, it
concluded,

would render suspect each difference in treatment among
the grant classes, however lacking in racial motivation
and however otherwise rational the treatment might be.
Few legislative efforts to deal with the difficult problems
posed by current welfare programs could survive such
scrutiny, and we do not find it required by the Four-
teenth Amendment.

Thus, Jefferson implies that where discriminatory purpose
is disproved, differences in treatment that parallel racial lines
rece.ve traditional equal protection analysis. In other words,
any rational state objective will support them. Of course, Jeff-
erson can be distinguished from cases involving school finance.
First, Jefferson dealt with comparisons among four separate
welfare programs with different objectives: aid to the elderly,
aid to the blind, aid to the disabled, and aid to dependent chil-
dren. Consequently, there was perhaps less reason to expect
uniform treatment than in the case of different schools in the
same community.’ Second, Jefferson might be limited to the
degree of inequality present in that case. Although the AFDC
program at seventy-five percent funding was eighty-seven per-
cent black and Mexican-American while the Old-Age Assistance
program at full funding was only forty percent black and
Mexican-American, the two programs which were funded at
ninety-five percent were forty-seven percent and fifty-six per-
cent black and Mexican-American.®® Thus, viewed at their
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narrowest, the disparities were between two predominantly
minority programs: seventy-five percent funding for a program
eighty-seven percent minority in composition and ninety-five
percent funding for a program fifty-six percent minority. The
Court seemed to attach importance to the fact that “the num-
ber of minority members in all categories is substantial”i
Arguably, more egregious situations, where the recipients of
the favored tfreatment are more clearly identified as white,
could escape the thrust of Jefferson. Moreover, welfare pro-
grams do not as obviously acquire racial identity as do schools'”
AFDC recipients are not brought together in one place, there
to be treated inferior to old age recipients, all assembled at an-
other location. That arrangement, of course, is precisely the
situation with school inequalities, Where schools, long a focal
point of diserimination, can be racially identified and differences
in treatment are obvious, the case for correction is materially
stronger than Jefferson.

All these distinctions, however, relate to the appearance of
evil; they affeet the inference of diserimination to he drawn
from the context. Largely they are met by increasing the school
hoard’s burden of proving that discrimination is not the ex-
planation. In that respect, the greater burden of justification

those cases characterize the burden . as a response to the in-
ference of disecrimination,'™ and they purport to apply different
analyses—Chance a ‘“rationu. relationship” test and Castro a
“substantial relationship.” But the requirement that a state
must give more substantial justification for a program pro-
ducing a racial effect that if no racial effcet occurred can be
viewed as necessary to dispel the inference discrimination.
Otherwise, Jefferson seems to have rejected quite directly the
claim that where discriminatory purpose is absent, the presence
of inequalities rises to constitutional stature!*—unless, indeed,
the Supreme Court elevates school resources to the status of a
fundamental interest and thus isolates them from the area of
economics and social welfare involved in Jefferson.
CONCLUSION

The relationship between traditional school resources and
student achievement is uncertain. But our current naiveté con-
cerning the process of human learning argues for experimenta- -
tion. Requiring school districts to equalize school inputs to con-
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centrate a heavier allocation of resources on schools serving
educationally disadvantaged students is consistent with that
goal.*" Articulation of educational objectives, together with
proper monitoring of experiments, might produce effective pro-
grams. Although no abstract constitutional command of equali-

ty in education seems possible, discrimination on account of
race or wealth in the provision of resources deserves prohibi-
tion under even a traditional reading of the equal protection
clause. That conclusion implies that where discriminatory prac-
tices exist, they should be remedied. In that respect Hobson
is correct, and Keyes is wrong, But all we can confidently predict
about a remedy like the Hobson equalization decree is that it
will equalize those items which it orders equalized and remove
some of the obvious indicia of discrimination.= Hopes for im-
proved achievement among students previously discriminated

against still have only shaky support. What is finally needed
is the articulation of educational objectives and knowledge of
how students learn and how they can be successfully taught.
Then the aceess of individual students to appropriate resources
within their schools will become the relevant consideration.
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DESEGREGATIONS ProcrEss 1N EwgnT CITIES (1966) : and Coleman Report.

1z Federal] funds under Title I of the Elementary and Secondary BEdu-
cation Aet of 1965, 20 U.5.C. 3§ 241a et geq. (1970) and state funds for
the dizadvantaged may have been rvesponsible for such equalization, ac-
ing to studies of Chicago, Iinchester, Syracuse, and one decentralized
in New York City. Berke & Kelly, supra note 9, at 16. As pointed
out in the text at note 70 infra, however, Title I funds are designed not
to equalize, but to faver schools that service children from low-income
families after state and local resources have al: 'y been equalized.

1% A 1060 review of curtent studies conielv d that within districts

“racial inequalities in the alloeation of schncﬂ -sources persist,” Cohen,
supra note 9, at 272, See alzo sources cited in Hanushe]{ & Kain, On the
Value of Equalaty of Educational Opporiunity ag o Guide to Public Paliey,
in ON EQUALITY OF EDUCATIONAL OPPORTUNITY 142 n.10 (F. Mosteller &
D. Moynihan eds. 1972) |hereinafter cited as ON EQUALITY OF EDUCA-
TIONAL OPPORTUNITY].

11 Zocio-economic status is a term used frequently in edueational re-
search. It vefers to the “results of a complicated social rating process,”
GUTHRIE et al. 16, and iz derived from the answers to a number of ques-
tions concerning a child’s family, such as occupation, income, and educa-
tional background. For a more comprehensive dlsnussmn of the term and
attenipts to measure it, see id. at 16-25.

15 Id. at 33, eiting E. Hansen, Central City & Submb A Study of
Educational Qppmtumty (unpubhshed doctoral dissertation, University
of California, Berkeley, 1969).

16 P, SLXTDN EpucaTioN & INcoME 114-36, 211-23 (1561).

17 GUTHRIE, et al., citing E. Thornblad, The Fistal Impact of a High
Concentration of Low Income Families upon the Public Schools (unpub-
lished doctoral dissertation, University of Illinois, Urbana, 19G6).

18 Keyes v. School Dist. No. 1, 318 . Supp. 61, 90 (D. Colo. 1970),
rev'd in part, 445 F.2d 990 (10th Glr 1971), cert. yrantgd 404 U.8. 1036

(1971).
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" Hobson v. Hansen, 269 F. Supp. 401 (D.D.C. 1967), af'd sub nom.
Smuck v. Hobson, 408 F.2d 175 (D.C, Cir. 1969), further relicf granted,
320 F. Supp. 409 (D.D.C. 1970), 327 F. Supp. 844, 848-49 (D.D.C. 1971).

16 Havienuvest, F. 8surin & D. WILDER, A Prorink oF THE LARGE-
y | Scnoor 10:6 (1970), quoted in Mosteller & Moynihan, A Path-

aking Report, in ON EQUALITY OF EDUCATIONAL OPFORTUNITY 11 n.*.
Sec Kataman, Distribution & Production in a RBig City Elcmentary Sehool
System, 8 YaLe Econ. Essavs 201 (1968) (no expenditure discrimination
in Boston). o

21 Coleman Report 66-122. See discussion in Mosteller & Moynihan,
siepra note 20, at 8-11, ) )

2 In rural areas, insefar as school districts are consonant with county
boundaries, limited inferences may be possible. Coleman Report 38.

# Elementary & Seeondary Eduecation Act of 1965, 20 U.8.C. § 241e(a)

(3) (C)_ (1970),

- B AR (LR, § 116.26 (1972).

al Fducational Opportunities Act of 1972, 8.3395, 92d Cong., 2d
(1 (3) (1972). Arthur Wise. Associate Dean of the Graduate

School of Fi.ieation, U iversity of Chicugo, has recommended in a report
to the ( 15 Commiission on Maryland Government that a plan for school

finaneing ‘“require a school-by-school audit of funds in order to ensure
that the effect of statewide equalization is not lost through misallocation
within school distriets.” To that end he would allow ne more than a five
percent variation among schools in per pupil expenditure. Wise, School
Finance Equalization Lawsuits: A Model Legislative Response, 2 YALE
REv, oF L. & 3ociAL Action 128, 128 (1971). '
# The bill further required:
The board shall require reports from the superintendent of schools
for such divisio will enable the board to evaluate the program
in each schoal he educational program in the various
schools in such d e State Board of Education shall preseribe
i and lests within each school division to de-
1erewith, and shall require such corrective meas-
ures as may he requisite by the school board of such division ag will
ensure uniformity therein of the education being provided.
Va. Gen'l Assembly, H.483, Reg. Sess. (1972).
* Lawsuits similar to those discussed in the text are reportedly

pending in San Francisco and Chicage, Kirp & Youdof, Serrano in the
Political Arena, 2 YALE REv, OF L. & S0CIAL ACTION 143, 147 n.10 (1971),
and Detvoit, Michelson, Equal School Resource Allocation, 7 J. HuMAN RE-
S0URCES 283, 284 n.5 (1972). ) =

# Currently, busing must be delayed during the appeals process.
Edueation Amendments of 1972, Pub. L. No. 92-318, § 803, 41 U,S.L.W. 46
(June 23, 1972).

= Cf. GUTHRIE of al, 64.

* Hanushek & Kain, supra note 13, at 122-23.

31 In vetsing the bill on December 9, 1971, President Nixon referred
to the "family-weakening implications of the system it envizions,” and
described it as “the most radical piece of legislation to emerge from the
92nd Congress.” Iglehart, Welfare Report/Expensive Senate ehild-care
package faces dim prospeets in House, 4 NAT'L J.1202 (1972).

3t And such attempts have achieved only problematical measurable
benefits. Lines, Race & Learning: A Perspective on ihe Research, 11
INEQUALITY 1IN Epuc. 28, 27 (1972). ) o

4% W, Mollenkopf & 8. Melville, A Study of Secondary School Charac-
teristics as Related to Test Scores, Research Bull. 56-8 (mimeographed,
Educational Testing Service, 1956), abstracied in 10 AM. PEYCHOLOGIST
447-48 (1555). ) . o o .

# 8. Goodman, The Assessment of School Quality (N. Y. State Educ,
Dep’t, March, 1969), summarized in Dyer, School Factors and Equal
Educational Opportunity, in EQUAL EDUCGATIONAL OPPORTUNITY 45-4G
(Harvard Education Review, ed. 1969). )

s Classroom atmosphere,” as measured by direct observations, also
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had an independent relationship. Dyer, sipra note 34 at 47. Other measurcs
revealed that the ecorrelations with these variations in school services
could not be explained solely by the factor of socis-seonomie status. [d.
at 46-47.

# M. Shaycroft, The High School Years: Growth in Cognitive Skilla
(American Institutes for Research and School of Education, University
of Dittsburgh, 1967),sunumarized in Dyer, supra note 34, at 47-48.

¥ Jed. at 48. _

%8 J, Alan Thomae, Efficiency in Eduecation: A Study of the Relation-
ship Between Selected Inputs and Mean Tesi Scores in a Sample of
Senior High Schools (unpublished Ph.D. dissertation, Stanford University,
School of Education, 1062), summarized in GUTHRIE ¢t al. 67.

“ C. BENSON, STATE AND LocAL FiscAL RELATIONSHIP 1IN PURLIC
EpUcaTiON 1N CALIFORNIA. (Report of Fact Finding Committee on
Revenuc and Taxation of the Senate of the State of California, 1965),
anmmarized in GUTHRIE ¢t al. 67-68. In the same year Herbert J. Ki z
using data collected in the Quality Measurcment Project foun
rﬁlatim}shi’p between achievement and per pupil expen res,
the relati

ionship was streng enly for large school districts. Kiesling,
Measuring a Local Government Service: A Study of School Districts in
New Yorlk State, 49 REv. or EcoN. & STATISTICS 356 (19G67).

10 Coleman Report 812.

#1 Coleman Report 312-16, 325. ] ]

12 Mosteller & Moynihan, supra note 20, at 15. See also Coleman,
Equal Schools or Equal Students?, 4 THE PUBLIC INTEREST 70, 73-74 (sum-
mer 1966).

43 Coleman Report 325. o

41 Mosteller and Moynihan, supra note 20, at 28-30,

15 Coleman Report 312-13. ) ]

18 Bowles & Levin, The Determinants of Scholastic Achievement—An
Appraisal of Some Reeent Evidence, 3 J. HUMAN RESOURCES (1968).

17 Hanushek & Kain, supra note 13, at 121,

18 Jd, at 120, _

.. 1® Bowles, Towards Equality of FEducation Opportunily, in EQUAL"
EpUcATIONAL OPPORTUNITY 118 (Harvard Education Review, ed. 1969).

50 Hanushek & Kain, supre note 13, at 129, 131-32.

51 Bowles, supra note 49, i

2 Hanushek & Kain, supra note 13, at 120-21, 129-30, 131. The Report
also noted a significant relationship between teacher characteristies and
student achievement. Teachers who themselves scored high on verbal
ability tests had students who performed better on achievement tesis.
The importance of instructor wverbal ability, morcover, inercased for
students above the sixth grade and especially for black students. Some
scholars have interpreted verbal ability as a representation of a teacher's
general intelligence and sugpested that the findings are therefore con-
sistent with the intuitive judgment that a more "intelligent instructor
tends to make a better teacher. GUTHRIE ef al. 70-71. The conclusion
drawn by one scholar was that: . )

the evidence of the Coleman Study itself, far from documenting the

ineffectiveness of increased school resources, indicates that teacher

quality is a major determinant of scholastic achievement among

Negro students and that feasible changes in the level of quality of

the teachers of Negro students would bring about significant changes

in the achievement levels of these students,

Bowles, supra note 49, at 120,

i GUTHRIE ¢t al. 79-84,

5 Jd. at 84-90. ) )

55 The authors interpreted thiz finding as suggesting that physical
facilities affect student attitude and motivation and the avaliability of
eurrieulum offerings. Id. at 88,

56 Id. at 89-90. .

57 See generally ON EQUALITY OF EDUCATIONAL OPPORTUNITY.

58 Armor, School and Family Effects on Black and White Achigve-
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ment: A yeéxumination of the USOFE Data, in ON EqQUALITY oF Ebuca-
TIONAL OrPDnTUVtT&: 168, B“) 10 (197")

The Basic Findings

40 Jeneks .’I‘hi‘ (ulfmzm Ii’tpmt aud the Cenventional Wisdem, in id. at
69, 91, 99- 100

o 1d. at 102, A similar ambiguity affects the weak
discovered between student achievement and teacher e nee, Id. As
might be expeeted, the pereentage of substitutes was neg =1y related to
achicvement; here too, however, underachieving schools con;ewab]y have
more trouble in retaining uzgnl * teachers. Id., The relationship between
teacher morale and student achicvement was at best ambiguous. Id. at
103-104. Class size related to ve al achicvement, but the relationship
almost disappeared when the comparison was among schools in the same
district, a factor that suggested to Jencks that the relationship might be
a function of differences among a few large cities. /d. at 97-99. Apgain
it is not elear in whieh direetion a cause and effect relationship operates
(if it operates at all) between class size and achievement. Often, small
classes are estublished for advanced students.

o2 Jd, at 93-94,

83 Jd. at 94-96.
8 Mosteller & Moynihan, supre note 20, at 51. A more recent, govern-
ment sponsored report on Title I, conduected by the Amerm:m Insti-
tutes for Research, discovered gross mismanapement and fm signifieant
achievement overall, Wash. Post, Apr. 10, 1972, at A3, col,

% BeHavior ToDaY, vol. 3, Apr 10, 19‘73 at 1. Fi}r a iecent debate on
the efficacy of QémDEDSELtDLY programs, see Havemann, Campaign ‘72
Report/Senate 1 key to buging moratorium, inercased aid to inner city
schoolz, 4 NAT'L J. 690, 698 (1972).

u Title I funds are supphed to loeal education agencies serving areas

with concentrations of children from low-i income families to expand

and improve their edueational programs by various means . . ich
contribute particularly to meeting the special educational needs for
 educationally deprived children.
20 U.B.C. § 241a (1970).

o7 20 U.8.C. § 241e(a) (3)(C) (1970).

68 45 C.F.R. § 116.26 (1972). The comparability requirements for the
school year 1972-73 are based on data from the school year 1970-71
(“The second fiscal year preceding the fiscal year in which the project

. is to be carried out.”) 45 C.F.R. § 116.26(b) (1972).

6 20 U.B.C. § 241le(a) (3)(B) (1970).

70 Although state eduecational agencies have pnmary responsgibility
for determining that local agencies meet comparability requirements, ihe
Commissioner of Educatmn g promulpated specific regulationz that
define the responsibilit 5 C.F.R. § 116.26 (1972).

1 45 C.F.R. §§ 116 26(}3) (e) (1972).

72 JId,

7 It iz permissible, of course, for the distriet to treat its project
schools better than the n@npraject school average,

" 45 C.F.R. § 116.26(e) (1972).

& 45 C.F.R. § 116.26(b) (1972).

76 OFFICE OF EpucaTion, U.B. DEP'T oF HEALTH, Epuc. & WELFARE,
STATISTICS OF STATE ScHooL SysTEMs 1067-68, at 11 (1970). Salary ex-
penses include indirect payroll expenses, such as medical and health
benefits and life insurance. The percentages cited include the annual costs
of theae expenses.

? OrFick oF EpucatioN, U.S. Dep't of HeartH, Epuc. & WELFARE,
EDUGATID“I OF THE DISADVANTAGED AN EVALUATIV’E REporT ON TiTLE 1
ELEMENTARY AND SECONDARY EDUCATION AcCT OF 1865, FiscAaL YEAR 1968,
at 8 (1970

'E(It 15) probably realistic to expect problems in securing compliance
with the comparability requirements. The Commissioner of Education
has required some form of cumparabmty since 1968, OFFICE oF EDUCATION,

< relationship he

]
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U.S. DEr't or HeALTH, Ebuc. & WELFARE, ESEA Title I PROGRAM 244,
§ 7.1 (1968); 45 C.F.R. § 116.17(h) 1969), vet the Office of Education
cstimates that as many as ninety percent of the funded distriets have
used their Title I funds to supplant rather than supplement state and
local funds. OrricE oF Epnvcartion, U.S, DEP'T oF 5 .

& WeLFArE, THE COMMISSIONER'S ANNUAL REPORT To CoNg 27
See also NATIONAL ADvisory COUNCIL ON TiiE EpucatioN oF Dis-
ADVANTAGED CHILDREN, 1971 ANNUAL REPORT FOR THE PR NT AND TIE
CoNGRESS 2-3 (1971). If noneompliance continues, however, private law-
suits may spring up to redress these illegulitics. In an unreported opinion
of October, 1970, a district court in Maine held that parents of poor and
educationally dvantaged children had standing to seek enforcement
of Title I provisions, since they were the intended beneficiaries af the
statute. Colpitts v. Richardson, C.A. No. 1838 (D. Me, Oct. 20, 1970),
noted in 6 INEQUALITY IN_EDUCATION 85 (1970). (Settled by stipulation in
18971, 10 INEQUALITY IN EDpUcATION 35 (1971), The relief to be accorded
under such a suit may be difficult, for enforcement of the comparability
requirements could mean withholding of the federal funds rather than
compelling the school distriet to equalize its non-federal funds.

¥ In Hobson v. Hansen, 327 F. Supp. 844 (D.D,C, 1971), for example,
although the school board argued in court that differences in class size
and teacher experience were unrelated to student performance, testimony
was introduced that in requesting funds from the city council, the board
had consistently maintained that such variables did affect the quality
of education, Id. at 885, 857, )

0 What is clear is that when pavents, with the means to do so, choose

their childven’s schools, the ones they select, whether public or pri-
__ vate, usually cost more fo operate than the schaol they reject.
PRESIDENT'S COMM. ON ScHOoL FINANCE, supra note 1, at x.

1 Title I's stated purpose is to secure the expansion and improve-

ment of cducational programs “by various means . . . which contribute
particularly to meeting the special educational needs of cducationally de-
i children,” 20 U.8.C. § 241a (1970).
*= The requirements ave tailored to the federal objective; expenditures
and pupil/staff ratios need not be equalized among nonproject schools.
School boards can continue to administer different progr ms of different
costs in the nonproject schools so long as the Title I project schools are
comparable to the district-wide mean, ] o

Selection of Title I project schools is the responsibility of the local
educational ageney and is normally based on the percentage of children
from low-income familics living in a school attendance area. While there
is no limit to the number of schools which may be selected, the goal is to
provide comprehensive service to a limited number of children. The Title 1
investment per child should be equal to about one-half the expenditures
per child for regular school programs. Only where the whole school dis-
triet has a high concentration of children from low-income families and
there is no wide variance in concentration of such children may funds
be distributed to all schools in the distriet. OFFICE oF EpucaTioN, U.S.
Dep'tT or HEALTH, Epuc. & WELFARE, ESEA TITLE I Proc G

I iSE ] AM_GUIDE #44
(1968). “[Concentration] leaves two-thirds of Title I eligible students
unserved and many more poor children whose parents gross more than
$2,000-3,000 annually, ineligible,” NATIONAL ADVISORY COUNCIL ON THE
EDUCATION OF DISADVANTAGED CHILDREN, 1371 ANNUAL REPORT FOR THE
P'RESIDENT AND THE CoNGRESs 1 (1971),

# NATIONAL LpucaTioN FINANCE PROJECT, ALTERNATIVE PROGRAMS
roR FINANCING EpucaTioN 16, 32 (1971).

8 For example, achievement tests commonly do not measure the in-
culeation of values, attitudes, and behavior. Id.

%5 The statute requires ) ) ,

that effective procedures including provision for appropriate ohjective

measurcments of educational achievement, will be adopted for evaluat-

ing at least annually the effectiveness of the programs in mecting the

special educational needs of educationally deprived children.
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20 US.C. % 24le(a) (6) (1970).

5¢ Sece note 63 supra and accompanying text.

** Mosteller & Moynihan, supra note 20, at 51 n.*. ) )

** Performance contracting has not produced significant gains, accord-
ing to a government-financed Rand Corporation study. Wash. Post, Dee.
11, 1971, at A3, col. 5. Adequate experiments with vouchers have still to
be carried out. B

U Mosteller & Moynihan, supre note 20, at 51-52.

" U.8. Const. amend, XIV, § 1, i

" Yick Wo v. Hopkins, 118 U.S. 356, 369 (1886). o

2 Sec, c.g., Tussman & tenBrock, The Equal Protection of the Laws,
37 CALr. L. REv, 341 (1949): Note, Development in the Law—Equal
Protection, 82 Harv, L. REv. 1065 (1969). There are recent hints that the
Supreme Court may be adopting a third approach, See Note, Noew Teneta
in Old Houses: Changing Coneepts of Equal Protection in Lindsey v. Nor-
met, 58 VA, L. Rev. 930 (1972). ] ~ L _

i Sec Note, Development tn the Law—Equal Protection, 82 Harv. L,
Rev. 1085, 1087 (1969). But sce Note, New Tenets in Old Houses:
Changing Conecepts of Equal Protection in Lindsey v. Normet, 58 Va. L.
REv. 930, 941 (1972). o o

"1 See, ¢y, Korematsu v, United States, 323 U.8. 214 (1944).

¥ Horowitz, supra note 9, at 1156-G6.
5 Id. at 1165, , ,
. % He relied on Carrington v. Rash, 380 U.S. 89 (1965) ; Douglas v,
California, 372 U.S, 253 (1963); Griffin v. Illinois, 351 U.S, 12 (1956).

* See CooNs, CLUNE & SUCARMAN, supra note 3. ) _
"5 Cal. 3d 584, 487 P.2d 1241, 96 Cal. Rptr. 601 (1971). For the
other cases see notes 5-7 supra, B ] -
15 Cal. 3d at 604-10, 487 P.2d at 1255-59, 96 Cal. Rptr. at 615-19.
191 Id, at 610-11, 487 P.2d at 1260, 96 Cal. Rptr. at 620,

1z 351 U.S. 12 (1956). -

4 372 U.8. 353 (1963).

v 383 U8, 663 (1966).

1% 5 Cal. 3d at 614-15, 487 P.2d at 1263, 96 Cal. Rptr. at 623.

196 b Cal. 3d at 590, 487 P.2d at 1244, 96 Cal. Rptr. at 604 (emphasis
supplied) . ) o ) )

7 See, t.g., Katzenbach v, Morgan, 384 U.S, 641, 660-61 (1966) (dis-
senting opinion). o -

108 See, e.9., Shapiro v. Thompson, 394 U.S, 618 (1969) ; Harper v.
Virginia Bd. of Elections, 383 U.S. 663 (1966). o

1 Weber v. Aetna Casualty & Surety Co., — U8 — (1972) (dis-
senting opinion), ) ' o N

110 See, e.g., Brown v. Board of Educ., 347 U.8. 483, 493 (1954), )

1 See Comment, Equality of Education: Serrano v. Priest, 58 Va. L.
Rev. 161, 169 (1972).

112 397 U.8, 471 (1970).

113 Jd, at 485.

1 Jd, at 485-87.

115 405 1.5, 56, 74 (1972).

s Id,

13 Id, o o

15 See, ¢.g9., Coons, Clune & Sugarman, Educational Opportunity: A
Workable Constitutional Test for State Finaneial Structures, 57 CAL. L.
Rev. 305, 387-89 (1969). ) )

v 449 F.2d 871 (2nd Cir, 1971), cert. granted, 405 U.S. 916 (1972).

120 [, at 873, quating Complaint, XII(6).

121 449 F.2d at 873, ) , o

1 Id. at B76-77. In faet, the Sccond Circuit concluded that the
plaintiffs’ constitutional elaim was sufficiently weak that it did not justify
convening a three-judge court. )

24 See Comment, supre note 111, at 166-67, ) .

124 See, eg., Michelman, The Supreme Court, 1968 Term, Foreword:
On Protecting the Poor Through the Fourteenth Amendment, 83 Harv. L.
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Rev. 7 (1969).

123 Boddie v, Connecticut, 401 U.S. 371 (1971).

12¢ 402 1.8, 137 (1971).

127 Jd, at 139 n.2, o

128 Id, at 144 (dissenting opinion).

= Id, at 145,

14 See, c.g., THE QUALITY OF INEQUALITY: UmsaN & SUBURBAN
PusLIc ScupoLs (C U. Daly ed. 1968) ; Goldstein, Interdistrict Incqualitics
in School Financing:A Critical Analysis of Serrano v. Priest and ifs
Prageny, 120 U. Pa. L. REv, 504 (1972) ; Comment, supra note 111.

m_ T8, — (1972). i

132 Sec Brief of Amici Curiae in Support of Jurisdictional Statement
at 2-3, Ban Antonio Independent School Dist. v. Rodriguez, — U.8. —
(1972) (noting probable jurisdiction). o

14 In an carlier ease, a New York court held that parents could not
be punished for failing to send their children to an all black and Fuerto
Rican schoel that had a disproportionately low quantity of licensed
teachers. /n re Skipwith, 180 N.Y.S. 852 (Dom. Rel. Ct. 1958).

131 337 F. Supp. 844 (D.D.C, 1971).

15 Id, at 858.

1 313 I, Supp. 61, 90 (D. Colo. 1870), rev'd in part, 445 F.2d 990
(10th Cir. 1971), cert. granted, 404 U,8, 1086 (1972).

157 445 F.2d at 1004. ,

1% Hobson v. Hansen, 269 F. Supp. 401 (D.D.C. 1987), aff'd sub nom,
Smuck v. Hobson, 408 F.2d 175 (D.C. Cir. 1963) (en bane), further relief
granted, 320 F, Supp. 409 (D.D.C. 1970).

w445 F.2d at 1005,

Mo 327 F. Supp. at 860, 7

111 This conceptual framework is taken from Michelson, Equal Fro-
tection & School Resourees, 2 INEQUALITY IN EDUCATION 4, 10 (1969).

142 The notion of minimum protection, somectimes advanced as a
preferable substitute for equal protection, Michelman, supra note 124,
faces the samie difficultics. Michelson, supra note 141, at 15.

M3 CF, Cooper, State Takeover of Education Financing, 24 NAT. TAX
J. 837, 337-39 (1971).

11347 U.S. 483 (1954).

145330 U.S. 629 (1950).

146 339 U.5, 637 (1950). , )
U7 United States v. Jefferson County Bd. of Edue., 872 F.2d 836, 872
(5th Cir. 1966), aff'd en bane, 380 F.2d 385, cert. dewnded, 389 U.8. (1967) :
Rousselot, supra note 9, at 700. For an excellent analysis of the reasons
supporting attention to diseriminatory. purpose, see Brest, Palmer v.

* Thompson: An Approach to the Problem of Unconstitutional Legislative

Motive, 1971 Sup. CT. REV. 95, 116-81.

115 Mayor of Baltimere v, Dawson, 350 U.S, 877 (1955) (public beaches
and bathhouses); Holmes v. City of Atlanta, 350 .S, 879 (1955) (golf
courses) ; Gayle v, Browder, 852 U.8. 903 (1956) (buses); Johnson v
Virginia, 373 U.8. 61 (1963) (courtroom seating).

4 E.g., Hobson », Hansen, 268 F. Supp. 401 (D.D.C. 1967), aff’d sub
noni. Bmuck v, Hobson, 408 F.2d 175 (D.C. Cir. 1989).

180 See text at note 71 supra. N o

151 See, ¢.g,, Kelley v. Altheimer, 378 F.2d 483 (8th Cir, 1967); United
States v, Jefferson County Bd. of Edue, 372 F.2d 836 (5th Cir. 1866),
aff'd en bane, 380 F.2d 385, cert. dended, 389 U.S. 840 (1967). Otlier cases
are cited in Hobson, 327 F. Supp. at 863,

152 327 F. Supp. at 848-49,

15 313 F. Supp. at 77. ) , 3

15t In Hobson v. Hansen, the court’s use of tested reading skills was
apparently objected to by both plaintiffs and defendants. Dimond, School
Segregation in the North: There is But One Constitution, T Harv. Crv,
Ricurs—Civ. Lis. L. Rev. 1, 17 n.B2 (1972). The court did execlude build-
ing cxpenditures related to vandalism, age, and economies of scale be-
cause they were beyond the school board’s control, 327 F. Supp. at 847-48
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nn.3-4.

155 Cf. Rogers v: Paul, 382 U.8. 198, 199 (1965) (unavailability to
blacks of courses offered at w hite high sc:huul)

3 Both black and white students at the disfavored school should be
entitled to ehallenge the diserimination. Cf. Loving v. Virginia, 388 U.5. 1
(1967) ; McLaughlin v. Florida, 379 U.S. 184 (1964). ,
e Se Lo, Griffin v, Illmms 351 U.8. 12 (1")56); Douglas .
California, 372 U.5. 353 (1963).

Tin Admlttedlv, the Valtierra case, presents a significant challenge to
this argument. But Valiierre was concerned with defacto wealth djs-
crimination, and the majority opinion was swayed by the fact that a
referendum, a democratic procedure, was the only obstacle placed in the
way of low- -income housing.

e 118 U.S. 356 (1886).

we o, at 374.

1 364 U.5. 339 (1960).

16t Jd, at 340.

163 Jel, at 341. )

14 327 F, Supp. at 850.

166 Jol,

166 The Distri mt nf Columbia_school board also attempted, by ShD’Wlng’
substantial differcnees in expenditurcs among all schools, black or white,
to establish that dlspm ities did not correlate with the racial identity of
the schools, 327 F. Supp. at 8530. But again, presence of other variations
in a system does not effectively meot proof that among variations, white
achfmls consistently receive the superior resources.

" Alexander v, Louisiana, 405 U.5. 625 (1972). The accused had
ﬁff'erﬂd no proof of conscious dlsgnmnmtmn but showed that the parish
population eligible for jury scrvice was tW'Eth=DﬂE percent black, that
a questionnaire administerad by an all-white jury commission cleat{,d a
pool only fourteen percent black, that further seleetion procedures during
which prospective jurors were identified by race produced a pool seven
percent black, a venire for the defendant five percent black and a grand
vy that was all-white.. Jd. at 629-30.

188, at G30-31.

W Greater reluctance to draw the inference might be supported on the
ground that racial diserimination Is more prevalent than wealth dis-
crimination. Empirieal evidence would be necessary to sustain that hy-
pothesis; intuitively it scems unlikely.

170 387 F, Bupp. at 8H1.

171 Id. Actually, cvidence on the statistieal correlation betwev. prnr
pupil expenditures and median family income conflicted, but the court
found it unnecessary to resolve that factual issue because even the school
board’s figurcs did not meect the proof of racial correlations.

172 389 U8, 202 (1965), - ,

173 Bly, Legislative & Administrative Motivation in Coustitutional
Law, 75 YarLe L. J. 1205, 1264-65 (1870). Eut ¢f. Whitcomb v. Chavis,
403 1. 8. 124 (1971).

174 Alexander v. Louisiana, 405 U.8. 625, 632; See Larry P. v. Riles,
no. xxxx (N.D. Cal, filed June 21, 1972) (Where 1.Q. tests produee an
Educable Mentally Retarded ngram 66 percent black while the school
‘pﬁptu;atmn is 28,5 percent black, burden shifts to school district to justify
tosts

175 405 U.3, at 632,

176 118 1.8, at 374.

wi364 U, S, at 342, o

175 437 F.2d 1286 (6th Cir, 1971), af'd v» bu-» no, 29013 (5th Cir,
filed Mar. 27, 1972).

119 Jd, at 1288,

80 Id. at 1293 (eoncurring opinion).

1 458 F.2d 1167 (2d Cir. 1972).

182 Id. at 1176.

183 Jd. at 1177,
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184 Id

185 450 F.2d 725 (1st Cir. 1972).

186 I, at 733, ) .

185 Id, at 732 (emphasis supplied),

18 Ely, supra note 165, at 1255-61,

Y50 See Note 0 supra.

w02 5, Ct. 1724 (1972), ,

" Id. at 1732, In 1969, the Old Age Assistance Program was forty
percent black and Mexican-American, Aid for the Permaner tly and Totally

_ y I ( y-six percent,

and Aijdz to Families with Dependent Children was eighty-seven percent.

w2 I

3 Id. at 1732-33.

'+ That distinction may disappear, however, if the disparities among
schools result from the offering of different programs from school to
school, and all students have access to the program of their choice.

15 These are the 1969 figures. There were no substantial differences
in 1967 and 1968, Id. at 1732 n.17.

W Je, at 1732, , o

"% In fact, there was testimony in Jefferson that even welfare officials
were unawarc of the racial composition of the programs in Texas. Id.

% In Chanee, no contention of purposecful diserimination seems to

have been made, 458 F.2d at 1175. After Jefferson, plaintiffs in racial
impact cases are unlikely to concede the nonexistence of purposeful dis-
crimination. .

i 7" The Court emphasized this by quoting from James v. Valtierra:
“But of course a law-making procedure that ‘disadvantages’ a particular
group does not always deny equal protection.” 92 S. Ct. at 1733 n.18.

20 The program expires at the end of fiscal year 1973 unless Congress
extends it. 20 U.S.C. § 241b (1970). The ecurrent administration's prefer-
ence for revenue-sharing suggests some difficulties in extending the pro-
gram, but predictions are untimely in an election year. Sce Havemann,
note 65 supra. ) ) )

21 A remedy for proved intra-district discrimination should not pre-
sent the difficulties perceived in early challenges to inter-distriet dispari-
tics. Courts were reluctant to accept the measurable standard of equal
dollar expenditure per pupil beecause it would ignove variations in a
dollar’s purchasing power (somewhat less likely intra-district), the ob-
jeetive of preserving experimentation, and the existence of varying neceds
among students, Melnniz v. Shapiro, 293 F. Supp. 327 (N.D. Tl 1868),
aff'd mem, sub nom, Melnnis v. Ogilvie, 394 U.8. 322 (1969). Where
intra-distriet diserimination has been proved, a court can give the school
district opportunity to produce a different allocation without the dis-
crimination, or order equalization of the offending disparities pending
development of a new program, ) .

Clearly we lack any firm idea of the cost of sueh remedies in terms
of items like school administration costs, court administration costs, and
legal fees. Conceivably, such costs could exceed measurable gains, O'Neill,
Gray, & Horowitz, Educational Equality & Expenditure Equalization
Orders, 1 J. HUMAN RESoURcES, 307, 308 (1972). But to some extent it can
be said that the equal protection clause has ruled such costs irrelevant
where discrimination occurs. ) )

*2 The skeptic might question even this statement, At the beginning
of 1972, only 67 of 136 schools were in compliance with the order. The
other schools ranged from thirty percent above the district-wide average
to twenty percent below. The geopraphic pattern of disparities, however,
had disappeared. Wash. Post, Feb. 29, 1972, p. at Al, col. 4. More re-
shufling has now taken place. Wash. Post, May 2, 1972, at C1, col, 4.

. It should be noted that equalization of monetary resources among
schools could have particular importance for districts that move to com.-
munity control if individual scliools are given authority to determine
expenditures. See NATIONAL EDUCATIONAL FINANCE PROJECT, supra note
83, at 38-30. »




An Querextension of Equal Protection
Jo DESHA Lucas

During World War 1I the writer was enrolled for a brief
period of time in an .army program in the social sciences op-
erated by one of the eastern universities. One morning the in-
struetor was explaining to the class that the solution to the
world’s problems is largely dependent upon the instruction of
the population in liberal modes of thought. “A liberal,” he said,
“ig the kind of person who votes for school honds and does not
quibble about the cost.” At this juncture I rajsed my hand and
upon being recognized, I suggested that some particular com-
munity might not need a new school, or might need a new
sewer motre desperately. He did not actually call me a fascist,

of unenlightenment that holds back progress.

The plaintiffs in the first wave of school tax cases, and
to an extent the second wave, adopt this view that somehow
or another education is a thing apart from other activities of
government, and argue that there is some constitutional re-
quirement, derived from the geist, if not the words, of the
Equal Protection Clause, that the state act to achieve what is
referred to as equal educational opportunity.

The first wave, the so-called Mcinnis type cases, after
Mclnnis ». Ogilvie,' would read equal protection to require
that funds be distributed according to need, a sort of “sub-
stantive equal protection.” These cases were largely unsuc-

The author is Professor of Law, University of Chicapo.
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cessfu], smd sma]] wondm Whi]e no doubt in our systerﬂ;it is a

ﬂl'a;'ld\’ﬂl]t;l"'e‘.s Df gub gmups in the commumty the numba of
differences in advantage that exists among various sub-groups
is very large., Of course some are ignorant and some learned,
but so are some blind and some sighted, some strong and some
weak, some sick and some well, some poor and some rich, some
disturbed and some well adjusted, and so forth ad infinitum.
Since the cornerstone of the American Revolution was the
tundamental proposition that taxation is based upon the political
consent of the people through their representatives, the choice
of areas in which disadvantages are to be attacked through
the expenditure of publie funds in our system is made through
political consensus, For that reason, there can be no substantive
Equnhty Fmther whlle 1t is a lemtlmate acj\uty of govem-

pubh; is Gften iluzed w 1Lh chmceé as to whether the commumty
benefits more by bringing up the lowest in the group, or ad-
vancing the most able. If equality were the objective, of course

- this would be perverse, The general public advantage is a fac-

or, however, and in every state and many localities we spend
vast sums on subsidizing the most able through the provision
of higher education facilities which cannot be used directly
by those who in one sense of the word “need” education most.
So, 100, do we spend money on the development of competitive
athletic teams, money that might have been spent on develop-
ment of the bodies of the puniest children in the school.

There is no need to multiply examples. The determination
of “public purpose” is surely largely a matter of democratic
decision, and surely the mere fact that one group or another
henefits - in varying degree from the expenditure of public
funds in one program or another, or that there is no precise
balance between burden, need, and benefit, is not the predicate
for a claim of gcns’tltutlcnal deprivation,

The second wave of eases, the so-called Serrano type, after
Serrano v, Priest,* represents a somewhat more sophisticated
attempt to tie the Equal Protection Clause to de facto differ-
ences in support for public schools in different areas of the
state. These cascs proceed on a number of assumptions. The
first is that the Equal Protection Clause applies, at least as it
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relates to education in the public schools, to the state as an
entity. The second is that equal protection is denied to the
taxpayer when a given millage per dollar of taxable property
does in another. Third, it is argued that the school children
in the districts with the lower tax yield per child from a con-
stant millage are denied equal protection. Fourth, the assump-
tion is indulged that “poor” children live in districts with low
totals of taxable property, and consequently it is argued-that
the local property tax system of school financing is, de facto, a
wealth classification, to be viewed with particular suspicion.

In dealing with the long term implications of these cases,
it is to be noted that while they drop the “need” implication
of the Melnnis type cases, they still depend to a large extent on
the “holy cow” designation of public education. This is so be-
cause the general application of the Equal Protection Clause

tions of local government in the United States. In this connec-
tion it should be borne in mind that the arguments advanced
in these cases, though they arise in the context of the asserted
unfairness of the local property tax, and their flames are fed
by homeowners in distriets with high property tax rates, really
have nothing to do with high property tax as distinet from
other taxes locally imposed, for they are all bottomed on alleged
the rate-yield ratio per school child. Thus, if the local taxes
were imposed upon sales, or upon income, the differences be-
tween total income in the distriet, or total sales in the district,
and those in some other district would be just as inevitable
as the present differences in the total of taxable property.

With this preface I should like to talk briefly about the
relationship of the Equal Protection Cldause to the five under-
lying premises of the Serrano type cases: (1) the Equal Pro-
tection Clause and local government generally; (2) the Equal
Protection Clause and geographical classifications for tax pur-
poses; (3) the Equal Protection Clause and geographical classi-
fieations of services or benefits; (4) the Equal Protection Clause
and classifications as to wealth; and (5) the Equal Protec-
tion Clause and education.
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THE EQUAL PROTECTION CLAUSE AND
LOCAL GOVERNMENT GENERALLY

The Constitution of the United Stategs nowhere mentions
local government. This reflects, no doubt, the view that the
task of the draftsmen was limited to the distribution of powers
between nation and state and that the internal distribution of
power was a matter of local concern only. This view is buttressed
by the terms of the Tenth Amendment, which reserves the
powers not conferred upon’ the national government to “the
States” and to “the People,” leaving the people of the states
free to design “republican” government that limited the exer-
cise of the reserved powers by the state. Over the years, the
people of the states have taken frequent advantage of the
power to change their state-local power distribution, a number
adopting home rule provisions of one sort or another, and
selectively with the management of local concerns.

Independent of these constitutional provisions allocating
authority between units of government, of course legislative
delegation of governmental powers to counties, cities, towns,
and a variety of special function districts has heen common
this decentralization principle as “one which almost seems a
part of the very nature of the race to which we belong.”* One
does not have to go so far to recognize that decentralization of
decision making has played an important role in American
democratic government. This is true partly because state legis-
latures have always been ill equipped to make decisions as to
what vegulations or what expenditures will henefit individual
communities throughout the state, and partly because it per-
mits local consensus to develop where state-wide consensus
would be difficult or impossible, indeed, in some early cases
predating the home rule movement it was suggested that the
right to manage local affairs without legislative interference
was an inherent one.!

Prior to the adoption of the post civil war amendments, the

Constitution contained no peg on which to hang an attack upon
the power of the state to delegate authority to local subdivisions.
It is to be noted, however, that both the Due Process and Equal
Protection clauses of the Fourteenth Amendment prohibit the
state from depriving any person of life, liberty or property
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without due process, and from denying to any person within its
jurisdiction the equal protection of the laws. If emphasis is

put upon the word “state” and upon “its,” and ‘“jurisdiction”

ment.

Since equality under the Equal Protection Clause has been
nieasured by the standard of reasonable classification. of course
this would leave considerable room for difference of treat-
ment. There could be geographical classification when the classi-
fication was justified by geographieal differences, such as densi-
ty, of population, geological characteristics, and the like.
Presumably, however, the difference must be justified by some
rational connection to a legitimate end of government action.
GGeographical classifications of this sort have been before the

Supreme Court on a number of oceasions. Thus in Missouri v.
Lewis,® in 1879, residents of 3t. Louis offered challenge to a
statute enacted by the Missouri legislature creating a special
court of appeals in the city and county of St. Louis and three
other counties and limiting appeals from its decisions to the
supreme court of the state, while permitting right of appeal
to the supreme court in all other counties of the state, The
plaintiffs contended that limitation of appeal to the supreme
court could result in conflicting decisions, one binding on the
residents of some parts of the state and the other on residents
of other parts. The Court noted that no conflicting decisions
had bheen shown to exist, but added that there is no federal
constitutional principle requiring the state to provide a single
hierarchical court system to assure the .absence of conflicting
decisions. It saved the case of race or class diserimination affect-
ed by creating separate jurisdictions. Similarly, in Salzburg v.

" Maryland,” in 1954, the Court upheld a statute which in effect

adopted the then “federal” rule on exclusion of illegally obtained
evidence, but provided that the common law rule should obtain
in gambling cases in Anne Arundel County. And it has been
held that th. state may impose a tax upon the inhabitants of a
single county for the improvement of a harbor,” and may
create a park distriet with power to levy taxes upon the com-
munity, though its members are appointed by the local probate
judge.®

As to the creation of local government units, the determina-



136 Two Critical Issues In Schoel Finance

tion of their boundaries, and the disposition of their property,
the Court has recognized that in the nature of things there can
be no precise equality and consistently has refused to interfere,
though particular persons have been disadvantaged, or units
treated differently. Thus in Hunter v. Pittsburgh, annexation
of a satellite community to the city of Pittsburgh was chal-
lenged on the ground that the residents had already been
taxed for the provision of facilities that were yet to be provided
in the city, thus subjecting the residents to double taxation.
The Court held that this contention stated no constitutional
claim since it could not be said that the residents of the smaller
community would not receive some benefit from-inclusion and
they had no right to be in any particular subdivision of the

ex rel Panama Production Co. v. Texas City," the Court re-
fused to intervene to prevent annexation of a body of water to
the city, over the contention that it could not possibly benefit.

There have been three sets of cases in which the Court has
departed from the rule in Hunter. The first of these include
the cases in which the state has manipulated local boundaries
for the purpose of infringing constitutional rights. Typical is
Graham v. Folsom' in which the state extinguished a township
and the argument was made that the debts of the township
died with it. The Court held that since there were county offi-
cers who could levy taxes in the area, mandamus would lie to
require a levy to discharge the obligations, thus making it plain
that while the power of the state to create and abolish its own
political subdivisions, and to determine their boundaries, is
very broad, this power may not be used to defeat the applica-
tion of the Contracts Clause of the Constitution,

In Gomillion v. Lightfoot,** the Alabama legislature passed
an Aet changing the boundaries of the city of Tuskeegee from
square to a twenty-seven sided shape achieved by excising from
the city limits practically every one of its Negro residents. In

an opinion by Mr. Justice Frankfurter and joined by seven

other justices, the Supreme Court held the Act unconstitutional.
My, Justice Frankfurter reasoned that the purpose and effect
of the Act being to eliminate the Negro vote in the city, it was
a violation of the Fifteenth Amendment. The defendants in the
case had relied strongly on the decision in Hunter v. Pittsburgh,
in which the Court had made a sweeping statement about the
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unfettered power of the state over its subdivisions. In reject-
ing the application of Hunter to the facts of the case, M.

Justice Frankfurter pointed out that the statement in that
case must be read in the light of the particular constitutional

deprivation alleged, the right not to have the boundaries alter-
ed in a way that would raise the plaintiff’s taxes, a right not
guaranteed by the Constitution. With Hunter, he compared
Graham v. Folsom, involving a contractual right protected by
the LDnh acts Glause Sm;e Lhe state cauld lmt use the powa cf
plotected by one clause in the Gonstltutlon he 1eascmed 1t ccmld
not use that power to defeat a right protected b_y)ancthmi

Thus the rights of the plaintiffs under the Fifteenth Amendment
could not be denied by the ingenious method of carving up a ¢ity,

Mr. Justice Whittaker concurred in an opinion in which he
placed the violation on the Equal Protection Clause. To him
the Act was an arbitrary denial of the city’s services to per-
sons of a particular race. He could not see how there was a
denial of the right to vote, as a person has a right to vote only
in the juzisdicticn in which he ﬁnds himself Vlawed eithel

racial dlscllmmatmn Smce the Hzmtev case was algued unde;
the Due Process Clause, the Court’s opinion cannot be read as
suggesting that boundary determinations may not be disguised
discriminations in violation of the Equal Protection Clause,
and EEltaiIﬂY ]ata cases thd ﬂatly that they can, In Wkitcamb
IIlEIIlel 1eplesentatmn d1st11c:ts 80 as to minimize or cancel
uut the VOtlng Stleng‘th of 1ac1al or pnhtmal elements of the

in Ke,ye,.s . Qenvgr Schﬂol Dzstnct.“ Whlle the Ifeyes case
dealt with the fixing of boundaries for attendance within a
single district, no doubt the principle is applicahly to the
creation of gerrymandered districts as well

Aside from these decisions identifying purposeful discrimin-
ation guised in the form of geography, the Supreme Court has
maintained a rigid hands off position on the creation and design
of political subdivisions exercising the power to levy taxes
and spend money for public purposes, To date it has not seen
fit to interfere even in cases in which the result of boundaries
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neutrally drawn have resulted in so-cailed de facto segrega-
tion.® This issue in all likelihood will be before the Court

the district court ordered econsolidation of the Richmond system
with those of the two contiguous counties to achieve a greater
measure of desegregation in the area despite the fact that the
were not drawn for purposes of segregation.'” The case was
recently argued in the Fourth Circuit, '

Twice the Court has affirmed three judge district court
decisions declining to deeclare the local property tax system
for support of schools in violation of the Equal Protection
Clause as diseriminating against the vesidents of property
poor districts.”®

The second set of cases in which there has heen judicial
intervention in the ereation of local taxing units and the fixing
of their boundaries deals with the creation of special tax dis-
tricts designed to effect local improvements to real property.
In such cases the Court has made it plain that the requirement
equated to henefit, cannot be avoided by manipulation of the
houndaries of the districts subject to assessment. The problem
is illustrated by a comparison between Davidson v. New
Orleans,' in 1877, and Myles Salt Co. v. Iberia Drainage Dis-
triet in 1916. In the Dawvidson case, the Court upheld the
parishes, disposing of the benefit argument by observing that
it is impossible to say who benefits from the drainage of swamp
lands. In Myles Salt, however, the record showed that the
plaintiff’s land was situated on a hill and was affected by rapid
run-off, and the Court took it as established that the land could
in no way benefit from drainage aud held that accordingly it
could not be included in the taxing district. The decision made
it elear that the land was included for the purpose of imposing
a tax for special benefit under circumstances precluding any
stich benefit.

The third set of cases are those involving representative
distriets, In these cases, beginning with Baker v. Carr,” in
1962, the Supreme Court has held that the Equal Protection
Clause requires equal representation in the statc’s deliberative
assemblies, and therefore, if representatives are elected from
geographical districts, the ratio of representatives to popula-
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tion must be substantially the same in each district. It is to be
noted that these cases deal with statewide decision making.
They do not deal with the power to delegate governmental
powers to, local governments, or differences that stem from the
exercise of that power, While the general principle of equal
of local government in a somewhat more relaxed fashion,*
it has no application to interjurisdictional differences.
geographical subdivisions and to delegate to them the power
to tax and spend for public purposes. While this power may
not be used as a subterfuge to hide an unconstitutional dis-
erimination, or to avoid a statewide constitutional duty, it is
only in the plainest cases that the Supreme Court has inter-
fered with its exercise. It remains to examine the cases in
which differences in treatment stem from the action of local
government,

It is clear that the acts of a municipal corporation are
state action for the purposes of the Fourteenth Amendment,
That is to say that within its jurisdiction a municipal corpora-
tion may no more deny due process or equal protection than
the state can. It goes without saying, however, that if it is not

subdivisions, no denial of equal protection can stem from the
mere fact that two such subdivisions exercise their delegated
power differently. When the same authority treats persons or
classes of persons differently without reason, there is a denial
of equal protection, though either rule would be otherwise
proper. The unconstitutionality in such a case lies in the un-
justified difference in treatment rather than in the illegality of
the treatment of either. When one jurisdiction acts in one way,
and another in another way, the difference is not the product
of irrational classification, but simply of difference of opinion
as expressed in local democratic decision. Thus the fact that
diffevent regulations, different taxes, and different services are
in force simultaneously in different communities cannot be
looked upon as a denial of equal protection without destroying
local government altogether. This accounts for the fact that all
of the boundary cases have proceeded as attacks upon initial
inelusion as a denial of due process, or upon local action after
inclusion as a denial of equal protection. -
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THE EQUAL PROTECTION CLAUSE
AND LOCAL TAXATION

These principles have been applied repeatedly in the area
of local taxation. Indeed the logic under lying the decisions has
peculiar force in the taxing area. The cases have held (1) that
it is within the power of the legislature to delegate to munici-
pal corporations the authority to tax for any public purpose,
and (2) that there is no constitutional right to be taxed in the

same way or in the same amount independent of the unit in
which one finds himself. In a sense this is. to say the same
thmg in different ways, for if the local unit of government can
be delegated the power to tax within its geographical limits,
of necessity its residents will bear a tax not borne in other
units that have not imposed such a tax. The Supreme Court
has regularly upheld the imposition of local taxes. In Gundling
v. City of Chicago,® in 1909, the plaintiff challenged the im-
position of a license tax of $100 on vendors of cigarettes within
the city. The tax was upheld. In Bradley ». City of Richmond,®
chalienge was made to a city ordinance imposing a classified
privilege tax varying from $10 to $800 depending upon the
type of business. The Court noted that of course the city, as
well as the state, : regulated by the Fourteenth Amendment,
and therefore the classification of businesses must be reason-

‘able, but finding nothing arbitrary in the scheme at issue it

held that no constitutional inhibition existed that would pre-
vent the state from delegating to the city the authority to im-
pose such a tax or make such a classification.

It should be noted that the taxes involved in the Gundling
and Bradley cases were for general revenue purposes, to be
spent in the discharge of whatever powers were delegated to
the cities involved. Therefore the question of public purpose
was not at issue. Since real estate tax levies are more often
earmarked, this question has arisen most frequently in cases
dealing with such exactions. In Kelly v. Pittsburgh,® in 1881,
the pl;l.intif‘f 1esisted the payfnent of IDQ;LI mopefty tfr\es after

E'{penchtuws The ta‘ies that were .;1t issue were 1'01 n'eneml
city purposes, for the building of municipal buildings, for
streets within the city, for schools, and for water and fire pro-
tection. In upholding the taxes, the Court observed.
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It may be true that he does not receive the same
amount of benefit from some or any of these taxes as do
citizens living in the heart of the city. It probably is
true, from evidence found in the record, that his tax
hears a very unjust relation to the benefits received as
compared with its amount. But who can adjust with
p1euse aCEUlElLY the amount which e*‘u:h mdmdua} m
It or can 1113111‘& in thls lespect a})sct}ute equa]lty of bm§
dens, and fajrness in their distribution among those
who must bear them? ) - o

We cannot say judicially that Kelly reeeived no
benefit from the city organization. These streets, if
they do not penetrate his farm, lead to it. The wate31=
works will probably reach him some day, and may be
near enough to him now to serve him on some occasion.
The ELhDDlS may receive his children, and in this regard
he can be in ne worse condition than those living in the
city who have no children, and yet who pay for the sup-
port of the schools, Every man in a county, a town, a
city, or a State is deeply interested in the education of
the children of the community, because his peace and
quiet, his happiness and prosperity, are largely depend-
ent upon the intelligence and moral training which it is
the object of the public schools to supply to the children
of his neighbors and associates, if he has none himself.

The DﬂlCélS whose duty it is to punish and prevent
crime are paid out of the taxes. Has he no interest in
maintaining them, because he lives further from the
court-house and poh;e station than some others?

There is some old state court authority for the proposition that
lccal tafes must he impased for pu;pases that are mun’ieipai
ez;penchtma for supplements to the pay of sglchers who had
defended the town during the War of 1812 was ultra vires,
sinr;'e it is no pmpase of a tawn 'tc’) 1*;1ise ;u'mies and pay their
Expend its funds to affe1 a lewazd ior the ;1PPIE;IIEHSIDH and
ccnvict’ion of the pezsﬂn wh() haci mm‘dereﬂ the t:hief Qf police

che; cases h_ave been less 1est11¢:t1ve:" In any c:a,sei however,
what is a municipa] pmpcse depends upon st;;te klw subjeet

s,peual pmpases (m the pmtlc:u}al cases fcn, the ccunty faxrﬂ
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and pauper relief) raises no substantial federal question. No
one ever seems to have argued-the bald proposition that public
schools are not a municipal as well as a state purpose and
therefore, municipal corporations may not be given the authority
to raise and spend money for public schools. It is to be noted
in this connection that in Kelly, the Court made specific ref-
erence to local interest in education such as will support local
taxes, and upheld the imposition of the locul taxes partly on
this very ground.

The principle that a person may not object to being placed
in a particular subdivision of the state merely on the ground
that his taxes will be higher than they were prior to the change

division, was stated squarely in Hunter v. Pittsburg, already
adverted to, and reiterated in Gomillion ». Lightfoot.

It is suggested in the Rodriguez case that the unfairness
involved in the local property tax system lies in the fact that
the imposition of a given millage in the “property poor” district
produces less money per school child than the same millage
would produce in the “property rich” distriet. This is true, of
course, but it does not follow that the taxpayer has been dis-
criminated against in the constitutional sense. The tax has
been democratically imposed, and the money has been spent
for a public purpose. The community has received a dollar's
worth of education for a dollar in taxes. In the sense suggested
in the Kelly case, the taxpayers have received a dollar’s worth
of benefit. If all municipal corporations in the state were re- .
apportioned every year according to the total amount of tax-
able property located within thém, and they were all made
equal in this regard, the school taxes, or else the expenditure
per pupil, would still vary, for different communities would
still contain different numbers of school children., The different
amount raised per child, therefore, has nothing to do with
differences in the levy of the tax, but with the level of educa-
tional need in the community., In this connection it should be
noted that while school taxes are often separately stated, the
total property tax bill is the product of a division of projected
expenditures for al/l public purposes into the total assessed
value of property in the community. Thus, as to the taxpayer,
at least, there is nothing unique about the school tax, for his
tax rate varies with perceived need in all service eategories.
One community may have more school age children per dollar



An Overextension of Equal Protection 148

of assessed value of property. Another may have more crime,
more mosquitoes, more aged, more poor, more pollution, water
in need of more expensive purification, or may have levees to
maintain to protect against flood, or snow to remove from the
streets. Thus to spread the school taxes according to need, and
not similarly to adjust other taxes would worsen the position
of the resident of a community with a small educational prob-
lem and large problems of other sorts. Take the city of Chieago,
for example. The ratio of taxable property to the number of
school children is slightly more favorable than the general
average throughout the state. On the other hand, the need for
other urban services in Chicago is such that the total tax rate
in the city is relatively high compared with many communities
with fewer non-educational problems. Were school expenditures
to be equalized throughout the state and the costs spread upon
property statewide with no attention to other community needs,
it is quite obvious that the taxpayer in the dormitory com-
munity with minimal general services but 2 high number of
school children would benefit partly at the expense of urban
residents whose property must bear the burden of solving
many problems other than public education.

Thus, while it is undoubtedly true that communities vary
greafly in total resources, and in total demands on those re-
sources, there is no reason to believe that viz-a-viz the loecal
taxpayer the equalization of burden statewide as to the cost
of a single function would result in a greater level of equality
or a fairer system of distributing costs of government than we
now have. But be this as it may, to date the Supreme Court
decisions indicate that the Due Process Clause interdicts simple
robbery of one for the private benefit of another, but permits
an organized eommunity, state or local, to levy taxes for publie
purposes, independent of any direct and provable benefit to a
particular taxpayer, and the Equal Protection Clause requires
only that within the community levying the tax the distribu-
tion of burdens be based on some rational basis. Surely public
schools are a public purpose, and several times the Court has
held that property taxes may be levied for the purpose of op-
erating them,

THE EQUAL PROTECTION CLAUSE AND
! LOCAL EXPENDITURES
The problem of expenditure classifications is closely con-
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nected, of course, with the problem of taxation, for taxes may
be levied only for a public purpose, that is to say with an eye
to some expenditure. It has been seen, however, that there
necd be no very direct connection between burden and benefit.
Of course there cannot be any such close connection, for often
the very purpose of taxing and spending is to correct some felt
inequality. That the Equal Protection Clause requires reason-
held in Brown v. Board of Education as to public schools. More
recently, it has been held that distribution of welfare payments
is governed by equal protection principles.® As in the case of
taxation, however, great fatitude is permitted. It has already
been pointed out that it is impossible to have every program
benefit all persons and all classes alike. Education is a perfect
example. Even within the same jurisdiction, every school build-
ing cannot be built at the same time, and even if they were,
some would deteriorate faster than others. Unless books are to
be thrown away after each using, some must get old books while
others get new ones. Since teachers differ in ability, some stu-
dents get experienced ones and others get heginners. Since
seniority is a factor in compensation, the students whose teach-
ers have been in the system a long time have more spent upon

and so forth ad infinitum. Since no precise equality is possible,
and since measures of overall equality of treatment are want-
ing, courts have been very reluctant to interfere. The problem

», Board of Educations:™

We may add, that while all admit that benefits and
burdens of public taxation must be shared by citizens
without- diserimination against any class on account of
their race, the education of the people in schools main-
tained by state taxation is a matter belonging to the
respective States, and any interference on the part of
the federal autharity with the management of such
schools cannot be justified except in the case of the rights
secured by the suprenie iaw of the land.

It is to be noted that he speaks of “benefits and burdens” of
publie taxation, and sharing by citizens. The principle is that
while public policy may dictate that government take from
some for the benefit of others, both the formula for taking and
the formula for giving must be grounded upon a rational basis.
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It has been seen that in the case of taxation, a member of the

organized community eannot object to being taxed, though no
similar amount is exacted from members of other communities,

because it cannot be said that he derives no benefit from public
expenditures. By parity of reasoning, the members of an organ-
ized community cannot complain if some other community
provides services to its members not provided in his own, for
his community is not subject to taxation to pay for them. Again,
the very purpose of the creation of the organized community
is to permit the residents to tax themselves for services not
provided by the state, or to supplement the amounts provided
by the larger community.

The utility of this arrangement is apparent. In a country
founded on the cry that taxation without representation is
tyranny, the imposition of taxes and the expenditure of public
funds must await political consensus. This may take place in
the state legislature, of course, and the state may assume the
function of providing services statewide. To require that it
must take place in the legislature, however, is to assure that
until it does the population must provide such services out of
private funds, or do without. The local government system
permits consensus to take place in local communities when it
cannot be reached statewide. Thus in the case of =chool taxes,
the levy of taxes in one community for the purpose of pro-
viding better schools than can be agreed upon ‘in the legislature
deprives the residents of some other community of nothing to
which they are entitled, for to prohibit the local levy would in
no way improve the schools in the second community, and they
are in no way called upon to pay for the better schools in the
first,

Differences in expenditures for services vary for a num-
ber of reasons. Failure of consensus has been mentioned. Of
course the relative resources in the community are a factor.
Where the ratio of property to school children is low, and su-
staining a given level of expenditure per child will result in a
correspondingly high millage, there is a pressure against ex-
penditure greater than there is where less tax effort will raise
more money per child. It is to be recognized, however, that if
we take the child to be the person within the jurisdiction, and

“the state to be the jurisdiction, the difference in treatment be-

tween children in different communities would be identical
whether the local vote was predicated upon the necessity to
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raise taxes one mill or two, and whether it was caused by varia-
tions in local resources or hy differences in local preferences
for education against some other service, Surely if equal treat-
ment is required by the constitution, it cannot be voted away
by the school hoard. ;

When differences in local expenditures are the vesult of
local preferences, the community which spends the least is
usually happy with its lower services because it has lower
taxes. At least the taxpayers are happy. As pointed out, how-
ever, the parents of school children, who may be a minority,
will not be happy, and will continue their efforts to shift the
decision to the state legislature where they may be a majority.
When the differences are attributable to lack of resources, they
may be joined by the non-parent taxpayers who are burdened
with high taxes that yield a small amount per child. In this
connection it should be noted that while there are “rich” school
distriets and “poor” districts within every state, there are also
“pich” states and “poor” states. Since the citizen of the local
community is represented in ali three levels of government,
he will turn in the direction in which he helieves there is the
highest probability of achieving a political consensus.

No doubt this hierarchical political maneuvering has not
achieved absolute equality in public expenditures, tax burdens,
or public services. It cannot be said, however, that it does nc.
work. Sehonl finance is an excellent example. In 1928-29, local
funds provided 82.7% of support for elementary and secondary
schools, the states providing 16.9%, and the federal government
less than half of one percent. By 1967-1968, local tax support
had dropped to 52.7%. State funds constituted 38.5%, and
federal support had risen to 8.8%. Taking a longer span of
years, between 1902 and 1969, state aid grew from 45 million
dollars to 15 billion, and federal aid from one million to over
4 billion.

What has been said of school finance can be said as well
of welfare payments. As it became apparent that the county
farm and the city poor house could not deal with the volume,
the funds for welfare have come increasingly from state and
federa) taxes. From 1902 to 1969, state expenditures went from
nothing to nearly 4 billion dollars, and federal expenditures
from one million to nearly six and a half billion.

Federal programs in support of urban housing and police
and court functions bespeak the same process. State subsidies -



An Querextension of Equal Protection 147
to local governments for general purposes reached 2 billion
dollars in 1969, ranging from nothing in four states to half a
hillion dollars in New York. The federal government, through
the model cities program, is also involved, and there is per-
sistent talk of general revenue sharing. Special disadvantaged
areas, such as the Appalachian region, have been singled out
for assistance, and federal aid is disbursed to school distriets
having high concentrations of “disadvantaged pupils.”

In the publi¢ school area, the state has in effect placed a
floor under the amounts spent for education. In 1967- 1968, the
amounts spent from state funds for each student ranged. from
$369 in Mississippi to $1077 in New York. The direction of
the school tax cases is to require that all school spending de-
cisions be made by the state legislature and by Congress, and
at least with respect to state expenditures, to require that any
differences among communities be justified by the process of

rational classification of recipients statewide. This would be
accomplished, of course, by a simple decision to the effect that
the power to levy school taxes cannot be delegated to municipal
corporations, Unless the court would be prepared to determine
the level of expenditures, however, it is well to remember that
expenditures per child would be limited to the amount that
could be agreed upon statewide, and there would be nothing
to prevent the legﬂslature from providing $369 to public schools,
leaving the people with incomes high enough to support it to
seek education for their children on the free market. Thus,
ultimately such a decision might not achieve equality of educa-
tional opportunity at all. Further, since all public services are
provided from the resources of the community, even if the
courts were prepared to enforce equal and quality education
fm all, it would mer;hanically 1educe amounts avmlable for

for the cammumty W1th more than average resources per school
child, but-higher than average non-educational problems, would.
be called upon to contribute an increased amount toward the
-education of the childven in other communities, and left to
solve its other problems with diminished resources. Lest this
be thought of as inconsiderable, it should be noted that in 1969,
the per capita local expendituves of cities over a million for
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education averaged $85.45 compared with a figurc of $11.80
in cities of less than 50,000, or seven times as much, Expendi-
tures for public welfare in cities over a million averaged $88.48,
compared with §$1.24 per capita in cities under 50,000, or
twenty-nine times as much. Similarly cities over a million spent
twenty times as much for health, and fifteen times as much for
housing and urban renewal, and roughly twice as much for
most other services. This is the crux of the whole home rule

tions of problems, They are union ridden and suffer from other
causes of high cost. While the representation cases have made
them less subject to rural dominated legislatures, as it turns
out suburban areas were probably more under-represented
than they were and it seems unlikely that foreing them to plead
with state legislatures by limiting their power to impose local
taxes for local purposes will improve their position. In any
event, any statewide agreement that they can achieve by their
increased representation is open to them without limiting their

THE EQUAL PROTECTION CLAUSE AND
“WEALTH” CLASSIFICATIONS.

It is suggested in the Serrano and Rodriguez cases that
the local property tax system for financing schools is a classifi-
cation based on wealth, and therefore to be closely serutinized.
The standard to be applied to such a classification, it is said,
is not mere rationality, but reasonable necessity to the ac-
complishment of some legitimate end. The authority for this
special treatment of classifications based upon wealth lies in
two lines of cases. The first is the line dealing with wealth
classifications and the right to vote. The other is the line of
cases dealing with the rights of indigent litigants in courts
of law.,

The voting cases hold that payment of a poll tax may not
be made a condition to exercise of the franchise,* and that the
right to vote may not be made dependent upon ownership of
property.® These cases deal with a political right quite simple
of definition,® and the classification found invalid was imposed
by a single jurisdiction and related directly to the wealth of
the persons classified.
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The cases dealing with equal access to the courts hold that
an indigent defendant appealing from his conviction must be
provided with a transeript of the proceedings in the trial
court, and with counsel on appeal,® and that even in civil
cases the state may not in effect deny access to the courts by
indigents by imposing high filing fees, or onerous security
“requirements that are not necessary for the protection of ad-
verse parties.™ As in the voting cases, the relationship between
If the litigant is indigent, he must try his appeal without a
transeript or attorney to represent him, or in the case of the
filing fee or security requirement, must forego the appeal
altogether. It is to be noted that all these cases are limited in
their effect to the case of indigents. They do not purport to
require that the state adjust financial inequalities along the
entire income range. While the indigent must be provided with
counsel, there has been no suggestion that counsel be paid the
highest figure paid by any litigant in the courts, nor that
counsel assigned to indigents generally receive as much on the
average as all counsel privately retained. Nor is there any
suggestion that because lawyers in a given community ave
paid less for their services than they may be in some other,
or may be less competent on the average that the indigent is
entitled to legal services as good as any obtainable anywhere.

Thus the counsel and transcript cases do not purport to
hold that all differences attributable to the vicissitudes of loca-
tion be adjusted with precision.

In the area of taxing and spending, there has never heen
any requirement that any precise distribution of either burden
or benefit to he made according to wealth. Indeed the com-
munity abounds with programs that preclude participation by
persons who do not have enough income to pay the $1.50 poll
tax-involved in Harper v. Virginia Board of Elections® or the
%15 to $50 charge for service involved in Boddie v. Connecti-
cut* Most state operated facilities for higher education are
financed to some extent by tuition payments, Every state, and
national park that is approachable only by automobile or com-
mercial transportation is beyond the reach of distant indigents.
Those who cannot afford the tolls on toll roads and bridges
must bear the inconvenience of travel on the back roads. Those
who cannot afford a subway token walk.

Thus, while the general impact of taxing and spending’
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is balanced to some extent to the advantage of lower income
groups, it has never been suggested that every program hene-
fit the poor at the expense of the rich, or that every program
be equal in its impact regardless of the income of the user.
Unlike higher education, it is usual today that elementary
and secondary education is provided from general tax revenues
and made available free to all members of the taxing distriet.
This has not always been so, of course, and in Cumming v.
Bourd of Education,” in 1889, Mr. Justice Harlan saw no
constitutional deprivation in the abolition of the local Negro
lun'h s::h-:ml w hexl thae were in the vu:mrl:y private schools
chmrrl,ng, It is 1101_: necessmy to pondm over the questmn
whether the Equal Protection Clause has expanded to the point
at whiceh tuition charges in public schools would fall within the
Griffin rationale as a classification that puts schooling beyond
the purse of the poor. The fact of the matter is that the local
property tax financing system is not such a classification. In-
deed it is not a classification of rich and poor within the juris-
diction levying the tax, since the service is made available to
all within the jurisdietion without regard to wealth. Viewed
statewide, it is not a classification according to wealth. Thus,
the pﬂDI pmson in the distxiet With large grosz resources re-

If one tal]{s of the ta}g 1mpact thg person in the pc:oler dlstrlct
who owns much property may be the loser, for the local com-
munity has recourse to his purse and he must pay a larger
amount for the education of other people’s children than is paid
to sustain the same level of educational expenditure provided
in districts with a more favorable ratio of property to school
children.

Further, since commercial and industrial property bear
the same tax imposed upon residential property, there is no
necessary connection between the wealth, or even the property,
of persons living within a school district and the total tax
resources of the district. In suburbs of similar income level,
the movement of a factory, or the bul]dmg of a shopping center,
will alter the property/pupil ratio in a way that will affect the
tax rate or the level of services locally supportable,

In this connection it is interesting to note that schemes
of state-wide school support might result in a more direct
shift in benefits and burdens to the disadvantage of lower in-
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come groups than one can recognize in the present system. If
the state {axes were raised by increases in sales taxes and busi-
ness taxes, for example, causing a shift to consumers, it is
entirely possible that while geographical differences in avail-
ahle expenditures per child would be eliminated, the benefit/
burden position of the poor would not be improved, and in
many instances it would be worsened.

Of course it is within the power of the Congress to spend
money with the objectivé of eliminating geographical pockets
of poverty, witness the programs in the Tennessee Valley, the
programs in Appalachia, and various school support programs
in districts with a large percentage of low income families.
Equally, it is within the power of the state to do so, witness
the universal state aid programs. But as Mr. Justice Harlan

“[SJurely, there would be no basis for attacking a state law
which provided benefits for the needy simply because those
benefits fell short of the goods or services that others could
purchase for themselves.” Just as surely, legislation permitting
the poor in each community to tax the rich to provide more
equal educational services is not unconstitutional simply be-
cause in some communities there happen to be fewer rich or
more school children than there are in others. This view of
hetween rich and poor, or to see that the precise degree to
which such differences are eliminated must be equal, independ-
ent of locality, resources, and democratic choice would spell

Court has shown no disposition to push the equal access to
justice cases so far. In Palmer v. Thompson,” for example, it
violate any constitutional provision. Mr. Justice Douglas dis-.
sented, noting in passing that the closing of the public pools
probably affected the poor more than the rich, but placing
of perpetuating segregation. Justices White, Brennan, and
Marshall also dissented. They did not mention the poor, but
were of the opinion that the city had acted to avoid a desegre-
gation order, And in James v. Valtierra," ‘the Court upheld
a provision requiring that no public housing be built in the
community unless approved by the voters in a referendum. Mr,
Justice Marshall, joined by Justices Brennan and Blackman,
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dissented on the g‘lcmnd that the pmvlsion app]xed in tams
1efe1endum plmusmn was a dllEt‘;t claasmcatmn dhcnmmatmg
against the poor. He noted the distinction that had been drawn
by Mr. Justice Harlan in his Douglas dissent hetween such
classifications and statutes that merely happen to weigh most
heavily on the poor,

Thus while the Court has held thglt a citizen’s political right
to vote may not be sold to him, even for so small a price as a
dollar and a half, and has held that even handed justice re-
quires that a person convicted of a crime or ordinance viola-
tion and encarcerated or fined may not be denied an effective
gmpenl because he can’t pay fcn it md fu1t11e1 that an eﬁ'ectlve
be]ow‘ ;md in the case Df the ,ﬂlst appeal at least without the
assistance of counsel, it has shown no disposition whatever
generally to monitor either state or local expenditures or regu-
lations or taxes to determine whether statistically it can be de-
termined that as a practical matter they have a dlf‘f&lélltld]
effect on various income groups,

THE EQUAL PROTECTION CLAUSE AND
PUBLIC SCHOOLS

It has been noted that such a monitoring of local taxation
and expenditures would be the death of all local government,
for the very purpose of leaving the decisions on local taxes
and expenditures to local voting publics is to permit variations
as between units, and political communities cannot be redistrict-
ed every ten years to achieve dollar equality in tax resources -
as representative distriets ean be redesigned to achieve equal
population. It remains to inquire whether the public school
function is somehow special and not subject to delegation.

It is argued that the right to equality of educational oppor-
tunity is a fundamental right that cannot be made to depend
upon the whimsical circumstance of residence, Comparisons
are sometimes drawn between the decisions in Grifin v. Counti ]
School Board of Prince Edward County* and Bush v. Orleans
Parish School Board," on the one hand, and Palmer v. Thomp-
son,' on the other, In Griffin and Bush, it was held that local
government units could not abolish public schools in the face
of desegregation orders, while in Paimer it was held that the
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city of Jackson, Mississippi, was not prevented by the Four-
teenth Amendment from closing its public swimming pools
when it was found that it could not operate them without
financial loss if required to operate them on a desegregated
hasis. It must be admitted that in these cases there is some talk
about the importance of education as compared with recrea-
tional services such as swimming pools. The importance of
public education is also adverted to in Brown v. Bowrd of
Education, where it is referred to as “perhaps the most im-
portant function of state and local governments,”

It is to be noted, however, that the Brown decision refers
to education as the most important function of state and local
governments. It does not suggest in any way that it is not
a proper function of local governments, nor cast doubt on the
venerable principle, decided in Kelly v. Pittsburgh in 1881, that
the resident of a local suhdivision of the state has sufficient
interest in the education of the children of his neighbors to
justify the requirement that he contribute ratably to cover its
cost.

The term education derives from the Latin educare, to bring
up a child. Obviously the duty of child rearing, absent public
intervention, devolves upon the parents., The cost varies, of
course, with the number of children the parents happen to have,
and the excellence of the education may vary with the talents of
particular parents, ov if the function is farmed out, with the
income of particular parents divided by the number of children
he has. As far as the child is concerned, this is all in the luck
of the draw, for he has no control over either his parents’
income or the number of children his parents may have. This
fact engenders a certain level of sympathy in the voting popu-
lation. Like other matters of democratic decision, however, sym-
pathy for the position in whic¢h the many children of the poor
may find themselves is attenuated somewhat by loyaties to
one’s own, and thus the willingness to contribute to the edu-
cation of other people’s children is conditioned to some extent
hy one’s appraisal of the needs of one’s own. Thus, democratic
government is hottomed on the principle that some people are
hetter off than others and the principle that they are not to be
deprived of their advantages absent consent through their
elected representatives, The suggestion that a group of appoint-
ed wise men will distribute equally among the population the
“goodies” of this world is wholly antithetical to our prineiples.



154 Two Critical Issues In School Finanee

To return to the subject of this paper, the long term im-
plications of the state and lower federal court school tax cases,
local government in this country stands at Armagedon. If the
Supreme Court adopts the reasoning of these cases, which allo-
cates to courts of law, manned by judges appsinted for life,

government, and in such areas the function of determining
who shall pay taxes and who shall benefit, all local government
is at an end. Indeed, democratic government, local or state, is
in great jeopardy, for once we begin to think that the task of
courts of law is to achieve social levelling despite the absence
of political consensus, it seems unlikely that the process ean
stop at the requirement that decision be made at the state level.

It has already heen suggested that the decision that local
governments may not levy tixes for the purposes of edueating
the children within the geographical limits of the unit, thus
limiting expenditures {o those that can be agreed upon state-
wide, may as easily result in a marked reduction in the total
amount appropriated for public schools and the growth of pri-
vate educational facilities, as it might in the increase in ex-
penditure that would be necessary to bring the poorest district
up to the expenditure level of the richest. If this is the result,
what is to be the next step? Reversal of Pierce v, The Society
of Sisterg?® Mandamus to the state legislature to provide
enough money to make public schools the equivalent of private?

It has already been mentioned that geographical discrep-
ancies in resources are as plain between states as they are
tection Clause have been read through the Fifth to apply to
federal government activities as well as state,* is the next step
an order to Congress to submit to the courts a plan for eliminat-
ing the state to state inequalities? ,

All this is a rather doleful prediction. But then it is not
really a prediction, but rather a parade of horrik.-s. The pres-
ent writer reads the cases decided by the Supreme Court as in
no way justifying the decisions in the Serrano and Rodriguez
cages, and predicts that when the latter reaches the Court, it
will be reversed.

This is not to suggest that people of good will should not
lend their political support to measures that will assure to the
nation’s children the opportunity to receive a quality educa-
tion. It is to suggest, however, that the achievement of this
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worthwhile end is a normal problem of democratic govern-
ment and that it is unlikely that courts of law have very much
to contribute toward its solution. The reason for this lies in
the fact that quality education for all is probably not attain-
able by application of a simple formula for equality of per pupil
expenditure, and because equal educational opportunity is not

the only objective of government. Thus application of the
equal protection principle to the balance of tax burdens and
service henefits in education would either introduce an un-
fortunate rigidity into what should be an area of fluid ex-
perimentation, or else it would elevate federal judges into pro-

of their subjects.
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CHAPTERG

Some Critical Issues in School Financing
RoE L. JoHNS

State school finance policies are determined by legislative
bodies and by the couri. Although the legislative bodies make
the laws, the courts declare the meaning of the laws. The courts,
in interpreting the meaning of the laws, tend to reflect the
morals and ethics of the time although they may deny doing so.
The Supreme Court of the United States, in explaining its
ruling on the Social Security Act in 1937 stated the following:

“Nor is the concept of general welfare statie, Needs that
were narrow or parochial a century ago may be inter-
woven in our day with the well-being of the nation, What
is eritical or urgent changes with the times.”!

I take an optimistic view of the times. As I shall show in this
chapter, there is considerable evidence which indicates that in
general we are developing a higher sense of morality znd
ethics than our ancestors had. It is beyond the scope of this
chapter to treat that subject in detail, but even a casual survey
of high court decisions will show that our courts have evolved
from a legalistic determination of Shylock's “pound of flesh”
to Portia’s humanistic “quality of mercy.”

Let us consider the concept of equality held by the found-
ing fathers. Our ship of state was launched with the stirring

The author is Professor Emeritus, Department of Educational Ad-
ministration, College of Education, University of Florida and Director,
Technical Assistance, National Educational Finance Project.

157



15% Two Critical Tssues In School Firiaice

declaration, “We hold these truths to be self-evident, that all
men are C.lEELtEd mlm] that they are endawed by theil Creatar

Liber ty and the pu:suﬁ nf Happmess " Wlm were ihEinE men
that were created equal? It did not include blacks, women or
children

his II’I‘lpl essions uf some ui the hemas in the whxte }ustcnry of
the United States. He said his history book told him what
great men George Washington and Thomas Jefferson were and
he said they must have been great men. However, he could
not help thinking that “them eats had slaves.” Although the
Fifteenth Amendment was adopted 100 years ago, the right
of blacks to vote was not assured in all states until after 1960.
Women were not given the right to vote until 1919. Although
young men 18 to 20 years of age inclusive have been drafted
for the armed services for more th:n 100 years, they were
not given the right to vote until 1971. Although we declared
all men were created equal in 1776, in many states they are
not equal, with respect to voting, unless they were John Gal-
worthy’s “men of property” described in his book The Forsythe
Saga. Even at the present. time, the constitutions of some states
permit only property owners to vote on hond issues and ref-
erenda on pmperty tax Ievies

of 2 c;}u]d but mthe:; a pllVlIEgE Y\thh c:cbuld be frlven to h1m
by the state or withheld. Although public education was estab-
lished in the New England colonies in the 17th century, it was
not established for humanistic or altruistic reasons. The pri-
mary purpose or reason for establishing education in the New
England colonies was to defeat “ye olde deluder Satan.” Prior
to 1800 in all states except the New England states, educa-
tion was considered primarily a church or family responsibility
except for the children of paupers. Public education was ex.
tended very gradually during the first quarter of the 19th
century. However, during the period of 1830 to 1860, tax sup-
pmt "‘m pub]ic schools was authoxized a]so in the middle and

a pa iod in whmh the pubhc schaal system of the Umted States
developed. However, legal authorization for the levy of taxes to
support schools is not always accompanied by the levy of taxes.
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The Seventh Census of the United States in 1850 shows that
only about 1/2 of the children of the New England states were
provided free education, 1/6 of the Western states and 1/7 of
the Middle states by 1850. In the Southern states almost no
iree tax supported schools were available at that time except
for paupers.

It is interesting to examine the arguments used for the
establishment of public schools. I have not heen able to find
any authentic documents published between 1830 and 1860 in
which it is argued that children have a right to a free public
education, Thaddeus Stevens, in his plea to the Pennsylvania
House of Representatives in 1835 for the continuance of tax

“If an elective republic is to endure for any great length
of time, every elector must have sufficient information,
not only to accumulate wealth, and take care of his
pecuniary concerns, but to direet wisely the legislatures,
the ambassadors, and the executive of the nation—for
some part of all these things, some apency in approving
or disapproving of them, falls to every freeman. If then,
the permanency of our government depends upon such
knowledge, it iy the duty of government to see that the
means of information be diffused to every citizen. This:
is a suflicient answer to those who deem education a
private and not a public duty—who argue that they are
willing to educate their own children, but not their
neighbor’s children.””

ment of tax supported schools prior to 1860. As a matter of
fact, those arguments are still being advanced. Furthermore,
in recent years, books written on school finance, including those
written by me, give great importance to the contribution that
education makes to the economy of the nation. Until farly
recently, tax supported public schools were established pri-
marily hecause they benefited and protected the adult society,
not because children had a right to tax supported public edu-
cation, There is evidence, however, that our morals and ethical
ideas concerning the rights of childven have been changing. In
the famous Brown v. Board of Education in Topeka, Kansas

case the court said:

“Today, education is perhaps the most important function
of state and local government. . . . In these days, it is
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doubtful that any child may reasonably be expected to
succeed in life if he is denied the opportunity of an edu-
cation. Such an c:ppmtunlty, where the state has under-
taken to pr ovu:le lt 15 a ught which must be made avail-

It is strange that although the Fourteenth Amendment was
adopted 100 years ago and although we declared that all men
were created equal almost 200 years ago, that we are just now
beginning to apply these great concepts to the education of
children, There is no doubt, whatsoever, that Serrano v. Priest,
Ruclri JTLE” 2, S'(m Antam‘a Scbaal District, ch:n Dusmts 2. cht-

and eth__lca_l QDDCEpt% of the people Wlth respect to the 11ghts
of children. At the present time, we do not know whether these
cases will be upheld by the Supreme Court of the United States.
Howevm, legndless of whether these cases are uphe]d the

state lerrlslatmes to plDVlde equallty Df edueatmnal oppor tumty
in this land, That is why I am optimistic as I contemplate the
. future of education,

The growth of the moral and ethical ideals of the people
of this nation with respect to education has heen favorably
influenced by a host of educational leaders and philosophers,
the greatest of which was probably John Dewey. It would re-
quire volumes to record the contributi~ ‘s of these men. Let us
look for a moment at a few of these leaders who have had par-
ticular influence on school finance policies. All of these men
were theorists, all made their contributions in the 20th cen-
tury and all were university professors.

The first of these early theorists was Ellwood P. Cubberley.
He wrote his doctor’s dissertation at Teachers College, Colum-
hia University in 1905, He proposed the following theory of
gtate support:

“Theoretically all the children of the state are equally im.
portant and are entitled to have the same advantages; prac-
tically this can never be quite true. The duty of the state is to
gecure for all as high a minimum of good instruction as is
possible, but not to reduce all to this minimum; to equalize the
advantages to all as nearly as can be done with the resources
at hand; to place a premium on those local efforts which will
enable communities to rise above the legal minimum as far as
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possible; and to encourage communities to extend their edu-
cational energies to new and desirable undertakings.'™

Among his recommendations were the following:

1. That due to the unequa: distribution of wealth, the
demands set by the states for maintaining minimum stand-
ards cause very unequal burdens.. What one community can
do with ease is often an excessive burden for another.

2. That the excessive burden of communities borne in
large part for the common good should be equalized by the
state, :
3. That a state school tax best equalizes the burdens.

4. That any form of state taxation for schools fails to ac-
complish the ends for which it was created unless a wise sys-
tem of distribution is provided.

" Cubberley’s concepts on school finance had great influence
on the leaders in school finance during the first quarter of the
twentieth century,

The next contribution to the theory of school financing was
proposed by Harlan Updegraff of the University of Pennsyl-
vania in a survey he made of the rural schools of New ~York

‘state in 19215 He was the first theorist who proposed that

wealth of the local school distriet be entirely eliminated as a
factor affecting the quality of a child’s education. In lieu there-
of, he proposed that the quality of a child’s education be made
dependent upon local effort but that the state should equalize
educational opportunity with state funds so that the total
amount of revenue per teacher unit would be the same in all
districts making the same effort regardless of variations in
wealth. This concept was rediscovered by Coons, a distinguish-
ed attorney, 50 years later and named “district power equal-
izing.”®

Beginning with the report of the Educational Finance In-
quiry Commission published in 1923, George D. Strayer, Sr.
began to exercise major influence on the direction of school
financing, He was a classmate of Cubberley’s at Teachers Col-
lege. He also graduated from Teachers College in 1905. Cub-
berley went to Stanford University and Strayer remained at
Teachers College.

tional Finance Inquiry Commission. Only one of them is re-
membered today. It was Volume 1 written by Strayer and Haig
and entitled The Financing of Education in the State of New
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York. Only four pages of that volume were devoted to the
theory of school financing and those four pages have had more
influence on the development of school finance policies than the
remainder of the thirteen volumes. In that volume, Strayer

“There exists today and has existed for many years a
movement which has come to be known as the ‘equaliza-
tion of -education opportunity’ or the ‘equalization
of school support’ These phrases are interpreted
in various ways. In its most extreme form the
interpretation is somewhat as follows: The state should
insure equal education facilities to every child within its
borders at a uniform effort throughout the state in terms
of the burden of taxation; the tax burden of education
should throughout the state he uniform in relation to
taxpaying ability, and the provision for schools should
be uniform in relation to the educable population de-

“siring education. Most of the supporters of this propo-
sition, however, would not preclude any particular ecom-
munity from offering at its own expense a particularly
rich and costly educational program. They would insist
that there he an adequate minimum offered everywhere,
the expense of which should be considered a prior claim
on the state’s economic resurces.”

They then presented the following conceptual mode] of state
support which incorporated the principles they advocated:

1. A local school tax in support of the satisfactory: mini-
mum offering would be levied in each district at a rate which
would provide the necessary funds for that purpose in the
richest district.

2. The richest district then might raise all of its school
money by means of the local tax, assuming that a satisfactory
tax, capable of being locally administered, could be devised.

3. Every other district could be permitted to levy a local tax
at the same rate and apply the proceeds toward the cost of
schools but

4. Bince the rate is uniform, this tax would be sufficient to
meet the costs only in the richest distriet and the deficiencies
would be made up by the state subventions.®

They presented the following arguments against the re-
ward for local tax effort advocated hy Cubberley and Upde-
grafl ;
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“Any formula which attempts to accomplish the double
purpose of equalizing resources and rewarding effort
must contain elements which are mutually inconsistent.
It would appear to be more rational to seek to achieve
local adherence to proper educational standards by
methods which do not tend to destroy the very uni-
formity of effort called for by the doctrine of equality
of educational opportunity.”®

Paul Mort, one of Strayer's students, developed-the tech-
nology for impleménting the concepts proposed by Strayer and
Haig. However, he was more than a technologist. He was also
a theorist and disseminator. He proposed the  following ele-
ments to be included in a state’s guaranteed minimum pro-
gram:

1. An educational activity found in most or all com-
munities throughout the state is acceptable as an element of
an equalization program,

2. Unusual expenditures for meeting the general require-

no control may he recognized as required by the equalization
program, If they arise from causes reasonably within the con-
trol of the community they cannot be considered as demanded
hy the equalization program. . ]

3. Some communities offer more years of schooling or a
more costly type of education than is ecommon. If it can be
established that unusual conditions require any such additional
offerings, they may be recognized as a part of the equalization
program.\

Mort, his students and students of his students have been
great disseminators of the concepts of equalization. I was one
of Mort’s students. He was my major professor. By 1971-72,
forty-two states used some type of an equalization formula

wealth per unit of need,

The last of the early theorists was Henry C. Morrison. In
his book, School Revenue" written in 1930, he recommended
full state funding for the public schools. He argued that local

the equalization formulas proposed by Cubberley, Strayer and
Mort had failed to equalize educational opportunity and never
would do so. His arguments fell on deaf ears at that time, but
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they sound loud and clear today. One state, Hawau has already
adopted the Morrison model,

Despite the pleas of our philosophers and our theorists in
schocl ﬁmnee, the p1 ogress towald equahzatlon Df educatwnal

ty mvalves much more than ﬁnanclal equahzatmn We have glven
much lip service to equality and freedom in this country but
our policies have not always been consistent with our verbalized
values and beliefs. For example, I was a student at “ultra
liberal” Teachers College 1926-28 and was a member of Phi
Delta Kappa. Prior to 1927, Blacks and Jews were not admitted
to the Teachers College chapter of Phi Delta Kappa. It requirved
the threatened resignation of a large group of us to force a

‘change in policy at that time. It was not until 1954 that the

courts abolished enforced segregation of blacks in the public
schocsls oi seventeen states

Dppmtumty dunng the ﬁlsth'ﬂf of th1s centuly has f;equently
been actively opposed by some of the school superintendents
in wealthy school districts. I have personal knowledge of this

‘because during the past forty yéars I have provided consultant

services at one time or another in haif the states in this nation.
It was during the period 1920 to 1960 that most of the states
initiated state plans for financial equalization of school support,
I have had the pleasure of participating in the development of
many of those plans. During the first half of this century, it
was the large core cities that usually had the best financed
schools and the most developed educational programs., The
city school districts were the wealthiest districts and they had
less problems in financing their schools than any other type of
school district. Therefore, school superintendents, state sena-
tors, and state representatives from many of these wealthy
districts actively opposed not only state aid for education but
also federal aid, They considered state and federal financial
equalization of educational opportunity as the Robin Hood
Philosophy. The National School Boards Association has been
dominated largely by urban boards of education, Only recently
has that organization withdrawn its opposition to federal aid.
Now the situation has changed. The large core cities are

Eiaemg critical problems in school financing, While these vities

are still wealthy, they face an enormous burden of municipal
costs that they did not have to carry in the first quarter of
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this century. These costs include welfare, transportation, pol-
lution control, public safety, urban renewal and. other costs
associated with a concentration of population. In addition to
municipal costs, school costs have increased enormously in the
core cities. Part of this increase has been due to the concen-
tration of culturally disadvantaged high cost pupils in the
great cities. The core cities have lost their privileged financial

other reason why I am optimistic of the future. There is no
longer a significant split between school districts in their
support of state and federal aid.

However, as we move into the future, I would not have you
believe that we will face no problems in equalizing educational

America despite our pretentions of belief in an equalitarian
society. This desire for an elite society is expressing itself in
two main directions as follows: (1) efforts on the part of
wealthy school systems to retain their privileged position under
the light house theory and (2) advoecacy of the use of publie
funds to support non-public schools. I shall diseuss briefly both
of these threats to equalization of educational opportunity.

Some of the wealthiest districts are now suburban distriets.
However, some of our great cities ave still among our wealthiest
school districts. Following are some of the arguments being ad-
vanced for maintaining higher per pupil expenditures in these
districts:

1. We need light house districts to advance educational
practice. In my judgment the value of light house districts has
heen grossly exaggerated. Light house distriets have almost
invariably been wealthy school districts and about the only
innovative practices that they have ever demonstrated is what
any well managed district could do if it only had the money.

2. The great cities should be given additional funds be-
cause of municipal overburden. These municipal overburden
costs are real costs and they must be funded. It is the position
of the National Educational Finance Project that costs of
municipal overburden cannot.be adequately funded by manipu-
lating the state aid formula for schools. The cities should re-
ceive state and federal aid directly in accordance with need in
order to meet legitimate municipal costs.
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3. There is a concentration of disadvaztaged high cost
pupils in the great cities. That is true but there are also con-
centrations of disadvantaged pupils in some rural, small city
and suburban districts. These extra costs of high cost pupils
should be funded in any district in which they live, One cannot
control the flooding of the Mississippi River by leveeing the
delta. The control of floods must start at the head waters,

4. The cost of living is higher in the urban districts. This
may be true. However, the research in this area is very limited.
It is yet to be demonstrated that the cost of living for the
same quality of living varies significantly from district to dis-
trict within a state. Much research is needed on this subject.

It is argued by some that tax support for non-public schools
will improve education by giving parents a choice of the schools
to which they send their childven. This is only an excuse to
establish an elitist system of privately controlled schools segre-
gated by race, religion or socio-economic class. If court de-
cisions or legislation prohibited the allocation of public funds
to parochial schools or to non-public schools which have a
lower percentage of Blacks, Puerto Ricans and Chicanos en-
rolled than the public school of the distriet in which they are
located, 99 percent of the support of tax funds for non-public
schools would vanish.

Equality of educational opportunity in the United States
will require substantially full state and federal funding of
public education. A fiscal policy of making a child’s education
a function of the wealth of the district in which he resides is
an obsolete concept, inconsistent with the ideals and principles
upon which this nation was founded. A number of courts have
recently ruled that this policy is unconstitutional because it
violates the equal protection clause of the Fourteenth Amend-
ment, Following are some major policy issues with respect to
financing public schools that must be faced hy every state
legislature.

1. What educational programs and services will be funded
in the state’s school finance plan and for whom will these pro-
grams be provided? _

2. Will state funds be apportioned on the flat grant basis -
which ignores differences in the wealth of local school districts,
or on the equalization basis which provides more state funds
per unit of educational need to districts of less wealth than to
districts of greater wealth?

i
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flllocatm-‘r state fund% on exthe; the ﬁat or ;mt or equahzatmn
hasis?

4. What proportion of school revenue will be provided by -
the state and what proportion from local sources?

5. How progressive (or regressive) will be the state’s
tax structure?

6. To what extent will the state provide for financial equali-
zation of educational opportunity among school distriets of
the state?

7. As the state moves toward the equalization of educa-
tional oppoltunity, wil] it “Ievel up” or “level dcwn 2

ploprlate local aontm] of the pubhc SQhOQlS be plggélved'?

9. Will tax funds be appropriated to non-public schools
in suech a manner as to promote the segregation of pupils by
race, religion or secial class?

10. What ave the financial needs of the public schools and
how nearly can those needs be met taking into consideration
needs for other governmental services and the financial ability
of the state?:®

Space does not permit me to discuss these issues adequate-
ly. They will be resolved by our state legislators in accordance
with our values and beliefs. Following are some options sug-
gested by the National Education Finance Project.

1. If one believes that educational opportunities should
be substantially equalized financially among the districts of a
state, but that districts should be left with some local tax
leeway for enrichment of the foundation program; an equali-
zation model is the best model. However, the higher the priority
one gives ta equalizati@n, the more he will pléfel the equali-

2 If one beheves that educatmnal GpletLl]lltlEu should be
completely equalized financially, among the districts of a state,
the complete state support model is the preferred model. If '
the Serrano v. Priest decision of the Supreme Court of Cali-
fornia in August, 1971 is upheld by the United States Supreme
Court, complete state and federal support of the public schools
ov complete equalization of local ability by an equalization
model may be the only legal alternatives.

8. If one believes that all children regardless of variations
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in ability, talent, health, physical condition, cultural back-
ground, or other conditions which cause variations in educa-
tional needs, have a right to the kind of education that meets
their individual needs, he will select school finance models which
incorporate the programs needed and which pmwde for neces-
sary cost differentials per unit of need.

4. If one believes that educational opportunity should be
substantially equalized among the states he will support a
revenue model which provides a substantial percent of school
revenue in general federal aid apportioned in such a manner as
to tend to equalize educational opportunities among the states,

5. If one believes that the taxes for the support of the
public schools should be relatively progressive rather than
regressive, he will prefer revenue models which provide a high
percent of school revenue from federal and state sources,

6. If one believes that publicly financed education should
tend to remove the balllElS between caste and class, and pm—

llgiﬂll or socml class

7. If one believes that all essential functions of state and
local government should be equitably financed in relation to
each other, he will oppose any finance model for any function
of government, including education, under which either fed-
eral or state funds are allocated to local governments on the
basis of “the more you spend locally, the more you get from the
central government” rather than on the basis of need.

8. 1If one believes that the educational output per dollar
of investment in education should be maximized, he will sup-
port finance models that will promote efficient distriet organi-
zation and efficient organizations of school centers within dis-
tricts,

EL If one be]ieveg in a fedel al system Of g*overnment he
govemmg pubhc educatmn tQ be made at, tha federal ‘level
when it can be made efficiently at the state level, and will not
require a decision to be made at the state level when it can
be made efliciently at the local level, regardless of the percent
of revenue provided by each level of government.

10. If one believes that education is essential to the suec-
cessful operation of the democratic form of government in a
free enterprise society and if he believes that education is es-



Some Critical Issues in School Finanecing 169
sential to the economic growth of the nation and to the ful-
fillment of the legitimate aspirations of all persons in our
society, he will support revenue models sufficiently financed to
meet educational needs adequately,:

As I stated in the Horace Mann lecture that I delivered in
April of this year at the University of Pittsburgh :

“The struggle for freedom and equality has been as
long as the history of civilization, Will we have an elitist
society dominated by the privileged few or will we have
an equalitarian society where every human being has an
equal chance for ‘life, liberty and the pursuit of happi-
ness?” Will we have an elitist public school system pro-
moting an elitist society or will we have an equalitarian
school system promoting an equalitarian society? Equali-
ty is a necessary condition precedent to freedom. There
can be no freedom without equality. Equality of educa-
tional opportunity, equality of protection under the law,
equality of economic Ovportunity and equality in receiv-
ing the benefits of the Bill of Rights of the Constitu-
tion are all conditions necessary for freedom. Let us
press on toward realizing the American dream of an
equal chance in life and liberty and justice for all by
equalizing educational opportunity throughout this
land.”
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Future Financing of Nonpublic Schools
BisHoP WILLIAM E. McMANUS

On April 21, 1970, the President of the United States
appointed 2 four member Panel on Nonpublic Education to
undertake an unprecedented, government-financed study of
the nation's nonpublic elementary and secondary schools.
President Nixon asked the Panel:

—to study and evaluate the problems concerning nonpublic
schools;

—to report the nature of the crisis confronting these schools;

—to make specific recommendations for action which would

be in the interest of the entire national education system.

For two years, the Panel, whose members were Clarence
Walton, President of Catholic University of America, Chair-
man, William Saltonstall, Principal Emeritus, Philips Exeter
Academy, Ivan Zylstra, Administrator of Government Re-
lations, National Union of Christian Schools, and I, reviewed
voluminous research on nonpublic education, dialogued with
experts in school administration and finarice, consulted authori-

Panel, and finally completed a unanimous Final Report which
was formally presented to President Nixon on April 20, 1972

The author is Dircctor of Catholic Education, Archdiccese of Chieago,
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Though a full summary of the Panel’s Final Report might
be only remotely relevant to the assigned topic, its financial
recommendations to the nonpublic schools themselves and to
government are both pertinent and timely.

The Report advises nonpublic schools to intensify thEIl’
efforts for the expansion and improvement of all private in-
come sources. The Panel proposes specifically that (1) church-
related schools encourage increased donations to the churches
which support them, at least in proportion to inflationary
trends; (2) tuition rates be regularly raised so tuition income
will not lag behind higher prices charged for the schools’
normal purchase of goods and services; (3) professionally pre-
pared budgets be developed in consultation with the school's
patrons and benefactors to avoid hand-to-mouth financing in-
an atmosphere of constant crisis; (4) full public accounting
be made of all revenues and expenses with a view to publicizing
both the generosity and the needs of those supporting and
operating nonpublic schools.

The Panel also recommended that nonpublic schools ex-
ercise firm control over operating costs. Again its advice was
specific and pointed:

Operate at full capacity, Staff, alumni and sponsors must
engage in “aggressive recruitment” in a school buyers’
market where children of school age are in short supply.

Achieve payr oll savings. Differential staffing, part-time
teachers in special fields and use of volunteer parapro-
fessionals will reduce payroll costs.

Purchase equipment and supplies through cooperative
agencies at wholesale prices.

Take steps to give full-time employment to teachers by
means of the year-round school andl/or assignment to
summer school. Supplemental employment, e.g., adult

education classes, may be one way to guarantee teachers
an annual wage commensurate with their professional
status and performance.

' To recapture some of the lost trade in ~ highy competitive
educational market the Panel advised each nonpublic school
(1) to clarify its unique identity as a voluntary enterprise by
setting forth its particular goals and objectives within the
context of its resources and commitments; (2) to follow a
policy of broad based fiscal, professional, academic and civie
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accountability; (3) to take risks with the expectation that ex-
ceptionally good nonpublic schools surely will survive; (4) to
break out of the “problem-psychosis web” which has created
an utterly negative image that every nonpublic school is in
hopeless difficulties; (5) to pool resources with other nonpublic
schools in a united effort for publicizing nonpublic education’s
vital role in American education.

In its report the Panel applauds the recent organization of
the nation’s outstanding nonpublic school leaders into a new
group called the Council for American Private Education which
in its initial activities has exhibited remarkable cooperation
and vision, including its resolution to relate as closely as possi-
ble to major public school organizations.

After a study of the research on the eritical financial con-

dition of the nation’s nonpublic schools a majority of the Com-

mission on School Finance and the full Panel concluded that
ways to provide some kind of substantial government help
should receive at least “prompt and serious consideration.”
The Panel, however, called not only for “consideration” but
also for action by the Congress and by the Administration.

Assessing the financial problem, the Panel noted that fund-

ing from churches, philanthropies, foundations and individual
donors was ot keeping pace with the nonpublic schools’ esca-
lating expenses with the result that additional costs were being
passed along to consumers. “Many parents,” the Panel Report
says, “already hard-pressed by pleas for more donations to
nonpublic schools (notably church-related ones), by higher
tuition and fees, and by rising taxes (property, income, sales
and other) for public education feel that the limit has been
reached. . . ., For the inner-city poor the weight is crushing;
for middle Americans in the $7,500 - $15,000 levels (and es-

- pecially for those at the low end) the load is significant; for

young suburbanites with new homes, new mortgages, and
possibly new value orientations, the encumbrance is more mar-
city which go unused by many who want and need them, but
cannot afford them; there are nonpublic schools in metropolitan
areas” (where public schools now are in serious fiseal trouble)
“which are under utilized because parents are unsure of their
ability to meet expected tuition increases and are uncertain
of the school’s ability to survive financially. , . ,”

In light of ample and well documented evidence that govern-
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ment aid, notably federal aid, for the benefit of nonpublic school
pupils and their parents would be sound public policy for the
public welfare, the Panel proposed four major recommenda-
tions to the President. They are:

1. Federal assistance to the urban poor through (a) sup-
plemental income allowances for nonpublic school tuitions for
welfare recipients and the working poor; (b) experiments with
vouchers; (c) full enforcement of ESEA provisions entitling
nonpublic school pupils to certain benefits and (d) an urban
assistance program for public and nonpublic schools.

2. Federal income tax credit for part of nonpublic school
tuition.

3. Federal construction loan program analogous to the
FHA instrumentality for home buyers.

4. Tuition reimbursements to insure equity for nonpublie
school children in anticipated long-range programs of Federal

aid to education.

Nonpublic schools most in need and those most needed are in
the nation’s inner-city areas.

Inner-city church-related schools, says the Panel Report,
“face difficult financial problems” because their revenues are
derived from low-income. clientele in parishes with very few
contributors besides those who have children in school; their
ancient school buildings are costly to maintain and to repair;
payroll expenses are mounting to cover the cost of additional
lay teachers. Yet these are-the schools whose pupils, like those
in public schools, need experienced and devoted teachers, a
curriculum designed for inner-city conditions, compensatory
and remedial programs, health and nutritional services, counsel-
ing for their parents, safe and clean school buildings, and
many extracurricular projects.

The Panel has refused to presume that the inner-city poor
are a “nondescript mass of culturally, socially, intellectually,
and economically disadvantaged people.” On the contrary,
“these people are individuals, each with talents and aptitudes,
.hopes and dreams, determinations and drives to make life
worthwhile despite job discrimination and other prejudice.”
The Panel, therefore, favored welfare reform plans which would
give welfare recipients and the low income working poor (those
with family income under- $5,000) incentive allowances in
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rehabilitation designed in due time to render them economically
self sufficient.

From its review of school conditions in the inner eitv and
from personal experience, the Panel concluded that an incentive
allowance for tuition paid to a nonpublie sehool would encourage
some welfare recipients to give their children the unique ad-
vantages of nonpublic education. There is evidence that inner-
eity nonpublie school pupils stand a better than even chance
of breaking out of the dread cycle of poverly which all too
often starts with enrollment in a erowded, demoralized inner-
city public school and ends with dropping out into the ranks
of the idle, unwanted, and unemployable. Children who depend
on public velfare for their food, on public housing for their
homes and on public clinies for their health care find that a
nonpublic school, by the very fact that it is nonpublic, motivates
them to strive for self dependence outside the ghetto of poverty.
Parents of about 375,000 inner-city, nonpublic school pupils
now would be eligible for the proposed incentive allowances for
tuition at an annual cost to the federal government of about
$30 million. This estimate presumes that the maximum allow-
ance per child would be slightly less than $100 a vear. In terms
of the total outlay for welfare, the proposal has an extraordin-
arily modest price tag.

Wealthy parents generally have a real choice of either an
excellent public or an excellent nonpublic school for their chil.
dren’s education. Because they have considerable control over
tax expenditures for public schools and bc.iuse they have
private resources to pay high nonpublic school tuition rates,
the wealthy ean command high quality education. Most of the
“ poor have no such choice. Like it or not, they have to send their
children to a public school. The Panel therefore has recom-

mended immediate experimentation with the long delayed vouch-
er plan under study for many months in the Office of Economic
Opportunity. There is, the Panel’s Report notes, “a pressing
need to determine whether inner-city parents with vouchers
in hand could bring about improvements in both public and
nonpublic schools.”

With no little regret and disappointment, I recently have
heard that the OEOQ, allegedly bowing to public school pres-
sures, has excluded nonpublic schools from the San Jose, Cali-
fornia, experiment with vouchers, I understand, however, that
the real difficulty may nct be public school pressure against
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nonpublic school participation bhut rather the need for legisla-
tion in California which would permit the San Jose Board nf
Education to distribute vouchers to parvents of prospective
nonpuhlic school pupils.

The Panel has given its unqualified support to the School
Finance Commisgsion's recommendations for a Federal Urban
Education Assistance Program to help large central city public
and nonpublic schools finance such programs as experimental
and demonstration projects on urban educational problems;
replacement and removation of unsafe, unsanitary and anti-
bilingual and special teachers and professional personnel; ad-
dition of teacher aides and other supporting personnel; and
provision of instructional materials and services.

This recommendation was one of few which had the unani-
mous approval of all 18 members of the Commission on School
Finance. That seems to say that "e needs of all schools and
their pupils in the nation’s inner-city areas are so compelling
that deep differences of opinion on church and state were set
aside in the hope that the federal government would act prompt-
ly to give every inner-city child an opportunity for adequate
education in a school of its parents’ choice.

The Panel, well aware of court-ordered restrictions against
direct aid to church-related elementary and secondary schools,
is of the opinion that the Courts will have to face “the real-
tion, generally across sectarian lines, in areas where public
schools ave often overcrowded and understaffed. Presently the
poor have little or no choice, and this poverty factor could
make a difference in judicial reasoning regarding aid to a
church-related school. In the Panel’s judgment it should make
a difference.”

Perhaps constitutional considerations will require inner-city
dition for receiving federal funds. Though this requirement
could be resarded as an intelerable intrusion, virtually any
adjustment is to be preferred to closing down inner-city non-
public schools. There is no price too great to pay for the sur-
vival of the nation’s inner-city noupublic schools.

During the early stages of its deliberations on constitutional
methods of government aid to nonpublic schools the Panel was
inclined to recommend purchase of secular educational services
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as an effective method which would meet the constitutional
criteria in the U, 8. Supreme Court's New York textbook de-
cision. In that decision the Court, upholding the legality of
loaning texthooks to nonpublic school students, said a statute
is constitutional if it has a secular purpose, a secular effect,
and neither advances nor inhibits religious practice. In June of
1971, however, the Panel had to reconsider its position in light
of the Lemon-DiCenso decision which ruled a Pennsylvania
secular services law and a Rhode Island seeu'ar teacher salary
supplement law to be unconstitutional becauze, though they
had a secular purpose and a secular effect, they nevertheless
church-related schools in violation of the Court's interpreta-
tion of the First and Fourteenth Amendments. This recon-
sideration led io the Panel's recommendation of legislation
authorizing federal income tax credits to parents for part of
tuition payments to nonpublic elementary and secondary schools.

A hill introduced by Congressman Wilbur Mills, Chairman
of the House W..ys and Means Committee, is a good illustration
¢f the tax credit program recommended by the Panel, Mr.
Mills’ measure would authorize parents of nonpublic school
pupils to deduct from their final total federal income tax lia-
bility an amount equal to half of the tuition paid to a nonpublic
school which is in full compliance with civil rights aws. The
maximum credit would be $400 per child. Parents with a gross
adjusted family income in excess of $25,000 a year would
have their credit reduced at the rate of one dollar for every
$20 of income in excess of $25,000. So a family in the $35,000
bracket would have their aggregate credit reduced by $500.

The Panel is confident that tax credit legislation will meet
constitutional criteria, sustain the current private investment
in education, gain widespread public support, and bolster the
morale of parents of nonpublic school pupils.

Constitutional criteria by which to judge the legality of an
untested program like tax credits are far from being perfectly
clear. Indeed, my review of church-state decisions from 1947
until the present strongly suggests that the Court actually de-
velops its criteria in the very process of passing judgment on
a particular law. Furthermore, the U. 8. Supreme Court candid-

of demarcation” which separate government and religious
establishments. Consequently, the Court said, judicial caveats
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against entanglement of church and state “must recognize that
the line of separation, far from being a ‘wall, iz a blurred,
indistinet and variable barrier depending on ali the ecircum-
stances of a particrlar relationship.”

In the Panel’s judgment, tax credit legislation for tuition
paid to church-related schools meets all presently proclaimed
constitutional criteria, . :

Tax credit legislation does not require any appropriation
of tax funds; it simply exempts parents from part of their tax
liability in an amount related to their investment of personal
funds in a nonpublic school. In that sense, tax credit legislation
differs substantially from tuition rcimbursement programs
which presuppose an appropriation of publie funds.

Tax credit, like tax exemption, has a secular purpese. In
the U.S. Supreme Court’s Wely decision, upholding tax exemp-
tion for real property owned by religious organizations, Mr.
Justice Brennan in a concurring .opinion, said: “Government

tions to religious organizations. First, these organizations are
exempted because they, among a range of other private, non-
profit organizations, contribute to the well being of the com-
munity in a variety of non-religious ways and thereby bear
burdens that otherwise would have to be met by general tax-
ation, or be left undone, to the detriment o: the community.

. Second, government grants exemptions to religious organi-
zations because they uniquely contribute to the pluralism of
American society by their religious activities.”

In terms of secular purpose, what was said about tax ex-
emption would have equal validity for tax credits.

Mr. Justice Brennan also ruled that tax exemption does not
“serve the essentially religious activities of religious institu-
tions” a..d the principal effect is “to carry out secular purposes
— the encouragement of public service activities and of a
pluralistic society.”

Apropos is Mr. Justice White’s majority opinion in the New
York textbook decision: “Americans have considered high

quality education to be an indispensable ingredient for achiev-
ing the kind of nation and kind of citizenry that they have
desired to create. Considering this attitude, the continued

willingness to rely on private school systems, including paroch-

ial systems, strongly suggests that a wide segment of informed
opinicn, legislative and otherwise, has found that those schools
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do an acceptable job of providing secular education to their
students. This judgment is further evidence that parochial
schools are performing, in addition to their sectarian funetion,
the task of secular education.”

l‘ X uedlt ]Eﬂ*l%]dtlml wcxu]d not vmlatc the Cmnt‘ thegt
phm ’Lhc Pdl]E] has uhsened the t.:lxpgvex rmt Lhe Sf;lmol
stibject to audit and the prime beneficiar y is the parent who
exercises a constitutionally guaranteed option of enrolling his
children in a nonpublic school, No administrative burden is
placed upon public school agencies; no public school. system
need share its resources with nonpublic schools; there need be
no competition between public and nonpublic school interests
for funds appropriated for the benefit of all school children.
Finally, tax credit legislation as presently drafted is simple,
clear and enforceable, and thus meets the criteria of sound tax
legislatinn.

Tax credit legislation, the Panel’s Report says, will en-
courage continuation and possibly the expansion of the present
nwcastment Df ;1t leasﬁt E bll]mn a year fer the Dpemtmn o:t

Ot]‘lél I;st rrlantmg exemptlons and deductlons fm pllvate
expenditures in activities which serve the public good. “Every
dollar of tax credit allowed for nonpublic school tuition,” the
Panel has 5;11& “\x ill be matched by a dallar or more Df pnvate
uedxt u:xuld be a dlmmu’tl- n Qf pnvate mveztment to the point
where virtually all American education would have to be public-
ly financed.”

The Panel hopes that tax eredit proposals will merit wide-
spread public support. TES‘!:II'I‘IDI]Y from several sectors suggests
that the Panel’'s hope is well founded. It may be anticipated
that from the nonpublic school sector, now organized in a non-
sectarian group appropriately named CREDIT (Citizens Relief
for Education by Income Tax) there will be considerable en-
thusiasm.

This enthusiasm will be well worth generating it it serves
to renew parenis’ confidence in the future of nonpublic educa-
tion. One great parental fear at the moment, and it’s under-
standable, is that financial difficulties may prompt school
authorities to cut corners in the academic program with result-
ant harm to the pupils’ academic progress. “Tolerance of medi-
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ocrity,” says the Panel’s Report, “has sharp limits among those
able to make a choice.”” In the public eye, a tax break can be
a powerful stimulint to invest money in a worthwhile private
enterprise, That, the Panel believes, will he the outeome of tax
eredit legislation,

Tax credit legislation in its present form would mean 2
tax saving of approximately $500 million a year, About 85%
of the parents with children in nonpublic sehools would benefit.
Those excluded would be mainly vwlfare mothers and the work-
ing poor whose tuition payments far exceed their minimal or
non-existent federal tax linbility. For these parents, as I have
said before, the Panel has recommended tuition allowances in
lien of tax credits. Very wealthy parents would derive no

“henefit,

This $500 million ¢ .unate i» calculated at present rates of
tuition and enrollment. If one or the other or both increase,
the total savings will, of course, increase proportionately. The
fact remains, however, that parents will have to pay at least
half of all tuition charges plus the full price of all fees and
supplies, and pleas for donations to churches providing most
of the support for parish schools will continue undiminished.
What at first may be a bonanza to parents will in a short time
be primarily an incentive for increased private investment in
nonpublic education.

One reason for the recent decline in nonpublic school enroll-
ment is the movement of families from areas with nonpublic
schools to areas where there are none. Construction of non-
tually nonexistent. This si*uation would seem to contradict
the wishes of the American public which in a Gallup survey
indicated that when a completely new community is established
(a dcvelopment which soon may be quite frequent), both publie
and nonpublic schools should be included in the community
plan. The Panel, therefore, has recommended a federal school
construction loan program analogous to the Federal Housing
Administration’s program for home buyers. Availability of such
loans might initiate constructior of new nonpublie schools in
areas heavily populated by former nonpublic school pupils who
have moved away from the city.

General federal aid to education long has been a desire and
hope on the part of educational leaders who see such aid as the
only effective way to bring about a reasonable degree of equali-
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ty of educational opportunity for all American children regard-
less of their place of residence. A long-standing obstacle to
the enactment of general aid legislation has been the nonpublic
schaol problem. Most observers of the Washington seene new
would agree that a general federal aid bill without some kiid
of provision for nonpublic school pupils will not pass the
(ongress,.

The Panel has recommended that formulas for allocating
federal funds to the states include the total school population
and that the vehicle for delivering aid to nonpublic school pupils
be parental reimbursement programs like those enacted by
Ohio and Pennsylvania. This recommendation envisioned par-
ents of nonpr'lic school children being reimbursed either for
all school expenses, as in Ohio, or only for tuition, as in Pennsyl-
vania, in an amount not to exceed the per capita allocation of
federal funds to a State.

Since the Panel filed its Final Report, Federal District

declare State financed parental reimbursement programs to be
unconstitutional. The Pennsylvania opinion was announced in
connection with a decision to deny plaintiff’s petition for a dis-
missal of a complaint against the Pennsylvania law. The full
force of this opinion will not hecome clear until the Pennsyl-
vania litigation is further processed. The Ohio decision, how-
ever, is a definite opinion on the part of a District Court and
is, of course, subject to appeal to the U. 8. Supreme Court.
The Ohio decision concedes that the Ohio parental reim-
bursement law has a secular purpose but it questions whether
the law’s effect is secular, not because that is not its intent,
but because in effect the law mainly benefits parents of Roman
Catholie school children and through the parents, the schools
to which they choose to send their children. In so many words,
the Court seems to say that even though a law may authorize
henefits for all parents who choose to enroll their childven in
any church-related or non church-related nonpubliec school of
their choice, the law will not pass a constitutional test if it
happens to give most benefits to Roman Catholic schools. Ad-
mitting that parental reimbursement does not ‘“excessively
entangle” the state administratively in the affairs of a church-
related school, the Court opines that its ban on excessive en-
tanglement also outlaws any program of aid in which a par-
ticular religious group might take an active political interest



188 Two Critieal Issues Ini School Finapee

because of actual or potential benefits to the particular group.
The Court’s decision forbids both administrative and political
entanglement, Concluding its rationale, the Ohio Court asserts
that any kind of help, direct or otherwise, to a Roman Catholic

bidden by the First Amendment,

. As U. 8. Supreme Court Justice White said in his dissent-
ing opinion in the Lemon-DiCenso decision, the Court h:
created “an insoluble paradox for the state and the parochial
schools. The state cannot finance secular instruction if it per-
mits religion to be taught in the same classroom; but if it exacts
a promise that religion not be so taught . . . and enforces it, it
is then entangled in the ‘no entanglement aspect’ of the Court’s
Establishment Clause jurisprudence.”

The Pennsylvania and Ohio District Conrts’ decisions have
impaled state aid programs on the horns of the Supreme Court's
impossible dilemma: aid for secular services was struck down
because enforcement would entail entanglement; tuition pay-
ments were struck down because the state could not entangle
itself to see if any of the funds somehow helped religion.

If the Court, whose function hardly is the creation of insolu-
ble paradoxes and dilemmas, does not clear a way for non-

public schools to meet its own established criteria in programs
of state and federal aid, it justifiably will merit the criticism

that, all its language aside, it simply wants to ban forever any
prosnect of substantial government help to Roman Catholic
elementary and.secondary schools in this nation. With distress
and sorrow I have noted the Court’s attempt to silence the
spokesmen in favor of government aid for parochial schools by
threa’ ing to invalidate their success on the score that their
action of itself created an entanglement of church and state in
violation of the First Amendment. I cannot accept this restric-
tion on my freedom of speech and freedom of religion, both of
which I regard as constitutionally guaranteed freedoms. Hope-
fullv the Court soon will realize that not a few citizens of this
nation are looking for an oasis of freedom of religion in the
Court established desert of no establishment.

In its most recent decision on the church-state issue, the
U. 8. Supreme Court in a summary docket action has affirmed
a lower court’s opinion that parents do not have a constitu-
tional right to government aid for nonpublic schools to which
they send their children. This decision, rendered in connection
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with ill advised litigation in Missouri, should come as no sur-
prise to anybody who had read the Everson decree of 1947 in
which the Court, while upholding the right of New Jersey to
provide a public service for all school children, explicitly said
that a law initially restricting service to public school pupils
would be constitutional. A state may not, however, deny a child
a henefit solely because of his faith or lack of it. The real fjues-
tion at this time, thevefore, is not a parent’s constitutional

legislation for the henefit of the nation’s nonpublic school
pupils,

The Jast word on the constitutional issue has not been pro-
nounced. Perhaps tomorrow, or some Monday very soon, the
U. 8. Supreme Court will render its verdict on the celebrated
Amish law testing the constitutionality of Wisconsin's effort
to force Amish children into high schools against their par-
ents’ wishes and conscientious religious convictions. Tutition
reimbursement and tax credit laws probably will wind up in
the Supreme Court for final adjudication.

Whatever may be the Court's decision in the future, it is
comforting and reassuring to recall that in 1925 the U. 8. Su-
preme Court laid down a constitutional principle which, though
far from being fully implemented in this nation’s legislatures
and courts, still is fundamental law. It reads: “The funda-
mental theory of liberty upon which all governments in this
Union repose excludes any general power of the state to
standardize its children by foreing them to accept instruction
from public school teachers only. The child is not the mere
creature of the state; those who nurture him and dirvect his
destiny have the right, coupled with the high duty, to recogtize
and prepare him for additional obligations.”



CHAPTERS

Implications of Supreme Court Decisions
for Public Aid to Parochial Schools
Epp DOERR

INTRODUCTION

Should public funds be.used to aid or support parochial and
private education? Controversies over this question have raged
in many countries, including the United States, for generations.
How this question is answered has an important beating on
all education, on religious liberty and church-state relations, on
intercreedal, interracial, and other social relations, and upon
educational economics and levels of taxation.

In recent years more thar half ¢° our state legislatures
have experienced vigorous debates over the issue. Several of
them — New York, Rhode Island, Connecticut, Vermont, New
Hampshire, New Jersey, Pennsylvania, Maryland, Ohio, Michi-
gan, Illinois, and Minnesota — have passed bills since 1968
to provide more than merely peripheral aids to nonpublic

the courts, or may reasonably expect to be struck down, In one
state, Michigan, a constitutional amendment referendum in
1970 climinated a major aid program.

In 1972 President Nixon and most Democratic presidential

The author is Educational Relations Director, Americans United for
Separation of Church and State and Managing Editor, Church & Siate
Review,
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aspirants have expressed themselves as favorably disposed
toward some form of public aid to parochial and private schools.
President Nixon’s Commission on School Finance recommended
on March 3, 1972, that federal, state, and local tax sources be
used to provide aid to nonpublic education through such means
as tax credits, tax deductions for tuition, tuition reimburse-
ments, scholarships for needy children, and sueh “child bene-
fit” services as transportation, nutritional services, healthi
services and examinations, loans of texthooks, and psycho-
logical testing, therapeutic and remedial services.' The com-
mission also recommended experiments with voucher systems
tor full public funding of parochial and private education. The
U. 8. Office of Economic Opportunity has subsidized studies of
voucher systems by the Center for the Study of Public Policy,
Cambridge, Mass., and has provided grants for voucher plan
feasibility studies to pulic school distriets in California, Wash-
ington, Indiana, and New York. Despite considerable QEO
pressure, however, no school district has agreed to a public-
nonpublic voucher demonstration. This would require enabling
legislation that has nowhere been passed. The Seattle, Wash-
ington, school hoard voted 5-2 on April 12, 1972, to withdraw

On April 20, 1972, a four-man panel on nonpublic educa-
tion, a segment of the President’s Commission on School” Fi-
nance, urged passage of a 3500 million per year program of
federal income tax credits to aid parochial and private schools,
together with school construction loans and tuition allowances
for poor children.® These recommendations were to have been
expected, of enurse, since 100% of the members of the panel
are or have been intimately associated with parochial or private
education. Bills have been introduced in the U.S. House of
Representatives to provide parochiaid by means of tax credits.
Identical bills sponsored by Reps. Wilbur Mills and Gerald R.
Ford would provide tax credits up to the lesser of (a) 50% of
the tuition for each child, or (b) $400 per child. Two lobby
groups have been formed to press for passage of such hills:
the Committee for Parental Rights and Public Assistance in
Edueation, and Citizens Relief for Education by Income Tax
(CREDIT) # The first group was established by the U.S. Cath-
olic Conference, while the second represents the U.S. Catholic
Conference, the National Catholic Educational Association, the
National Union of Christian Schools, the Lutheran Church —
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Missouri Synod, Agudath Israel of America, and the National
Association of Independent Schools,

Less well publicized, unfortunately, than the President’s
Commission’s recommendations are those of the National Edu-
cational Finance Project (funded under Public Law 89-10),
which oppose tax paid aid for nonpublic education.!

Vast amounts of effort and money have been and are being
spent by the advocates and opponents of publie aid for parochial
schools to influence public opinion and lawmaking bodies and
to test the constitutionality of parochiaid measures in the courts.

(Since nonpublic education in this country is overwhelm-
ingly church-related, this paper will use the convenient short-
hand term “parochiaid” in a strictly non-pejorative semse to
refer to any form of direct or indirect public aid to nonpublic
education.)

Both advocates and opponents of parochiaid regard the
issue as being of crucial importance, involving, as it does, re-
ligion, politics, personal and public finance, race, educational
theory, and conflicting views as to how society should be organ-
ized,

The controversy may continue to swirl for a while about the
host of public policy and political considerations, but a series

with Lemon in 1971, and continuing through the present, may
well have settled the matter for all practical purposes. It would
seem, as we shall see, that parochiaid is all but dead, except,
possibly, for such peripheral services as fransportation, text-
book loans, and certain auxiliary services,

SCOPE AND PROBLEMS OF NONPUBLIC EDUCATION

According to the Census Bureau,® approximately 52 1aillion
children attended schools in grades K-12 in the United v «:i
in October 1971, Of these, 5.4 million (10.4%) attendc
rochial and private schools. Of the nonpublic school chiig: .
about 4 million (75%) attended Ioman Catholic schools, with
the remainder in an assortment of Lutheran, Seventh-day Ad-

ant, Jewish, Black Muslim, and secular private schools.
Nonpublic school enrollment, particularly Catholic school

enrollment, has been declining since about 1965. According to

a University of Notre Dame study, Economic Problems of Non-
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public Schools, conducted under the auspices of the President’s
Cammi?;sion on Sr;hDDI Fin;mifg, t(}tl] nmipublic emollment is
enmllm;nt decline is e%tlmated tD tDt’ll nhnut "‘?”:i for the
decade, while non-Catholic nonpublic enrollment should not
slide by more than 16.5%.% It is commonly claimed that finan-
cial factors ave chiefly responsible for the decline of nonpub-
lic enrvollment, but this view does not square with the facts.
The projected Catholic school decline hy 1980 is more pro-
nounced at the elementary level (587%) than at the secondary
level (32%)," though elementary tuition averages only about
$50 per year,® considerably lower than the secondary average.
Catholic school enrollment decline is also much more pro-
nounced than that of other parochial and private schools which
charge much higher tuition.

The Notre Dame study concludes that “it would be wrong
to say that recent declines in Catholic school enrollment were
caused, to any significant extent, by tuition increases,”* and
that “state aid in the amounts likely to be forthcoming [empha-
sis added] would not have any significant impact upon enroll-
ment.”"" Rather, the study says, “the causes seem to be geo-
graphic movement hy families and changes in tastes.”* A
Boston College study, Issues of Aid to Nonpublic Schools, also
prepared for the President’s Commission, concludes that
“church-related schools have existed to assist their clients
with problematic cocietal relationships,  religious persecution,
social exclusion, and ethnic adaptation and survival, When.
these problems disappeared, the schools were largely aban-
doned.”'* This study also concludes that parochial schools have
been and are operated chiefly by very conservative and non-
ecumenical religious bodies and that enrollment problems could
be expected to affect the school-sponsoring church experiencing
the most profound shift in social and religious orentation.
The authors add that

the Americanization process has deflated the neces-
sﬂ;y of the Catholic school system as the primary agency
for religious education, particularly in the minds of the
younger, better edu@:ated members of the Church.
In light of these realities, one must be naive, uninformed
or dishonest to depict the current enrollment decline in
nonpubhc schools as fundamentally a consequence of
cost increase . ...
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THE NATURE OF NONPUBLIC EDUCATION

At least 90% of nonpublic edueation is parochial or church-
related education. Parochial schools resemble public schools in
many ways, or they could neither funetion nor be allowed to
function, but they differ from public schools radically in many
ways. |

While public schools are required by law, by common sense,

politically neutral institutions, parochial schools, of whatever
tradition, are markedly different.

The Rev, John L. McKenzie, professor of theology at the
University of Notre Dame, handily sums up the principal dis-
tinctives of Catholic education:

The Roman Catholic schools have always placed re-
ligious education as the primary purpose of the schools
with no attempt to mask this under some other purpose.
With the growth of the educational system, the elemen-
tary school has hecome the major agent of religious in-
struction rather than the home or the parish.

The principle on which church education is eonducted
goes far beyond formal religious instruction. Children
also learn the way of worship; they ave taught respect
and reverence for prelates, clergy, and religious. They
are daily reminded of their identity as Catholies. They
grow up in an atmosphere of Roman Catholic traditions
and attitudes which are communicated not so much by
instruction as by prolonged close association under the
direction of professional religious persons.s

The Rev. Neil G. McCluskey, currently dean of teacher
education at Lehman College of City College of New York,
rounds out the picture of parochial education. He points out
that religion pervades the parochial curriculum, particularly
in literature, history, and the social studies. He adds that “The
function of the Catholic school is not merely to teach the
formulas of the Catholic religion but . . . ‘to impart in a thou-
sand ways, which defy formularization, the Catholic attitude
toward life as a whole, "¢

Missouri Synod Lutheran schools are similarly denomina-
tional in operation. Professor Harry C. Coiner of Concordia
Theological Seminary explains:

The Church-related school, which does not face the
problem of religious pluralism and is free to teach Bibli-
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cal doctrines, can do much more specific work in Chris-
tian education, 7 7 7

The [Lutheran| school enables the child to axperience
a totally Christ-centered program, a program which
focuses the application of God's word on him and on all
areas of his life,

The relationship of science, social studies, language,
arithmetie, and other subjects to Biblical truth mar be
taught without limitation,
~ Daily social contact between teachers and pupils of
the same Christian faith reinforces learning by attitude
and example. The absence of any formal educational in-
fluence that is strange, foreign, or antagonistic in any
way to the positive Christian educational process per-
mits the building of one stone on another without de-
structive influence.”

Other church-related schools are similar in being scarcely
neutral religiously. .

Another prominent feature ‘of parochial education is its
sectarian separatism or segregation. A child is seldom barred
from a parochial school for religious reasons, but the per-
vasively denominational nature of the schools attracts clients
who are members of the sponsoring church and has very little
. attraction for non-members. According to the National Catholic
Education Association, 97.83% of all students in Catholic schools
are Catholic.* The Notre Dame study supre indicates that
“An applicant must be Jewish to be admitted to a Jewish Day
School.”** Lutheran and Adventist school enrollment is reliably
estimated to be at least 90% Lutheran and Adventist, respec-
tively.

Significant also is the fact that parochial and private schools
enroll a much smaller percentage of racial minority children
than do the public schools. According to the National Catholic
Educational Association study supra, only 4.8% of Catholic
school enrollment is black,® while publie school enrollment is
14.5% black.”* The Notre Dame study shows that in the nation’s
largest city, only 7.3% of total nonpublic enrollment is black
(7.4% in Catholic schools), while public school enrollment is
83.8% black.”® The situation is similar in most major cities,
such as Baltimore and Philadelphia. In 1967 the U.S. Com-
school enrollment also is a major factor in the increasing con-
centration of Negroes in city school systems.”®
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PRO AND CON

It would be useful at this point to summarize briefly the
more common arguments for and against parochiaid.

Advocates generally insist that fairness and justice re-
quire tax support for all schools; that school finance policy
must support “freedom of choice”; that parents choosing non-
public education for their children have a right to some educa-
tional benefit for their taxes; that without tax aid parochial
schools will elose and impose serious burdens on public schools;
that parochiaid is necessary to promote pluralism, diversity,
and e*cperlmentatlon in education; that tax support for paroch-
ial education is necessary since public schools teach ‘secular
humanism.”

These arguments are not persuasive The CDultS have just

free to enjoy the beneﬁts Of the pubhc sghocls which they
support and which they control through elected boards. Plural-
ism and diversity are found more in our public schools, with
their rich mix of students and teachers of every faith, outlook,
race, and background, than in the more homogeneous and
generally ideology oriented monpublic schools, And it ig utter
nonsense to mistake the public schools’ respectful neutrality
toward all faiths for the religious position of secular humanists.
More experimentation and innovation is taking place in public
schools than parochial schools, and, in any case, there is no
reason why public schools cannot be as experimental and in-
novative as nonpublic schools.

Opponents of parochiaid are on surer ground. They point
out that once the principle of tax aid for nonpublic schools is
accepted, such aid will eventually .escalate to a level approxi-
mating full support, as it has in Great Britain, the Nether-
ands and parts of Canfld‘l Thls, in turn would déstroy pubhc
Eﬂif:lent and more costly thfm at p;esent! A Gallup survey in
1969 showed that 59% of respondents in major population
centers would send their children to parochial or private schools
if they had the money or if their children could get free tui-
tmn M Thls development pl'abably sternrnmg from a greener
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mean a splintering or balkanizing of education, with disastrous
effects for educational economy and quality. Since secondary
schools should have graduating classes of at least 160 students
and elementary schools should have 60-100 students per grade,
the splintering of education under any massive parochiaid
plan would leave nearly all schools below optimal size except
some public schools and some Catholic schools.2

Parochiaid opponents, observing the separatist and segre-
gated nature of most nonpublic education, recognize that a
massive aid program could only greatly add to the creedal,
racial, class, ideological and other centrifugal forces threaten.
ing to rend the fabric of our society, Sectarian segregation in
education is an important factor in the genesis of the tragic
situation in Northern Ireland.

Opponents also hold that tax aid for religious institutions
is government action establishing or tending to establish re-
ligion, that it is preferential treatment by government toward
certain sects, and that it conflicts with every citizen’s right to
support only the religious institutions of his free choice.

Other objections commonly cited are that opinion polls and
referenda consistently show substantial opposition to parochi-
aid; that parochiaid would cost parochial and private schools
their independence, even compelling them to sacrifice every
vestige of denominational religion in line with the U.S. Supreme
Court’s 1962 and 1963 rulings striking down school sponsored
devotional activities; that such aid would constitute goveri-
ment interference in the internal affairs and controversies of
churches operating private schools.

THE COURTS: CLOSING THE DOORS

In our times, at least, the courts seem to be having the last
word or words about tax aid for nonpublic schools. Indeed,
the past year has seen a rapid-fire series of decisions which
have probably closed the doors against all but the most periph-
eral and minor forms of parochiaid,

In 1947 the Supreme Court ruled in Everson v. Board of
Education (330 U.S, 1) that a state may, though it is not re-
quired to, provide transportation for children attending paroch-
ial schools as part of a general safety program. (Since 1947
several state courts have upheld bussing laws, several have
ruled them to be in violation of state constitutional provisions,
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and the Supreme Cowrt has declined to review any of these
state court rulings.) In Everson the Supreme Court held that -
power, stating that “New Jersey camnot consistently with the
‘establishment of religion’ clause of the First Amendment con-
tribute tax-paid funds to the support of an institution which
teaches the tenels and faith of any churel.”

In Everson the Court also spelled out an interpretation of
the First Amendment that has stood as a beacon for all de-
fenders of public education and religious liberty:

The “establishment of religion” clause of the First
Amendment means at least this: Neither a State nor the
Federal Government can set up a church. Neither can
pass laws which aid one religion, aid all religions, or
prefer one religion over another, Neither can force nor
influence a person to go to or to remain away from
church against his will or force him to profess a belief
or dishelief in any religion. No person can he punished
for entertaining or professing religious beliefs or dis-
beliefs, for chureh attendance or non-attendance. No tax
in any amount, large or small, can be levied to support
any religious activities or institutions, whatever they
may be called, or whatever form they may adopt to
teach or practice religion. Neither a State nor the Fed-
eral Government can, openly or secretly, participate in
the affairs of any veligious organizations or groups and
vice versa, In the words of Jefferson, the clause against
establishment of veligion by law was intended to erect
“a wall of separation between church and state.”

The Court did not deal again with parochiaid directly for
21 years. In the meantime, the Court ruled in 1948, in MeCol-
lum (333 U.S, 203), that religious instruction, even on a volun-
school property. In 1962, in Engel (370 U.S. 421), and in 1963,
in Schempp (374 U.S. 203), the Court ruled against govern-
ment prescribed, sponsored, or mandated religious exercises.
These rulings would seem to require the secularization of any
schools receiving public support. Were parochial schools to be

In 1968 the Court, in Flast v. Cohen (392 U.S. 83), ruled for
the first time that individual taxpayers have standing to sue
in federal courts in cases involving possible First Amendment
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violations., This ruling made possible subsequent federal court
challenges to parochiaid laws and programs.

upheld the constitutionality of a New York statute which re-
quires schooi hoards to lend nonreligious textbooks to students
attending parochial and private schools. The decision in Allen
(392 U.S. 236), which was argued solely on motions, noted that
no evidence had heen presented to show that the books were
being used as instruments of religious indoctrination. (Abund-
ant evidence now exists, that many of the text books approved
by public school boards for lending to parochial students in
New York are sectarian books which could never be tolerated

(397 U.S. 664) enunciated a new test of the constitutionality
of laws claimed to violate the First Amendment’s “no establish-
ment” clause: “We must also he sure that the end result — the
effect — is not an excessive government entanglement with
religion. . . . the questions are whether the involvement is
excessive, and whether it is a continuing one calling for official
and continuing surveillance leading to an impermissible de-
gree of entanglement.”” Thus did the Burger Court set the
stage for the historic Lemon decision,

The U.8. Sixth Circuit Court of Appeals, in Protestants
and Other Awmericans United v. United States, ruled on De-
cember 16, 1970, that the lending of library facilities to
parochial schools under Title IT of Publie Law 89-10, the 1965

The court distinguished this practice from Allen and remand-
ed the case to a federal distriet court in Qhio for further pre-
ceedings.

On June 28, 1971, finally, the U.S. Supreme Court handed
down its watershed decision in Lemon ». Kurtzman (403 U.S.
602).2 In Lemon the Court had to eonstrue the constitutionality
of two state laws, Rhode Island’s 1969 Salary Supplement Act
and Pennsylvania’s 1968 “purchase of services” act. Under
the Rhode Island statute the state was to supplement, by up to
15%, the salaries of teachers of only secular subjects in non.
public schools. All of the teachers who qualified for salary
supplements under this act taught in Catholic parochial schools. -
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Under the Pennsylvania statute the state was authorized to
reimburse parochial and private schools for their actual ex-
penditures for teachers’ salaries, texthooks, and educational
materials in certain secular subjects.

The Court concluded that both the Rhode Island and Penn-
sylvania acts fostered an impermissible degree of entangle-
ment between government and religion. The Court aflirmed
a Rhode Island federal district court ruling that parochial
schools constitute “an integral part of the religious mission of
the Catholic Church” and that the schools are “a powerful
vehicle for transmitting the Catholic faith to the next genera-
tion.” Both state legislatures, the Court agreed, had recognized
that church-related elementary and secondary schools have a
significant religious mission and that a substantial portion of
their activities are religiously oriented.” While the legislatures
“sought to create statutory restrictions designed to guarantee
the separation between secular and religious edueational func-
tions and to insure that State financial aid supports only the
former,” the Court concluded that “the cumulative impact of
the entire relationship arising under the statutes in each state
involves excessive entanglement hetween government and
religion.” '

The Court held that a “comprehensive, discriminating, and
continuing state surveillance” would be required to restrict
state aid to purely secular functions, and concluded that “these
prophylactic contacts will involve excessive and enduring en-
tanglement between church and state.”

The “divisive political potential” of parochiaid programs
was also cited by the Court as another base for excessive en-
‘tanglement, ' ‘

In & community where such a l.ﬂ.nge number of pupils
are served hy church-related schools, it can be assumed
that state assistance will entail considerable political
activity. Partisans of parochial schools, understandably
concerned with rising costs and smcmelv dedicated to
both the religious and secular educational missions of
their schools, will 1nev1t‘1bly champion this cause and
promote pehtlcal action to achieve their goals. Those who
oppose state aid, whether for constitutional, religious, or
fiscal reasons, W'l]l memtably respond and Eﬁlplav all of
the usual pD]ltlQ'll campaign techniques to prevail, Ca: li-
dates will be forced to declare and voters to choose. It
would be unrealistic to ignore the fact that many people
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ﬂll"‘nEd mLh then Luth
Ordinarily politieal debate and division, however

vlgmaus or even partisan, are normal anr’i healthy

manifestations of our democratic system of government,
but ]m]ltxcﬂ division along religious lines was one of
the principal evils against w ]uch the First Amendment
was intended to protect. . . . It confliets with our whole
history and tradition to pemnt questions of the Religion
Clauses to assume such Importance in our lerﬂ*«:ldttué:
and in our elections that they could divert attention from
the myriad issues and problems which confront every
level of government . . ., The history of many countries
attests to the hﬂzﬂlds af religion intruding into the
political arena or of puhtlml power insty udmn' into the
legitimate and free exercise of religious belief . :
Political fragmentation and dlvlsweness on 1511**’1()115=
lines is thus likely to be intensified.

The Lemon ruling, as expected, triggered a continuing
chain reaction. Two days after Lemon, the Court affirmed the
1970 decision of a three-judge federa, district court in Con-
necticut that that state’s Pennsylvania-like “purchase of services”
parochiaid law violated the First Amendment’s “no establigh-
ment” clause (Johnson, et al. v. Sanders, et al.). On January 11,
1972, a three-judge federal court in New York ruled in a one-
page decision that New York’s 1971 “purchase of services” law
did not differ in any significant respect from statutes invali-

dated in Lemon and was therefore unconstitutional (Committee
for Public Education and Religious Liber ty, et al. v. Lepitt,
et al.). 7

On March 6, 1972, a three-judge federal district court in
Vermont, in Americans United, et al. v. Oakey, et al. (No.
6393, 40 U.S.L.W. 2597, D, Vt.), struck down that state’s
1971 parochiaid statute. That act was designed to permit local
school boards to lend teachers, texthooks, and other services to
parochial schools and receive up to 50% reimbursement from
the state.

The Vermont court, following Lemon, held that “In order
that any funds, goods, or services granted by the state do not
have the impermissible effect of advancing religion, the state
must see that the effects of any such grant will not permit af
their being put to religious uses.” But, the court added,
order to avoid the Scylla of advancing religion, the state may
find “that the supervision required to police the grant causes it
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to become so deeply ‘entangled’ ’1 religious matters as to find

its plan shipwrecked on the Charybdis of over-involvement in
parochial matters.”
NGtillﬁ‘ that “AII the churgh gch@c’wls are xehicle% fm’ ti'ané.-

tlon,’ the court found that

.. . involvement with this vital and valuable religious
activity results in an involvement with the religion itself.
The Vermont Act will thrust the state not only directly
mta thn phvsu,g pl mts ui the sclmcﬂs hut .»_1150 mtn Lheu

'Thmunh Lhe fatatc ccmtml Df te'u‘:hm; in the chmch
sg.hcmls, government control would become entangled with
the existing religious control, and the dav to - day
instructional administiation would of necemty be the
result of close cooperation hetween the school's admini-
stration and the public school distriet’s administration
. Thus, it becomes highly probable that parochial
sclmul pnlmy would, under the Vermont enactment, he-
come the product of an inter action between the 1elmmm
and the secular authorities, an interaction which in this
case ohviously wcm]d result in an excessive entangle-
ment of the state in religious matters.

The Vermont court also found that the act in question
created a “potential for church involvement in the political
process” and an “explosive potential for citizen friction and
political suhdivision along religious lines.” It further pointed

cout that

. In the operation of this statute a potential exists for
the impermissible fostering of relieion. We are not con-
vinced that the statute as written guarantees that the
parochial school utilization of school district teachers
would not have the primary effect of the advancement
of religion.

tmn crf th 5 1971 income tzl_:sg law ’Wth-}l was deagned te pm-,
vide state aid to parochial and private schools through the de-
vice of reimbursements to parenls for moneys spent on non-
public education. (The statute in question also provides cer-
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tain auxiliary services to parochial schools, These services
were upheld by the Ohio Supreme Court on November 24, 1971,
in P.O.A.U. v. Essex. They were not challenged in Wolman,
but might be in a future federal court test.) The Ohio statute
provided parental grants at $90 per year per student, for the
school years 1971-72 and 1972-73, with the size of grants for
future years to be “determined by the State Board of Eduea-
tion.”

The Ohio federal eourt found that “On the basis of the
stipulated evidence before us, the Court concludes that non-
public sectarian schools in Ohio retain a substantial religious
purpose and denominational character as well, and that the
grants of state aid to such schools therefore raise substantial
uestions under the First Amendment. . . .”

The reimbursement aspects of the Ohio statute, the court
found, “are directed only towards the parents of children who
attend non-public schools. The limited nature of the class
affected by the legislation and the fact that one religious group
so predominates within the class, makes suspect the consti-
tutional validity of the statute.” The court noted that the trans-
portation and textbook loans approved in Everson and Allen
applied to all students, not just those in a narrow class:

tions were among a broad class of beneficiaries deriving
henefits of a general, broad-based, public policy. These
cases are truly analogous to situations in which the state
provides police and fire protection generally to all people
and property within its jurisdiction, regardless of re-
ligious affiliation,

In each of these cases religiously affiliated institu-

Further, the class benefitting from the Ohio statute “is
overwhelmingly sectarian in character.”

The Ohio court concluded that, whereas the “Ohio statute
contains none of the restrictions that hedged the Rhode Island
and Pennsylvania schemes in Lemon,” the “absence of these
ly the possibility that public funds will he used for sectarian,
non-secular ends. No such general purpose statute has ever
been held valid against Establishment Clause challenge.”

The court also held that

.+ . bayment to the parent for transmittal to the denomi-
national school does not have a cleansing effect and some-
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how cause the funds to lose their identity as public
funds . . .. (T)he Court has held with unvmymg regu-
larity tlmt cmr,. may not do by indirection what is forbid-
den directly; one may not by form alone contradict the
substance of a transaetion,

The Ohio federal court found that “the substanee and
direetion” of the Ohio reimbursement program

. is simply to transfer public moneys to denomina-
tional schools. Its operation concerns itself with a simple
relationship among three p;utles The State of Ohio, a
parent who enrolls a child in a non-public school, and
the school itself. At the outset of the t,lansglcthn the
State of Ohio has a fund of money accumulated by the
imposition of a tax upon all of its citizens. The parent
has voluntarily undertaken an obligation to pay tuition
to a non-public school and the school in return has
agreed to educate that child in an atmosphere oriented,
if not dominated, by the teachings of that specific re-
ligion. At the end of the transaction, the parent has ap-
plied for and received ielmbmsernent from the State
of Ohio in the sum of $90.00 solely and specifically be-
cause he has paid that sum to the denominational school.
There is $90.00 less in the public treasury and $90.00
more in that of the denominational school. Since the
parents in this scheme serve as mere conduits of publie
funds, the State retains a responsibility of insuring that
pubhc moneys thus provided and which retain their
public character throughout the transaction, are used for -
constitutionally permissible ends and continue to he so
used. . . . We conclude that it is of no constitutional sig-
mﬁcan;e that state aid goes indirectly to denominational
schools . , . through the medium of parental grants. Since
the potentlal ultimate effect of the scheme is to aid re-
ligious enterprisss, the Establishment Clause forbids its
1mplementat1on regardless of the form adopted in the
statute for achieving that purpose.

A final infirmity of the Ohio plan, the court held, was that
it provided for direct money grants, thereby containing “the
seeds for increased political involvement along religious lines
at every level of government, from the local school boards to
the General Assembly. This, of course, is the ultimate evil to
be protected against by the Religion Clauses” of the First
Amendment. ‘“To uphold this statute would be to introduce
the religious issue to the very center of state politics.”

- Summing up, the Ohio court said that
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... the principle of the First Amendment is to prohibit
the State from providing any funds which directly sup-
port or sponsor ainy chureh-related institution, This con-
stitutional policy does not turn on the amount of aid a
statute provides in any particular sehool vear. Nor does
it matter that the aid goes to some or all religions. . . .
Section 3317,062 OR.C., as it permits reimbursements
for tuition, will transfer public funds to religiously orient-
ed private schools. These provisions do, therefore, violate
the Establishment Clause of the First Amendment to the
United States Constitution and therefore should be per-
manently enjoined,

April 1972 also saw three other important federal court
-rulings. On April 6 a three-judge federal court in Philadelphia
unanimously denied a motion to dismiss a challenge, Lemon v.
Sloan, to the constitutionality of Pennsylvania’s Parent Re-
imbursement Act for Non-public Education, a statute similar
to the Ohio statute supre. In its ruling the Philadelphia court
coneluded

. . that the effect of the Act is to aid the schools and
thm Efnle the fa,ilme nf the '?tate tD insule tlmt the funds
services IC!IIdElS thE Act unconétltutmnal, e (W)e do
not perceive any constitutional significance in the fact
that payments are made in the form of reimbursements
to the parents, a conduit plan or directly to the school.
The economic consequences are the same for the church-
reiated school whether it receives funds thr ough a direct
grant, a conduit plan or because the state increases
family incomes through a reimhursement program which
enables the parents to continue to pay tuition. In each
case, tax-raised funds are being used to subsidize re-
Iigigus education.

“Finally,” the court said, “even if we held that the Act
does not ald sectarian schools, we must still conclude that the
Act supports religion because it aids parents in providing a
religious education for their children.” '

While the Pennsylvania challenge may yet require a sum-
mary judgment, the newest Pennsylvania parochiaid plan,
rammed through the state legislature without hearings less
than two months after the Lemon ruling, would seem to be
dead.

On April 27, a three-judge federal district court for the
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Southern District of New York ruled the state’s 1970 Mandated
Services Act unconstitutional in PEARL" et al. v. Rockefeller,
et al. The law had been desioned to provide state funds to
parochial and private schools to cover expenses connected with
the administration, grading and reporling of examinations,
the maintenance of envollment and health records, the record-
ing of personnel information, and the preparation of other
reports required hy law. The act was evidently drafted to take
advantage and distort the meaning of a elause in the New
York State Constitution which bars all public aid to denomina-
tional schools “other than for examination or inspection.”*

The New York court held the Mandated Services plan to
closely resemble the Pennsylvania purchase of services plan
ruled unconstitutional by the Supreme Court in Lemon .
Kurtzman. “The dilemma . . . is insoluble. Rither the statute
falls because a system of surveillance and eontrol would create
excessive entanglement, or, without such a system, the schools
would be free to use funds for religious purposes, The consti-
tution is breached whichever route is chosen.”

Finally, on April 17, the U.S. Supreme Court affirmed a
September 28, 1971, ruling of a three-judge federal court in
Missouri, in Brusca, et al. v. State of Missouri, which held that
the First Amendment does not require states to assist parents
in providing religiously oriented education for thetr children.
The Missouri court had dismissed the suit by parochial parents
who claimed the state’s failure to aid parochial schools abridged
their right to freely exercise their religion, denied them equal
protection and due process of law, and failed to extend the

benefits of state laws concerning education to all citizens.

TOWARD THE FUTURE

After reviewing the relevant Supreme Court and other
federal conrt rulings from Everson through Lemon to the 1972
decisions, a reasonable person would have difficulty visualizing
how any public aid could constitutionally be provided for
parochial or private education except for rather peripheral and
minor aids. Governor William T. Cahill of New J ersey seemed
to recognize this when he announced on April 20 that he was
abandoning support for all but peripheral aids for parochial
schools.*® Gov. Cahill, a strong supporter of parochiaid, re-
luctantly said, “I am not going to force anything on the legis-
lature that is patently unconstitutional.”
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Battles over various parochiaid plans will continue, how-
ever futile they might be. Maryland citizens will vote in a
November 7, 1972, referendum on a 1971 statute which pro-
vides $75 to $200 tuition grants to parochial and private school
students.® The New York legislature is considering a package
of bills to aid parochial schools through such devices as tax
credits for tuition payments, state assistance for building
maintenance, and tuition reimbursements for low-income pa-

' mchml students New Ymk Senate Majmity Leader Ea.ll W

LQn‘%tltllthllal gonventmn to mlend the US Gonstltutmn to
permit some form of parochiaid,” However, with public opinion
nationally opposing parochiaid by about a G0-40 margin, there
is little likelihood that such an amendment would ever gather
sufficient support for passage.*

Tax credit plans may still be debated in Congress, in state
legislatures, and in public forums, and the OEQ may continue
to promote its voucher plan, but the logic of the federal district
court rulings in Pennsylvania and Ohio in April should per-
suade most lawmakers that both tax credits and vouchers have
insuperable constitutional defects. Both plans would involve the
transfer of money from the public treasury to parochial and
private schools. They would either aid religious institutions
without safeguards against use for advancing religion or re-
quire safeguards certain to involve “excessive entanglement”
between religion and government.

Nonpublic enrollment declined from a high of 7 million
students in 1965 to 5.4 million in 1971, a drop of 23%. During
the same period public school enrollment grew from 41.5 mil-
lion to 46.6 million, an increase of 12.3%. According to the
Notre Dame study, nonpublic enrollment will probably slide
to about 3.2 million by 1980, with most of the decline taking
place in Catholic schools. Census Bureau statistics® indicate
that total school enrollment will decline by about 1.6 million
students between October 1971 and October 1975. Public schools
should be able, then, to absorb additional students without
undue strain. The ability of public school systems to expand

rapidly has been amply demonstrated. The Prince Georges
County, Maryland, district, with 161,405 students enrolled for
the 1971-72 school year, grew by an average rate of 8,7% per.
year between 1957-58 and 1969-70.* The Fairfax County, Vir-
ginia, district, with 135,948 students in ADM in 1971, grew by
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an average rate of an even 10% per year between 1954 and
1971.** Both school districts are functioning reasonably well.
Contrast these growth rates with the national average public
school increase of 2.05% per year from 1965 through 1971.%

Martin A. Larson, in a major study of parochial enrollment
decline, to be published late in 1972 by the Americans United
Research Foundation, found upon investigating 16 communi-
ties from California to Michigan during 1971 that transfers
from parochial and private schools have caused only slight
problems, that support for public education is weakest in com-
munities with large percentages of children in parochial schools,
and that the shift of students from parochial to public schools
draws communities closer together and increases support for
publie education. :

Absorbing parochial school transfers into publie schools in
some areas might result in increased educational costs, but in
the long run these will be far less than the economic, educa-
tional, and social costs of dividing public support among public
schools and a proliferation of less than optimal size nonpublic
schools,

Catholic schools can survive without public aid if they meet -
and private schools seem to be meeting such needs. Catholic
schools could help themselves by emulating the consolidation
process which has aided public education so much. In any case,

tially not a public problem but a private one.

Beyond the scope of this paper are the public problems of
providing adequate support for public education and of making
educational opportunity for all children in public schools more
nearly equal. Surely our country has the material and intellec-
tual resources to do the jobh. All we need is a little more de-
termination,

A suitable conclusion to this discussion has been supplied
by the New York Commission on the Quality, Cost and Fi-
nancing of Elementary and Secondary Education in its report
to Governor Rockefeller in February 1972:%

The principle of separation of church and state should
not he abrogated: public funds or tax revenues ought
not to be used in support of the attendance of students
at sectarian schools. . .. We . . . recommend against pub-
lic support of nonsectarian nonpublic schools. . .. As . ..
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transfers [from nonpublic' to public schools] take place,
special grants [influx aid] should be made to those public
school districts where unusual expenses are encountered
because of rapid increases in enrvollment. . . . Also, a
policy of state purchase or lease of nonpublic school facili-
ties should be adopted in preference to construction of
new public school facilities wherever this is possible.

As the courts dissolve the controversy over parochiaid, edu-
cators, lawmakers, parents, and citizens generally should be
able to devote more attention to solving the rémaining problems
of that great instrument of American democracy and progress,
the public school.
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CHAPTERY

Educational Vouchers: Pro and Con

FREDERICK Q. GODDARD*
IRVING J. GOFFMAN

n recent years, the concept of tuition vouchers for educa-
ticn has gained increasing attention and support. This atten-
tion and support has come from widely separated and diverse
not normally expect to find in agreement. Closer inspection
of the specific voucher proposals by these different groups
reveals that indeed they are not in agreement upon either
the goals of education reform or upon the means to obtain it.
The term voucher has been used loosely to name a wide variety
of quite different institutional arrangements. This paper has
been written to sort out these differences and to indicate to
the reader just what various “voucher” schemes can really be

choice concerning the goals of public education. A voucher
system is not then just another experiment in -methods of
financing—one that can be adopted or discarded at will—but

- rather may involve fundamental reforms in the very nature

of public education, its goals, its accomplishments and its insti-
tutional framework.
University of Chicago Professor Milton Friedman is per-

*The authors are respectively: Associate Professor and Professor of
Economics at the University of Florida,
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haps the father of modern eduecation voucher proposals. Fried-
man introduced this idea in his 1955 article, “The Role of
Government in Education.” Friedman’s proposal was not de-
signed to improve the financial basis of public schools but
rather to divert public funds away from public education and
into private educational institutions. This objective is very
different from that of the Center for the Study of Public Policy
(CSPP) which would require that: "No public money should
he used to support private schools.” ,

The proposals by Professor Fuedman and the CSPP are
not reconcilable because they rest upon very different educa-
tional goals. This paper will investigate these and other pro-
posals in later sections with particular emphasis upon the
speciﬁic. type cf sy%tems most likely to pl'orrlcte VEl.limlS gmls

TAXPAYER REVOLT

Pl’im' ta the 1966 6’7 ﬁscal year vcntezs consistenﬂy ap-

howevm S0 tl at by 1968 69 only 56.8 pewent @fschool bond
proposals were passed, representing only 42.6 percent of dollar
value proposed.? The actual amount approved fell from $2.65
hillion in 1966 to $1.70 billion in 1969 even though enrollments,
income and prices had risen. Clearly the American voter was
less willing than ever to vote new property taxes for the sup-
port of education. '

The revolt by local property taxpayers against school hond
jssues after 1966 was not the only symptom of a taxpayer
1evolt Sta.te ggvemments have bean unda lncleasmg p;essme

C()ngles@. voted w;de 1efo1ms and ledugtmns in Fedm al taxes
More recently, the people of New Jersey have turned down tax
reforms and increases, while both Senator McGovern and Gov-
ernor Wa]]ace gfxiﬁed some suppmt in ’plimaly eampaigrxs on

of ta;paycal dlssatlsfactmn that mlght underlie this revolt.
First, the revolt may be against too high or inequitable
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taxes. Certainly taxes at both the federal and state levels have
increased absolutely and as a percent of income in the past six
years. This is due partly to the inflation accompanying the
Viet Nam conflict and partly to inereases in government pro-
grams at all levels, During 1970-71, for example, while overall
GNP grew at 7.4 percent, state expenditures grew at 16.2 per-
cent.' A general belief that the tax system is unfair has also
bééii evident in 1'&23111: yems Comment has aheady been made
pmmlsed 1Efmm When paople beheve that they are bemg ask-
ed to pay more than their fair share, we can expect them to

resist expandmn* the program that tlE'ltS them unfauly

be mtmmeted in p'nt as a Lewolt affamst ‘Lhe meqmtles af a
specific tax—the property tax. This tax yielded up to 99 per-
cent of local school disticts’ tax revenue in 1969, Certainly
distribution of the burden of the tax bears little relation to
the benefits acquired from education. In addition, this tax
zxmc:unts tn a piltigulaﬂy dismiminatmy E‘{ElSé on an im—
Dmk Netze; has EStlmatEd that this excise avemges from 17
to 27 percent of annual use value of residential property.® Com-
pared to a 3 to 4 percent excise on other goods, this is indeed
high!

A second possible source of taxpayer dissatisfaction leading
to rejection of school bond proposals is that the preferences or
objectives of individual taxpayers have changed. That is, tax-
payers have voted against new school programs not simply
because they object to the taxes involved, but because they
want less, or at least less growth, of the educational programs
in question. Several important factors might havé led to such a
change in preferences.

First, the widespread occurrence of student rebellion has
undoubtedly brought forth public dissatisfaction with the re-
sults of the use of their tax dollars for education. Regardless
of the extent to which the education establishment is to blame
for current disorders, taxpayers tend to place the blame upon
it. The average ta’:e:paym reacting to student disruptions may
not in fact have reduced his support of education as it might be
operated. But when he is asked to support education, he is
limited to supporting what exists, not what he might wish to
exist. In the long run his wishes for change in the operation of
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schools might be realized, but in the short run his only means
of control lies with his control of the purse.
The second factor is the inherent liberalism of the educa-

'ticmal process. In the best of times this factor leads to some

antagonism between the taxpayer and the educator. By its
very nature education promotes more liberal values than those
held by many citizens. Education must place high values upon
individual and intellectual freedom, and the study of our cul-
ture’s history leads to an increased humanistic orientation, In
recent years this normal gap has been widened by a drive to
make modern education more relevant to the immediate solu-
tion of social ills, Thus education has been injected into the
middle of political controversy over the best means of running
society, Whether or not this trend is wise, and many do not
believe it is, it cannot but erode general support for education.
To the extent that education joins sides in political issues it
must lose the support of those taxpayers on the opposing side
of the issue.

A third factor that possibly has led to a reduction of public
support of education is the increasing length of stay in school.
This has in effect created a new class within society. It is a new
leisure class of people too old (over 17 years of age) to be

a class that does not bear the full individual responsibilities of
adulthood, that is, the responsibilities of providing for one's
financial needs. Such a class has, of course, always existed, but
until recent times it was small, The enormous increase in the
percent of college-age youths actually enrolled in universities,
colleges and junior colleges has made this a large and signifi-
cant social class and one more apt to create resentment and
conflict. Again the taxpayer may support lower levels of edu-
cation, but his opportunity to support or oppose them financial-
ly may only apply to the whole package of educational pro-
grams.

A fourth factor that had undoubtedly contributed to a
reduction of public support for public education is the tying of
education to racial integration. As Federal pressure for inte-
gration is extended to the non-South, this factor becomes im-
portant on a nationwide scale. This factor is closely related to

" the second factor above. Again those who oppose integration

will be induced to oppose educational expenditures as part of
their political strategy. The main difference between this fac-
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tor and the second one is that in the case of integration the
decisions are being largely made outside the educational estab-
lishment, Many would argue that this factor is a necessary
cost of obtaining a social reform at least as important as in-
creased education, The reduction of racial diserimination and
confliet is uncdoubtedly a very important social goal and there
is some level of costs in terms of loss in other goals that is
justified. But rational policy-making requires that the costs
be considered in judging the extent to which the tradeoff in
goals will be pursued. _ :

The fifth factor leading to reduction of support for local
education is parental dissatisfaction with the results of current
educational programs. There are all too many cases of the
failure of the schools to teach the elementary skills in reading,
mathematics and spelling. These cases are not confined solely
to ghetto schools. Parents have also objected to what seems
to be a failure of the schools in developing a sense of self-
discipline and good work habits in students.

Resistance of taxpayers to increases in the size of the edu-
cation budget may not be only a resistance to increased taxes
per se but also may arise from a deep dissatisfaction with the
performance of the current school system. During the first two
yéars of the Nixon Administration, much was made of the
idea that states and localities were running out of revenue
scurces. A study prepared for the President's Commission on
School” Finance failed to find evidence to support this view.’
While some localities are experiencing serious difficulties in ob-
taining needed revenue, every state has enormous untapped
revenue sources at its disposal® John F. Due calculated that
if state governments had in 1969, implemented his proposals
for tax changes, none of which would have involved higher

Ing a more than 50 percent increase in expenditures on educa-
tion could have been collected, and this revenue would have

on funds available to the states, but rather arise out of an un-
willingness on the part of the voting taxpayer to support in-
creased budgets. This unwillingness may be as much related
to dissatisfaction with current performance of our schools
as to any other causes,

However pressing it may seem to those who must budget
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school operations that the current crisis in public education
is one of finance or availability of public revenues, economists
percsive a crisis from lack of performance or lack of equity
ratfier than & siiiple shortage of funds. Indeed it is not at all
evident in econwr-ic terms that we are not already spending
too much for eduecation—that the total expenditure could not be
reduced in conjunction with a wiser allocation of that budget.
In the period 1955 to 1969, the share of GNP devoted to educa-
tion has increased from 3.7 percent to 6.8 percent.® Few
would argue that the quality and quantity of edueational out-
put has been increasing at almost twice the rate for the rest
of the economy. Rather it would seem this growth is due to
increases in costs that are higher and increases in productivity
that arve lower than is found in other areas. Indeed it may
very well be that productivity changes in some areas of eduea-
tion have heen negative. For example, although no statistics
exist, the intuitive feeling of many college teachers is that the
learning acquirved per unit of budgeted resources has declined
in recent years.

What is seen from the above is that form of voucher schemes
must be a vehicle to reform the fundamental structure of the
educational system and not simply a pipeline for revenue grants
to localities.

EDUCATIONAL VOUCHERS AND
CONSUMER SOVEREIGNTY

The original voucher proposal by Friedman had as its ob-
Jective the granting of consumer sovereignty to parents in de-
termining the kind of schooling their children would receive.
By granting this sovereignty to parents, the edueation indus-
try, through predominately private schools, would more close-
ly approach what economists term allocative efficiency.

The concept of consumer sovereignty, introduced by Adam
Smith, argues that in a competitive marketplace, the ultimate
combination of different products and services produced is
determined by the desires and tastes of the consumers, Be-
cause producing agents, in this case the schools, cannot long
remain in business unless they ean attract sufficient consumers
as customers, these agents must produce those products and
services that conform to the desires of consumer: 7+ iz the
individual consumer, then, and not producers or  govern-
ment agency as surrogate for the social will who determines
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the character of the goods and services available to him. It is
the consumer who is sovereign, and producers are his servants.
This power of the consumer over the nature of productive out-
put is lost, however, if producers do not have to compete for
customers, For this reason economists are opposed to monopoly.

Today, with few exceptions, the public school system in
the United States is a monopoly, While the schools are not
centrally administered on a national basis (there are over
16,000 individual school districts), and there is a great deal of
variation in the kind and quality of schools among districts,
parents are faced with a single monopolistic provider of schools
within any given market or school distriet. It is not the num-
ber of enterprises within a state or nation that matters, but
rather the number of enterprises that are operating within a
local market that determines the degree of meaningful choice
that consumers face, For example, relatively few firms provide
supermarkets in a given state, but a great many school dis-
tricts will be found in the same state. Yet the citizens of a
typical city are faced with a single monopolistic provider of
public education but can choose from eight different super-
market firms, each with stores in several convenient locations.
There are, ag might be expected, wide variations in the kind
and quality of services offered and in the prices charged by
each supermarket firm. In any meaningful sense, then, the
citizens of a typical city, and of a state, can be said to have a
diversity of choices in supermarkets but no choice at all in edu-
cation. It is this diversity of choices that leads to consumer
sovereignty,

If the consumer is faced with a diverse set of choices, he
will select that enterprise that hest meets his individual tastes
and preferences. In doing so, the individual consumer, along
with others that share his tastes, will reward the enterprise
that best meets his demands. Further, enterprises have a
strong incentive to seek out consumer opinions and modify
their product in ways that will improve it in the consumer’s
mind. It is precisely this process that Friedman sees operating
to improve educational diversity and choice through consumer
sovereignty via his voucher proposal.

There are, of coutse, limits to the degree to which consumer
suvereignty will act to provide individual consumers with the
kinds of services that they prefer. Two limits are particularly
important, First, enterprises do not normally respond greatly
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to the isolated tastes of an individual consumer, but rather to
the common desires and taste of an aggregate of consumers
with similar preferences. Thus consumer sovereignty will work
better for consumers who share tastes and preferences with a
large number of other consumers. The individual with unusual
and rare tastes may well find himself ignored. Some citizens,
with rather ordinary tastes in supermarkets, are, for example,
satisfied by the current diversity in a typical city, but are
frustrated by the lack of an expensive and high quality French
restaurant. This limitation, however, only constrains and does
not void the advantages of competition and consumer sovereign-
ty.- A public monopoly, such as the public schools, offers no
choice at all. The only way a parent can influence the school
system to change and conform to his particular tastes is
through the political process. But in this process he must get
not just a large number of others, but a majority of the parents
within the local district to share his tastes. The competitive
process, while it does not respond to all individual tastes, does
respond to the desires of substantial minority groups. Further,
through diversity of services, each substantial minority inter-
est can be satisfied without denying satisfaction to other inter-
ests, In a homogeneous, monopolistic public school system,
minority interests, when recognized through the political pro-
cess, can only be met by reducing the satisfaction of conflicting
interests of other groups.

Another limit on the process of consumer sovereignty arises
because the market weighs individual desires by an indi-
vidual’s ability to pay. In other words, rich consumers are
normally more sovereign than poor consumers. In order that
the poor may be offered a high degree of diversity and choice in
educational opportunities for their children,. public programs
must be designed to reduce the disparity in market influence
that arises from income inequalities.

The process of consumer sovereignty, through competitive
diversity in the marketplace, is then more compatible with an

through majority rule in the political process. Individual de-
mands, even though they differ from the average or majority
tastes, are recognized and responded to by competing enter-
prises. Consumer sovereignty, in addition to this provision
for individualism and diversity, is also seen by economists as
providing for what is termed allocative efficiency.
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An efficient economy is one that utilizes its scarce resources
in such a way as to produce maximum satisfaction of con-
sumer wants. In doing so, provision must be made for de-
termining optimum innovative activity, for selecting the least
cost methods of production, and for determining and selecting
the best of these resources in terms of the particular goods and
services to be produced. It is this last consideration that is en-
compassed b'y the term allacative ef‘ﬁciency A]lcn:ative ef’ﬁciency

rent Imawledﬁ tscimz.qué:s, mzd stats af the ar z‘:s, used to produ,czg
that particular combination of goods and services that maximizes
consumer satisfaction. In general, economists insist that the free
marketplace for final goods and services is the best mechanism for
attaining allocative efficiency, and that a free market for inputs
is the best way of attaining efficiency (least cost method) of
production, Note the emphasis in the statement above. The
claim for allocative efficiency of the free market does not rest
upon a claim that the free market will somehow discover new
technologies and methods of production, but rather that it will
lend to choices of outputs from among the current possibilities
that enhance overall. welfare. This point is important in light
of some recent enthusiasm over vouichers and limited parental
choice (from among several “public” schools) as a means to
spur dlEcD’VEly of better teaching techniques and tools. Such
enthusiasm is based upon a mistaken notion of the operation
of the consumer sovereignty. Indeed, there is every reason to
believe that centralized research, perhaps federally sponsored,
would be more effective in discovering new techniques than
uncoordinated, poorly ﬁnanced efforts of many small educa-
tional entrepreneurs.

In the economists paradigm, then, consumer sovereignty
serves as a most efficient way to select the objectives of a social
system and not as a means of prompting inventiveness in ob-
taining given goals, If society is to impose collectively de- -
termined objectives upon the education industry, the advantages
of freedom of choice and consumer sovereignty are lost. What
all this means is that some form of voucher system can be an
effective social tool only if the objectives of the education sys-
tem are left unspecified by social agencies and 1n5tead in the
hands of individual parents.
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CONFLICTING GOALS FOR STRUCTURAL REFORM

An unfortunate fact for our society is that the primary
goals for the education system sought by diverse reformers are
in fundamental conflict. On the one hand, some parents wish a
gxeatm mnge of choic:c in seler;ting the kind of educat’ion thEil

E’xtent the students \}hc: ml be his chlld’s Qlassma’tes, But this
very freedom of choice conflicts with the goal of educational
equality. A very significant force in American society seeks
this equality through social, economic and racial integration
and greater homogenization of the quality and characteristics
of education received by the nation’s youth.

Clearly these goals are in conflict, for the very act of re-

quiring that all schools he open to everyone regardless of ability,

background, motivation or interest robs the parent of consumer
sovereignty or meaningful freedom of choice. This point must
be emphasized. Numerous authors of reform plans, including
Christopher Jencks, John Coons, Stephen Sugarman, and Judith
Areen have proposed systems that allow some selection of

~ schools by the parent. But the plans submitted by these authors

all deny any meaningful choice to the parents through restric-
tions that require eligible schools to be integrated socially,
economically and racially through quotas and lotteries, The
most that a parent could choose would be the level of expendi-
tures per student day, and even this is not an available choice
in some of the plans. _

Considemble evidence e*{ists sug—gesti'ng that such ch@ices
The Caleman Repmt of 1965 1evealed that such 1tems as capltil
expenditures or teachers’ salaries seem to have no detectable
inﬂuence on the student’s pmgl’ess u C‘olemans ﬁndingg ng'-
png‘lESS is hlS e]assmates HOWF;VE]? lepellmg 1t may be to snmej
the conclusion is inescapable: if parents are to have a meaning-
ful choice of schools—one that can affect szgmﬁcanﬂy their chil-
dren’s educational progr ess—then they , must be allowed, to
some extent, to choose their children’s classmates.

The better value judgment may be to opt for equalization

‘and homogenization of education, and society may make this
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chcu'gc: But .such a judwmeni fshould he nmde with the twe
economic ;md 1:1@;1;11 h;m]\gl Qundg of chlldlen in all schaols can
only be obtained through denying parents any meaningful
chcice or contm] over theil own childlen educ;xtlon T‘mtha

in mdcl La Enhance that t:f nthew As Miutm Mayel stated
“There is some reason to believe, on the basis of the Coleman
Report, that the children of low-income, ill-educated parents
will on the average do somewhat betfer in school if they are
exposed to the more invigorating air of classrooms dominated
by the children of higher-income, better-educated parents, The
same report gives evidence (much less frequently cited) that
children from more fortunate homes will on the average do
worse in school if they are a minority group in classrooms
where the air is that of the slums.’=

Society is then faced with a choice of attempting to mazimize
the opportunities of individuals for self improvement and a
better life by allowing full consumer sovereignty and freedom
of choice in education or of attempting to equalize the oppor-
tumtxes of some while enhancing that of others, less talented

* from poorer backgrounds. Economists cannot and should
not make this choice involving fundamental philosophical and
ethical values. All that economic science can do-is indicate
those institutions that best serve society’s goals once the choice
is made. The following sections are devoted to this purpose.

THE FRIEDMAN VOUCHER PLAN

meessm' F‘liedmin, though nmmally thmmht of as the
set out the det'uls of a “Flledman" voucher scheme Nevezthe-
less, his ideas can be collected from a wide diversity of writings,
speeches and private conversations, and a “Friedman” plan can
then be set forth as follows:

1. Government would require a minimum level of educa-
tion and finance that through “. . , vouchers redeemable for a
specified maximum sum per child per year if spent on approved
educational services,”»

2. “Parents would then be free to spend this sum and any
additional sum they themselves provided on . purchasing educa-
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tional services from an ‘approved’ institution of their own
choice.”' (emphasis added)

3. Approved schools might be run by “. . . private enter-
prises operated for profit, or by non-profit institutions.”** Pub-
lic, state operated schools might still exist (especially in low
population areas where only one school is economically feasi-
ble) but these would receive no public funds beyond the amount
of the voucher.

4. “The role of government would be limited to insuring
that the eligible schools met certain minimum standards, such
as the inclusion of a minimum common content in their pro-
grams, much as it now inspects restaurants to insure that they
maintain minimum sanitary standards.”®

5. Schools would be able to set the entrance, disciplinary
and achievement standards they wished subject only to the
pressures of the marketplace and obvious constitutional restric-
tions against racial or religious segregation.

On the positive side, the simple Friedman voucher plan,
if implemented, would certainly promote consumer sovereignty
and freedom of choice. Those parents who are today denied
reasonable opportunity to increase the level of expenditure on
their child’s education would be able to do so under the Fried-
man plan. In like manner, parents would have an enhanced
opportunity to choose from various kinds of educational insti-
tutions in order to fit the institution to their perception of their
child’s particular needs, Of course, if parents wish to purchase
additional amounts of education by sending their child to a
more expensive school they must pay the difference (above the
voucher amount) from their own budget. But this is what free-
dom of choice is all about. Currently, parents who have a
child in the publie school can do this only by persuading every-
one else (including those who have no children) that a higher
budget is desirable or by withdrawing their child from the
public system and thus pay not only the additional amount,
but also what was previously obtained from public funds.
Under the Friedman plan, then, parents would be able to enter-
tain preferences for education budgets that differed from the
community average.

Indeed, the poor would benefit proportionately more. Under the
current system, it is only the rich who can afford the choice of
sending a gifted child to a special and more costly school. Under
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Friedman’s plan this choice becomes more available to poor
parents, since they would only have to pay the additional tui-
tion and would not have to lose their public support. Addition-
ally, under a Friedman voucher plan, total expenditures on
education would undoubtedly rise significantly even if total
public expenditures were not increased. Thus, the limits on
education currently imposed by political constraints on state
budgets would be broken. An increase in expenditures for wel-
fare or highways would not necessarily mean a curtailment of
educational opportunity as is often the case now.

Friedman’s plan does, however, have many negative aspects.
Perhaps the most important one is that typical schools would
not have student bodies that proportionately represented the
students of the whole community. Even with the prohibition
of racial and religious diserimination in admissions, it is prob-
able that parents would voluntarily send their children to
schools with a student body of similar cultural background.
While, for example, no school eligible for vouchers would be
allowed to exclude students on the basis of religion, one would
still expect to find predominately Catholic schools. Similarly,
the prohibition of racial discrimination would not preclude
many of the better “academic” schools from being predominate-
ly white. As long as a disproportionate number of blacks come
from deprived family backgrounds, one can expect a reduced
ability to compete on purely academic grounds for admission
to select schools and, thus, a =~ ss than proportionate enroll-
ment in those schools. Thus, the Friedman voucher plan would
fail to promote social integration of different classes, races and
religions; indeed, it might encourage the opposite.

While Friedman’s plan would allow increased opportunity
for individual families to upgrade their children’s education
through individual financial effort, inequalities in the distribu-
tion of the nation’s income would lead to far more rich than
poor parents doing so. Thus, one could expect some increase in
levels of segregation by income class. '

THE FRIEDMAN-PAULY OR CPPC VOUCHER

A variation of the Friedman plan has been proposed by
several economists, including Mark V., Pauly and Jay Cham-
bers who calls his plan the Compensation Principle-Price Com-
petition or CPPC Voucher o
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Pauly and Chambers propose in principle the same scheme;
in Pauly’s words:

... a scheme in which the community agrees to pay some
fraction of the cost of each unit of education purchased by the
parents could lead to optimality. . . . The optimal structure of
these payments is not, however, one in which the community
pays the same fraction of the per unit cost at all income levels,
but rather it is one in which the fraction paid by the com-
munity varies inversely with family income.”#

The effect of the Pauly-Chambers modification would be to
change the first two characteristics of the Friedman proposal
listed above to read:

1. Government would require a minimum level of educa-
tion, and finance this through a fixed minimum voucher grant-
ed for each.child.

2. Parents would then be free to spend more than this
minimum sum on their child’s education with the State paying
a part of the additional tuition inerements above the fixed sum.
The fraction of the additional tuition to be paid by the state
would vary inversely with family income.

The exact details of the payments mechanism implementing
the above are not as important as the principle inveolved, and
several specific schemes have been proposed. Perhaps the easiest
form of implementation would be to allow parents to purchase
additional vouchers at a fraction of their face value with the
fractional price to be determined from the family’s income as
reported for tax purposes. This particular form has the ad-
vantage of minimizing the administrative burden of the scheme.
Families with incomes above some level would have to pay the
full face value. Families at the lower end of the income scale
would always have to pay something for additional vouchers
though it might be as low as 10 to 20 percent of face value.

While retaining the positive characteristics of efficiency and
consumer sovereignty in the unmodified Friedman plan, this
Pauly-Chambers modification would go far towards eliminating
any inequities due to income distribution, and granting more
choice to poor families. Indeed, the modified voucher scheme
might lead to greater equality of opportunity among children
from different income classes than does the current public
school system. Under the current system, children are largely
restricted to attending schools on a residential basis, and chil-

dren from poor families cannot transfer to better schools in
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rich neighborhoods. Under the modified voucher scheme, poor
children would be enabled to buy into better schools.

While the modified voucher plan would largely eliminate
inequities in education due to wealth, it would not eliminate
differences in education arising from differences in the stu-
dents’ talent or ability. It would not be expected that schools
would separate students on the basis of family background
per se, but separation of students according to academic merit
or their individual talents and ability would, de facto, tend to
promote the enrollment in separate schools of children from
good and bad family backgrounds. This would follow since cur-
rently a poor family background is statistically associated with
low academic ability. The talented student from a poor back-
ground would, under the Pauly-Chambers voucher, be able to
attend the better schools (that is, schools with high entrance
requirements), but the average child from a poor background
would not.

Thus the Pauly-Chambers modified voucher would promote
efficiency and individual opportunity even better than the un-
modified plan, but would fail to promote, indeed discourage,
proportional integration of students of different racial, re-
ligious or cultural backgrounds. Schools would tend to aroup
students on the basis of talent with talented students, regard-
Iess ef baekglound attendmg one school and less capable Stu-

to support several schools in each category (hlgh and Tow aca-
demic achievement) then further separation along rultural
(especially religious) line could be expected. Note i it this
would be true even though no tests of religion or background
could be applied for admission. Parents would naturally tend
to (other things such as academic quality being equal) place
their children in schools with an enrollment of predominately
the same culture as their own.

The Pauly-Chambers modified voucher could be changed in -
two more ways that might improve its performance with re-
spect to the goals of social integration and compensatory edu-
cation. First, as a prerequisite for qualifying as a voucher
accredited sehoal a school might be requireci tc: take aﬂhmatlve

admlssmns lelClES on the b351s of 71'&:7:3 rel;gmn or gthe:_f
ethnie qualities, and in addition, might be required to assure

~ a reasonable representation of various subgroups of the popu-
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lation in its student body. For example, each school might be
required to have an admissions procedure which would assure
that each cultural subgroup would be represented in the same
proportion in the student body as it was in otherwise qualified
applications. More stringently, a school might be required to
actually recruit students so as to meet quotas based upon race,
religion and other groupings. Such requirements, especially
the use of quotas, would of course diminish the degree to which
consumer sovereignty would guide the development of the na-
tion’s schools. But this reduction in the ability of consumers
to determine the character of schools would take place in an
area where society has already determined that consumer choice
8 to be constrained, for example by the 1964 Public Accommo-
dations Act. Considerable consumer sovereignty would still
remain to determine the amount of expenditure in individual
schools and the character of the schools in terms of academic
versus vocational programs, the level of scholastic rigor and
the nature of discipline maintained.

A voucher system changed in the above manner would not
only obtain the level of social integration of the current public
school system, but would in addition go much further than cur-
rent schools to offer opportunity to children from poor or de-
prived backgrounds to obtain the excellence usually associated
only with wealthy school districts. Further, such a voucher
gystem, would promote the integration of children from differ-
ent income classes to a degree far exceeding anything the
public, neighborhood school system could attain.

A second possible change in the above voucher scheme
would be to increase the amount of public subsidy of tuition
vonchers (as opp@sed to the parent’s contribution) used to

an 1ncent,1ve r;oulci be prov1ded to encaura.ge the expa.nsmn of
programs for retarded or handicapped children, or remedial
education for children from disadvantaged neighborhoods or
cultures, Few things work as well as the possibility of obtain-
ing more money in inducing educators to change programs
and introduce special aids.

Most voucher proposals to date have had the shortcoming
of allowing if not promoting de facto jegregation in the schools.
The addition of these two changes to the Pauly-Chambers
voucher scheme would go far towards eliminating this ob-
jection. The first change would, however, be obtained at a cost.
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The degree of consumer sovereignty, individual parental choice
and economic efficiency would certainly be reduced by restrie-
tions on enrollment policy to assure social homogeneity of stu-
dent bodies. The fundamental conflict between individual choice
and efficiency on the one hand and social integration on the
other is not avoided, but rather compromised by trading off
some of one for the other.

SOME PSEUDO VOUCHER SCHEMES

Several attempts have been made to design plans that
would eliminate the unmodified voucher plans’ shortcoming of
de facto social segregation in the schools. Foremost among
these are the proposal of the Center for the Study of Public
Policy (CSPP) currently being tested by the Office of Economic
Opportunity and the Family Power Equalizing proposal of
Coons, Sugarman and Clune,’» Neither of these are in fact true
sovereignty to parents. Hence, both are treated together.

The full details of the CSPP proposal are too extensive to
repeat here and only an outline of the important principles is
given below:*

1. Schools would not be able to charge any tuition or fees
beyond the fixed voucher given to all children.

2. Schools would have to accept any and all applicants
50 long as space was available,

3. If excess applicants existed at least half of the spaces
would be filled by lottery from the applicant pool; the other
half of available spaces would be subject to quotas regarding
minority ethnic groups. ’

4. Schools would not have control over suspension or ex-
pulsion but would be subject to uniform standards set by a
government agency.

5. A new government agency would be established to dis-
tribute vouchers to parents, pay schools for vouchers and pay
parents for transportation costs to school.

The most immediate critical comment on the CSPP plan is:
why bother with vouchers at all? Since parents cannot aug-
ment the voucher from their own funds and the value of the
voucher is fixed, it would be far more economical to simply pay
the schools an amount based upon enrollment, Vouchers in
this plan serve no purpose other than to increase administrative
overhead costs.
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In fact the CSPP plan is not a voucher plan, but rather a
pblan to reform the public school systems. With the restrictions
listed above, any significant degree of consumer sovereignty
or variation in educational opportunity is blocked. In effect,
this plan is designed to replace the neighborhood school system
with a more centralized system with individual public schools,
perhaps, emphasizing science, the arts or vocational skills.
Thése Dbjectives may well be gaod ones, but the p an 1tself is

th]e the CSPP plan would 110t 51g111ﬁcantly allow fm consumer
sovereignty or allocative efficiency in the schools, it might go
a long way toward granting more social 1nteg1atmn than is
found in the current public school system or could be expected
from a true voucher system—might, that is, with one excep-
tion. The CSPP plan, by centralizing school programs and
financing would eliminate the current practice of well-off
neighborhoods voting themselves higher than average school
budgets through local property tax financing. If this oppor-
tunity is removed, we may well experience an increasing num-
bm Df well—oﬁ pa1ents 1emovinfr their chlldren from the public

Gf ths fpublm sshnolg and &chaal tazgg, Thus the CSPP plan
c:oulfi lead to reduced ta}:paya suppcnt af pub]ic schools, in-

tlal batween total expendltules on 11:;}1 and p001_ chlldren_. ThlS
danger of the CSPP plan is one shared with many other plans
that attempt to force equal expenditures for all children. It is
rmﬁ a dangez fm any Df the vcmchel plans for these do allow

on their chlld’s edugatmn if they so desire.

The Family Power Equalizing plan of Coons, Sugarman
and Clune, while not presented as a voucher plan, has features
more compatible with the use of a voucher mechanism than
those of the CSPP plan. Briefly, Family Power Equalizing
would:

1. Provide for a selection of public or private schools with
different set costs per pupil (for example, mth costs of $500,
$800, $1100, and $1400 per pupil).

2. Private schools in the system could receive no funds
from any other source than the government pa’yment given

above,
3. Each famlly would be chrectly taxed accordmg to its
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choice of school. That is, school taxes would be higher as the
parents sent their child to a higher cost school.

4. These direct taxes would also vary with family Income,
so that a high income family would pay more than a low income
family for each level of school costs.

5. ‘... the price (tax) to a rich family would exceed the
full cost.”** For example, a rich family might be taxed $2000
if it chose to send its child to the $1400 school.

This plan, including item number five, can only be described
as naive to the point of absurdity. It is unimaginable that, in
general, families would voluntarily pay $2000 to attend a
$1400 school. Further, it is difficult to imagine a society that
would attempt to impose all of the burden of subsidizing poor
families with children solely upon upper-middle class and rich
families with children, leaving those well off families without
children free of any tax. The Family Power Equalizing plan
as proposed simply would not work. In any public educational
program, we can expect that, unless the direct tax cost (or
voucher price) is significantly less than the school cost per
pupil, families that would be charged an amount close to or
exceeding the expenditure per pupil in the public system would
withdraw from the public system and enter the purely private
system. Since private schools have the reputation of offering
the parent a program that more closely tailoved to his individual
tastes for his child, the typical parent will, dollar for dollar,
prefer a private school to a public one. The more the public
schools are directed to pursue social or public goals rather than
accommodate parental demands, the greater will be this ceterus
paribus preference for private schools. To overcome this pref-
erence, the typical parent must be faced with a compensating
financial advantage in the public system. A program that offer-
ed this advantage to only part of the families in the popula-
tion could only reasonably be expected to result in part of the
families participating.=

Thus Family Power Equalizing, as proposed, would in fact
perform much worse than the existing public school system
based on neighborhood school districts. Currently, integration
of children from different income classes is limited but not
eliminated because of residential patterns. The Family Power
Equalizing plan would assure a total separation of the children
from the different income groups. Moreover, with the withdrawal
of -the upper-middle and upper income groups, the public 8ys-
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tem would lose financial support as well as students and the
children of the poor would be absolutely worse off than in a
segregated but better financed system.

Family Power Equalizing can only be made viable, then,
by the elimination of item five, If this provision is disearded,
however, Family Power Equalizing approaches a modified
Pauley-Chambers voucher plan, This option is then made un-
necessarily complicated and restrictive by such features as

modified), Family Power Equalizing is inferior to the Pauley-
Chambers modified voucher.*

SUMMARY

The use of vouchers for partially financing education is
probably the best method of obtaining a larger degree of con-
sumer sovereignty, individualism, efficiency and diversity in
our nations schools. The cost, however, would be the sacrificing
of the objective of widespread integration of social, racial and
religious classes within the schools. Some modification through
the imposition of legal restrictions upon discriminatory ad-
missions requirements could avoid much of this cost. To do so
would reduce the gains in consumer sovereignty, individualism,
efficiency and diversity, but would not eliminate these. A vouch-
er system could significantly promote these objectives, even
with legal restrictions to promote social integration, provided
school budgets by allowing parents, through the family budget,
to augment their child’s public support.

An integral part of any workable voucher scheme must be
that parents, in determining the level of total education ex-
penditures of their child, must pay at least a part of tuition
costs above some social minimum. If social integration is to
be promoted all parents, even the richest, must be subsidized
than the totally private system.

Some pseudo voucher schemes, such as the CSPP model
and Family Power Equalizing, by attempting to impose what

~ amounts to punitive restrictions on the rich, would in fact,

cause the well-off to desert the public system, the poor then
would -be worse off than before. Rather than adopt these ex-
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treme measures, society, if it chooses not to seek the objectives
obtainable with vouchers, should seek to reform the current
school system, with better and more equitable financing and
diversity within individual public schools.
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