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Equality of educational/opportunity has been a persistent but-elusive
goal throughout the history of American public education. Toward

this goal, court cases have been directed during the past half decade
at inequitable school finance systems in most of the states; but
little empirical evidence has been presented in these cases on in-
equalities in the distribution of educational resources as they affect
minorities and the poor. This research effort attempts to fill. this
gap by examining inequalities in educational input resources among
school systems in Texas-and California. Official state education
agency data on all school districts in Texas and 211 unified districts
in California-were obtained.and combined with 1970 census data on
school districts in these states. Low-income families in both states
were found to be in districts of lower per pupil expenditures and
inferior educational services than high-income families primarily
because they are located in districts with low property valuations.
Mexican American pupils in Texas tend to be ethnically isolated in
low-wealth districts and have less educational resources available to
them than do Anglo pupils. District wealth, haowever, does not account
for-the disparity 'in teacher qualifications among districts of differ-
ent ethnic composition in Texas. Important differences were found

“between Texas and California in regard to the amount of ethnic isola-

tion. Since Mexican American pupils in California are not concentra~
ted in predominately ethnic districts, no fuch interettuic disparity

in the distributjon of educational resouices -among districts was found.

Black pupils in both Texas and California are concentrated fin large
urban centers where generally expenditures are at or above the state
average. These findings, however, do not take into consideration cost
differentials between urban and non-urban areas and municipal overbur-
den. The hypothesis that Black pupils in large urban districts are
disadvantaged by intradistrict inequalities is offered for further
research. The findings have important implications for further liti-
gation and 18gislation of educational reform. Further research needs
are discussed with regard to identifying inequalities in educational
inputs and determining the effectiveness of alternative educatinal
programs designed to close the achievement gap between ethnic groups.
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PREFACE

TH;:Séuthwestérn Schools étudy was,initiated in 1972 and
funded by th;'Office of Educ;tion and the University of Texas at
.E1 Paso. Th; berect originated with a survey of 636 school district
;déerintendents in the Southwestern states of Ari20né, California,
Colorado, Ngw Mexico and-Texas. Since sizable inequalities in ed;ca-
tional opportunities were found based on ethnic composition of schoot
dlSt;lCtS, the research was expanded to analyze in greater detail the
|nequal|£|es in Texas and California, where some 82 percent of all
Sp;nish;sugnameq /upiﬁs in ‘the Southwest are located. This second
phasg of the'ré5earch was funded by a grant from the National Institute
of'Education with supporting funds and se;vices from the Worden School
of Social Servige,~Tgxans for Educationa} Excellence, and the Inter-
cultural DevelOpmeﬁ} Research AssPCiatioﬁfthrough the National Urban Coalition.
For his guidance and expert tutelage we owe Jose A. Cardenés.
Executive Director of the Intercultural Development Research Association

and former Director of Texans for Educational Excellence, our sincere

appreciation. He has always been in the vanguard of the untiring effort to
‘ &

- achieve equality of edutational op ortunity in the Southwest.
: p

We are also érateful to Daniel C. Morgan,-Jr.,québciate Professor
of Economics at the University of Texas at AJstin, for many hours of help~
ful conversation on the issues in schoot finance reform. The rescarch has
entailed very extensive data collection, processing and analysis, which
would not have been possible without a very competent staff of assistag?s.
Our appreciation is extended especially to Steve Bush and Kenneth Ramsey
for computer programing assistance,'to Thomas Barley,xLawrence Kihnel, Jr.,

and Althea Ketchum their work on related projects, and to Maria Rayos and
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Mary Jan Milstead for secretarial assistance.

N
The data for California were obtained from the\CQildhood and

Governarze Project of the University of Californig at Berkeley. Our
appreciation goes to W. Norton Grubb and Paul Goldfinger for making
the dat~ available and for assistance in prepa;ing files for analysis.
Finally, we wish to thank Norval D. Glenn, Joseph R. Feagin,
Daniel 0. Price, and David R;th for their comments on an earlier draft

of this report. While their advice has been most helpful, any errors

in fact or interpretation are entirely our own.
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. - November, 1974 Robert R. Brischetto \
< San Antonio, Texas

Tomas A. Arciniega
- San Diego, California
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

- ~

Equality of educational opgortunity has, been a persistent tho

elusive goal throughout the history of.public education in America. |In
pursuit of this goal, court cases haVe(been initiated during the past ~
» L] ’

half decade challengi a the €§nstitdtkpna]ity of school finance systems
. H

in most of the states. Very little empirical éVidence, however , has been &

. N e - . : .
presented on inequalities 45 tribution of educational resources as

-

hS

they affect minorities and th:7'60r. The Southwestern Schools Study was,

initiated in 1972 in an effort to ﬁlll this research gap by examining

; SN . T C e
inequalities in educational.resources ameng sc%ﬁol districts ln,&rLfona,
gets In 2l
T v . VA T

* -2

California, Colorado, New Mexico and Texas . s 5

The first phasevo‘gthe:research. involving a questionnaire fsurvey
- . e |

oé\636 school district supenintendents.in the Southwest in 1972, was re- v

K L4

ported in a previous volume

1Brischetto and Arciniega, 1973b). The research

t

. -

1
>

.. o . @ .
uncovered a clear pattern of inequalitiet based on both ethnic composition

and income level of school district residents. From an analysis of school

districts in the Southwest it was found that the greater the percent of
’ P ' /
Mexican Americans and of low-incomgcpersops in a school district: (1) the

i

lower the property valuation per pupil; (2) the lower thé per pupil expendil-

i
) . -
tures; (3) the lower the teacher $alaries; and (4) the lower the proportions

-

of teachers and other professional staff with graduate degrees. The findi?gs

supported the results of an earlier study of inequalities among Texas school

3
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districts conducted by the U.S. Commission on Civil Rights (1972b).

This volume repor: the vindings of the second phase of the
Southwestern Schools St A more thorough analysis of Texas and Cal-
ifornia was made in this phase of the research, adding to previous re-

) search in a number of important ways. First, instead of drawing a sam- .
pte of districts, data on all school districts in Texas and all unified

2
districts in California were obtained. Secondly, the data on s¢hool

districts were official statistics from the state education agencies.
Finally, 1970 census data by school district boundaries were obtained
and merged with the official school district data. With these data,

que” ‘on. not adequately addressed in the Rodriguez and Serrano cases

. were investigated: The .findings indicate that some of the evidence pre-
sented in the Rodriguez case and accepted by the Supreme 6ourt is incor--
rect. |t is not argued that the Rodriguez cése wou'ld have resulteé jp a
different épinion had the findings of this study been available.. But
since continued attention will be given to school finance reform in the
state courts and legislatures, this evidence is offered to ''set the record
straight." ‘

¢

4

A TYPOLOGY OF INEQUALITIES IN EDUCATIONAL INPUTS

To placé the research in the perspective of the larger picture of
inequalities 1n educational “inputs, a typology was developed thch specifies
three dimensions according to which input inequalities might be classified #¥

~ .

The model distinguishes among (1) types of .inequalities, (2) levels of in-

equalities, and (3) bases of inequalities (Brischetto and Arciniega, 1973b:

wt

27-33) .




Types of inequalities

Four substantive types of inequalities in the model are

derived from examination of the literature on equality of educational
ogportunity:

1. Educational resources. lnequalities may be found in the allo-

¢

cation of funds, facilities, and educational services, such as quality of

‘./

teaching and adequate staffing. These are the tangible types of educa-

% - N ~.

~
tional inputs which are more or less quantifiable.

2. Educatiqnal practices. inequalities might also’be identified
in the manner in which educational services are delivered. Included in
this category would be the ménner in which both formal ;nd informal norms
arehenforced, the curriculuw and i*s application,, trécking of students,

counseling, testing, and the various systems of interaction between stu- ¢

dents and*educators. These often involve the intangible aspects of the

-

educational process which are frequently difficult to measure.

3. Community influence. A frequently ignored dimension of inequal-

- - -

ity in educational Tnpﬁts is inequality of group influence in educational
decisiqn-making. For o variety of reasons, some ethnic groups pa}ticipate
more in the gbverning of the educational system than others. An ethnic
community'; influence in the educational system is indicated by its repre-
sentation on the school board, in administrative positions in the school

-

system, and In terms of parental input into the System.

]
-y
-

b4 Segrgéation. Since the Brown v. Board decision in 1954, racial

A

segregation has been officially defined as an inequality per se in educational




opportunities. The sare principal might be applied to the isolation of
cultural minorities within schools and districts.

Leveis of incquality

These various substantive types of inéquality may be found on at
least five levels, which constitute-the second dimension of the typology:

1. Interstate. Inequalities can be found between states. Given

‘the rights of sf%tes to govern znd administer educational institutions,

-

hoviever, it is not likely that equalization.of state differences will be

forthcoming in the near future. Nonetheless, differences between states

a

are sizable for each type of input inequal-ity.

i

2. Interdistrict. Since the school district is the basic admin-

istrative unit in the U.S. educational system, differences between dis-

tricts are most relevant to public policymaking. Since records of the

1
< ’

allocation of resources are kept at“the district level, interdistrict

inequalities are also the most easily measured.
-

-

3. Interschool. llnequalities between schools might be found
where district jnequalities are not so clear-cut. Vhile differences among

schools within districts have been the concern of a few isolated studies,

. such inequalities need further examination.
L. Intraschool. There are also incqualities in educational inputs

that can be found within schools. Differences in the quality of education

provided occur between classroc.s because of tr=ching or differences among




2

teachers. These.incqualities are not always uncovered in questionnaire
surveys of school principals. Direct observation. is often necessary.

5. Intraclassroom. Even on the level of classroom interaction,

inequalities can be observed. Within the classroom, children of differ-

ent racial, ethnic, and economic groups may be treated differently. Like

v

intraschool inequalities, differential treatment in the classroom may be

_observed more accuratefy through direct observation.

Bases of inequality

The third dimension of inequality in educational inputs consists
of the characteristics on which inequalities are based. Three analytically
distinct, although empirically overlapping, variables serve as the b;ses
of inequalities:

1. Wealth. lInequalities might be found based on the wealth of dis-

tricts, residents of a school district, parents of students in schools,

ssocial class groups within schools, and subgroups of students within class-

« s
=

, rooms.
2, Ethnicity. The quali;y of educationals services might also
vary according to the ethnic composition of state, district, school,
classroom, or subgroups. within classrooms. The research on inequalitles
in qduc;tional opportunities based on ethnicity is indeed scanty and thus

has been chosen as the major focus of the present study. In its broadest

sense, ethnicity would refer to distinct subcul tural groups, including




racial groups. As used here, however, the primary concern will be with

tgo distinct cultural groups, Anglos and Mexican Americans. This distinc~
tion, QF course, overlaps the dimensibn of wealth since Anglos are in an
economically privileged position vis-a-vis Chicanos.

3. Race. lInequalities based on race have been the topic of num-
erous studies of educational opportunities. Differences in quality of -
educational services available to blacks and whites have been studied and
re;tudied. LiLe ethnicity, race oyerlpps wealth in concrete cases. More
blacks than whites are economically deprived.

If the three dimensions of inequality in educational.fﬁputs are
combined, & sixty-cell model is devef&ﬁéa;fgn‘clagsifying inéquéfities.
(See Figure 1-1.)  The idealvwouT; be to fill all sixty Gells‘with exam-
p}es'of inequalities that exist in educaé?onal systems. A thbﬁough exam=
iration of the many inequalities in education would inclq@e, for example,

a study of inequalities in the quality of téé;hing b;sed on th; Q;alth og
the state, as well as a study of inequalities in'educatignal practices in
the classioom based on the ethnicity of a pupil. (

For the present sfudy, hovever, ag:étteépt will be made to fill
all sixty cells of the typology with empirical findi;gs: Such a herculean
task would require a research effort even larger than the Coleman study.

Instead, interethnic inequalities in educational resources, the more tangi-

ble inputs‘into the educational system, are .examined among school districts

-
W




FIGURE 1-1. THE DIHENSIGHS CF I§€QUAL!TY IN EDUCATIONAL INPUTS *
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in Texas anHICaliforxia. The study aftempts to determine whether and

to what extent inequalities in educational resources exist on the bgsis
of district wealth, personal income, ethnicity, éEd race. (The shaded
area in figure 1-1 indicates the inequalities that will be scrutinized

in the present study..)

What the three-dimensional typology so graphically illustrates

is the magnitude, complexity, and interrelated nature of inequalities in
educational inputs. One might expect that the empirical reality is that

these -inequalities tend to compound. Thus, for example, a Chicano child

who is poor in Texas can expect to receive a quality of education which

is infereior to that of a wealthy Anglo child in New York in terms of
educational resources, educational practices, community influence, and
segregation imposed on his ethnic and economic group, not only by virtue
of the district in which he lives but also the school, classroom and
seat to which he is assigned. )

The basic typology in Figure 1-1 provides a perspective through
Jghich to view the present research with respect to investigations of other
types of input inequalities. Stated in general terms, the substantive
research question is: To what extent are disparities in the distribution of
educational resources related to ethnicity and/or wealth in the Southwest?
By focusing on the distribution of educational inputs, the research is of
necessity limited to considerations of distributive justike {or, more
correctly, injustice). |Implied in this definition of the research problem
is a negative definition of equality of educational Opp;rtunity, namely:

If educational resources are distributed in such a manner as to discriminate

P e

0}
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against historically disadvantaged minorities, then there is not equality
of educqtional opportunity. This should not be construed to mean that;
conversely, equal resou;ces per pupil neéessarily fulfills the require=
ment for achieving equality of educational opportunity. Rather, the
negative definition recognizes the fact that eliminating discriminatory

inequities in educational systems is necessary, but may not be sufficient,

for attaining equality of educational opportunity.
. % .
PUBLIC SCHOOL FINANCE AND THE COURTS

Traditionally, public school finance has been the almost exclu-
siyg realm of state legislatures. It was not until the late 1960's that
inequalities in state school finance systems became the target of litiga=
tion., School finance reformers turned-to the courts in order to bring
the-inequities of school finance schemes to the attention of their legis-

.

lators and the general public with the ultimate aim of restructuring exis«
ting state educational finance systems.
The equal protection guarantee of the Fourteenth Amendment to the

U.S. Constitution was recognized by the courts as applicable in the pub-

fféieaﬁcatiOn system with the Brown v. Board of Education Qf Topeka ruling

in 1954, a racial discrimination suit. The Supreme Court declared that:

. . education is perhaps the most important function of state and
local governments . . . in these days, it is doubtful that any child
may reasonably be expected to succeed in life if he is denied the
opportunity of an education. Such an opportunity, where the state
has undertaken to provide it, is a right which must be made avail=
able to all on equal terms (347 uS 483, (1954)).

The Brown decision triggered a long line of school desegregation suits in




the late 1950's and into the 1960's, making the Fourt -enth Amendment the

chief weapon for cambating inegualities in educational opportunities

(Vacca,‘lé?h: 4-5),

, But the speci%ﬁc §trategyifor initiatiné'school finance reform
suits ba;ed on the equal protection clause was probably first suggested
by Arthur Wise in an a;ticle reporting the results of his doctoral re~
search in 1965 (Berke, 1974; Wise, 1965; and Wise, 1968). Wise reasoned
that because of wide disparities in the wealth of the tax base of local
communities, the quality of a child's educational opportunity depends to

" a large extent on the 'particular community in which his parent's eco-
nomic capacity enables him to reside." By reviewing related Supreme
Court decisions, he set out to demonstrate that ""the absence of equal
3 o

educational opportunity within a state constitutés a denial- by that state

of the equal protection of its laws.' (1968: xvii).
REFORM VIA EQUAL PROTECTION

The Fourteenth Amgndment to the U.S. Constitution states, in part,
that '"No state shall deny to any person within its jurisdiction the equal
protection of the laws' (Cushman, 1966: 580). Legal scholars' interpre-
tatioés of this clause have béen voluminous. At the center of the legal

theory undergirding the equal protection guarantee is the notion of

Helassification.!

10




The suspect classification doctrine

According to Shannon:

essentially, the constitutional concept of 'equal protection' requires
that the . . . state governments not discriminate unfairly between
classes of people. It envisions all people being+treated by law in
the same manner, unless a strong showing can be made that differential
treatment is justified to achieve a valid and significant goal of the
Nation or State (Shannon, 1973: 1, as cited by Vacca, 1974: 8-9). -
If the basis of a classification is deemed by the courts to be
"arbitrary, capricious or unrcasonable' then that classification is said
to be "suspect." A classification might be considered suspect If the
classification entails:
(1) a political disadvantage of the class; (2) an inability to di-
vorce oneself from the class; (3) a possible stigma implied by dis-
tinctions based on the characteristics; and () a particular respon-
sibility of society for the initial burden of the class character-
istic (Villanova Law Review, 1972: 942, as cited by Vacca, 1974: 9).
Those who would qualify under these characteristics would be ''legislative
minorities," certain groups in society which the courts recognize in need
of special protection because they are historically victimized by the
political process. These might include racial minorities, national
minorities, women, illegitimate children, and the poor--groups which to
a greater or lesser extent are systematically discriminated against and
powerless in the legislative process (Clune, 1973: 6). To date, only
race has been defined by the U.S. Supreme Court as a suspect classifica-
)

1

tion. In cases involving violations of traditionally recognized funda-

mental rights, such as the right to vote, the high court has spoken in a

1

[T




manner that suggests the possible inclusion of poverty or wealth as a

suspect classification (Carey, 1974: IO).2

If the court finds that a law creates a ''suspect classification,"

then an unusually stringent judical standard, the "strict scrutiny' test,

% might be applied requiring the state to show a ''compelling governmental
interest" for its classification. The burden of proof in such a judicial
- test is shifted to the state, which must demonstrate that the classifica-

tion is necessary to accomplish the purpose for which the law was created.
- If, however, the classiflcation is not found by the court to be suspect,

then a more lenient traditional standard of reasonableness, the ''rational
. , i
basis' test, might be applied risuiring only that the state show that the

law in question bears same reasonable relationship to the goal for which
sit was created. Under the rational basis test, the person challenging

the school finance statute must bear the burden of proving that the law
E

is Yarbitrary, capricious, or urreasonable” (Hogan, 1973: 23).

=

Education as a fundarental right

Identifying a suspect classification may in sdme cases be suffi-
cient to compel a court to épply the strict scrutiny test. But when the
classification also involves discrimination with respect to some funda-
mental right, the two factors in combination would provide the strongest
case for egtablishing a violation of the equal protection guarantee.

Fundamehftal interests or rights which heretofore have been identified by

12
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the Supreme Court include voting, interstate*travel, and fair criminal
procedure {Coons, Clune and Sugerman, 1970: 342-343). Whether or not
education would qualify as a fundamental right was a question which the

courts were asked to address. Previous race discrinination cases had
L -

stressed the importance of education as a basic right guaranteed to all

without invidious distinctions (Brown v. Board, 347 U.s. 493 [1954]).

But, of course, a strict constructionist view of the U.S. Constitution

P

prevailed in th§%Supreme Court's ruling in Rodriguez and education was

found to be ''not among the limited category of rights recognized by this

Court as guaranteed by the Constitution' (U.S. Law Week, 1973: 4408).

In effect, the success or failure of school finance sﬁ}ts%based
on the equal protection guarantee has been dependent on whether or not the
plaintiffs could establish the fact that the law creates a ''suspect cIas;i~
ficat{on“ or violates a‘“fundamental right." A review of the brief his=-
tory of school finance reform litigation, up to and including the Sunreme
Court dec;sion on Rodriguez, follows. Since numerous cases have been filed,

A

only a sampling of the more Iimportant ones will be treated. The cases

prior to the Supreme Court's ruling in Rodriguez might be classified into
two broad types, those proposing an '"educational needs'' standard and those
suggesting a "fiscal neutrality' standard for judging a denial of equal

protection under law. (See: Carey, 1974, and Vacca, 1974.)

k-
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The 'educational needs' suits

The first wave of school finance suits, proposing a concern with
educational needs'' as a standard for judging the fairness of school fi-

nance schenes, were largely unsuccessful. The most noted of these cases

3 .

are Mclinnis v. Shqﬁiro in t1linois and Burruss v. Wilkersonh in Virginia,

both class action suits brought in behalf o% parents and students in 1968.
In both suits, the plaintiffs argued‘that state system of financing edu-
cation created disparities in educational expenditures and as such were
not providing for the educational needs of all children in the stéle.
Since the edu;ational needs of pupils were not being met, they argued,
the‘state scﬁool finance statutes were in violation of the equal protec-
tﬁon guarantee of the Fourteenth Amendment to the U.S. Constitution. A
three-judge District Court in each case utilized tﬁe "'rational basis'!
test and promptly dismissed the complaint, suggesting that the educational
needs criterion for funding education was not judicially manageéﬁle. No
judicial nrecedent could be found defining equality of educational oppor-
tunity .in tergé of egual benefits from education by children with differ-
ent needs.
The District Court in Mclnnis Jeclared:

The underliying rationale of’the complaiﬁt is that ggii a financing

system which apportions public funds according to the educational

needs of the students satisfied the Fourteenth Amendment. . . .

Without doubt, the educational potential of each child should be

cultivated to the utmost, and the poorer school districts should
have more funds which to improve their schools. But the allocation

14
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of public revenues is a basic policy decision rore appropriately:
handled by a legislature than = court (293 F, Supp. [HD 111: 1968}
at 331- 2) )

et

On appeal to the U.S. Supreme Court, the decision of the lower court in

Mclnnis was affirmed without review or opimion -(Carey, 1974: 8&). A i

similar conclus.on was reached by the Burruss court; which stated that:

. courts have neither., the knowledge, nor the power ‘to tailor
the Bublic moneys to fit the vdrying needs of these stiudents through-
out the state. We can only see to it that the outlavs on one group
are not invidiously greater or less than of another. No such arbi-
tra-iness is manifest~here (510 F. Supp. 572 [WD, Va: 19691 573-74,
as cited by Vacca, 1975 1ny..
”-—q'\ - . % ’ 5
it was evident that.cases like Melnnis and Burruss that the courts ‘

.

were not prepared to break ground in an area where educational policy-
makers had only begun to pioﬁeer--tﬁe difficult realm of deciding what

the effect of different resoufces would be upon children of varied back-

I

grounds. .
N . 3

The fiscal 'neutrality suits

While the-ffrst few legal battles.gtbemﬁtjng'to achieve jq?icial
L]

. . )
relief under the equal protection clause had been lost, the war was far

Y

{ . R . - .
from over. The unsuccessful attempts. in Burrus, Mclnnis, and similar .
~

cases led to the adoption of a new lég;T\gtratqufut{liz[Pg a s}mﬁier

N

judicial standard which was to prove to be.somewhat rute successful.
. " ‘ ]
The legal theory for the "fiscal neutrality' standard was developed by

law professors John Cooas, William H. Clune 111, and-Stephen Sugarman in

an article in 1959 and elaborated in their book, Private Wealth and Public

¢ -




(l970j.' Unlike the “educational needs' approach, the fiscal neutrality
approach offered a ncgative standard by which to judge equality of edu-
cationai opportunity: 'The quality of public education may not be a
function of wealth, othar than the wealth of the state as a whole"
(Coons, Clune, and Sugarman, 1969: 305). And unlike the '‘educational

needs'! apbroagh, the fiscal neutrality standard does not address the ques-

ti&n of the relationship between resource inputs and educational outcomes.
It simply assumes that qua{iéy in-public education can be measured In
terms of dollar exsgnditures (Coons, Clune, and Sugarman, 1970: 3014).5

It is important té note that the fiscal neutrality principle does
not mandate egualiz;tion of either ;ducational expenditures per pupil or
the quality of educational services offered. Rather, the judicial prin-
ciple requires fhat the state eliminate disparities in fiscal capacity to
raise educézkonal revenua. Thus, equality of educational opportunity in
the sense 9f equality of educational offeringé is not guaranteed under
the fiscal neutrality prifciple. As a modéraxe judicial standard, th?

fiscal neutrality principle has ellcited both praise fﬁ%% legal Eheorists

for its brilliant simplicity and criticism from educators for its limited

scope.6 ' ’ f
With the intyoduction of the fiscal neutrality standard fbr judg-
~

ing violations of the equal protection guarantee & series of victories on

both the federal and state levels began to accumulate for schoot finance
e




reformers. The first-—and ultimately the most celebrated--of the fiscal

6

neutrality suits was filed in state court in California in 1968. In

Serrano v. Priest the plaintiffs argued that the state's system of fund-
ing education, which relies héavily'on the lqpal property tax. causes
substantial disparities in the amount of revenue available for education.
Furthermore, the parents in poorer districts must pay higher taxes to
obtain for their children tﬁe same or lesser ;ducational opportunities

as those in richer districts. The complaint was based on the equal pro-
tection guarantees of both federal and state constitutions, but is primary
focus was on federal cases since the federal equal protection doctrine

had been broadened in recent years (Tractenberg, 1974: 370). At first,

a Superior Court In Los Angeles County dismissed the case; but on appeal,
the California Supreme Court reversed th; lower court's decision and re-
turned it to a trial court with a declaration that the state's system of
financing education in;idIOUSly discriminates against the poor since it
caused ''the quality of a child's education (to be) a function of the wealth

of his parents and neighbors“7 (Serrano v. Priest, 96 Ca. Rptr 601, 487

P(2d) 1241 (1971), at 1244),

The Serrano decision signaled a new trend in school finance deci-

sions toward reliance on the 'strict scrutiny' test requiring the state

to show a compelling justification in maintaining its school finance

statute. Since education was declared in these cases to be a ''fundamental

17
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right'' and, in some of the cases, wealth was found to be a ''suspect

classification,' the "strict scrutiny' standard was applied. Vithin

less than a year, school finance systems in Texas,8 Ninnes’ota,9 Kbnsas;}o
New Jersey,]] and Mic'nigan]2 had been declared unconstitutional and

. e s ¢ 13
similar cases had been initiated in more than 30 other states. New

14

York = and lndiana]5 were the only states in which school finance systems

had been challenged unsuccessfully prior to the Supreme Court decision

in Rodriguez in March of 1973 (Tractenberg, 1974: 370-371). It was the

hope of many school finance reformers that, prior to that inevitable

time when the Supreme Court would rule on one of the school finance suits,

sufficient victories wou}d have_;ccumulated in state and federal courts

to provide the impetus for a favorable ruling by the high court. And, in-

deed, when the Rodriguez case reached the Supreme Court during its 1972

term the record of lower court decisions favoring fiscal reform was an

impressive one.‘6
But it must be remembhered that this was not the same activist

court tha* had expanded the equal protection doctrine in the 1960's.

The Mixon appolintees on the Burger Court were strict constructionists

who no doubt shared the concern that application of the equal protection

guarantee in the area of education would also lead to its application in

the fields of health and welfare, causing a trend toward a general redis-

¢ribution of social and economic resources. Furthermo-e, the court was .

18




being asked to break new ground in declaring district wealth (as dis-

tinguished‘from personal wealth) a suspect classification and education
a fundamental right.]7 To complicate matters, there was some empirical
evidence accumulating to indicate that the correlation between personal

wealth and district wealth was not very strong in some states and even
X

inverse in others, thus raising the question as to what effect a fiscal

neutraiity soiution would have on the poor (carey, 1974: 15-16).

With these factors operating, the Supreme Court by a slim one-

vote margin passed down its decision in San Antonio 1.5.D. v. Demetrio P.

Rodriquez (B11 U.S. 1 [1973]) declaring that the Texas system of school
finance was not unconstitutional. It seems unlikely that the Supreme
Court's decision will stem the swelling tide of reform that ha; built up
over the last few years; but clearly the locus of the battle for fiscal
reform\has been shifted from federal courtsggobfgate courts and the legis-
lztures. School finance suits in the post-Rodriguez period will mo;}‘
likely rely on state constitutional provisions. In the ensuing state
court struggles there will no doubt be efforts to avoid the arguments
utilized by plaintiffs in the Rodriguez case and attempts will be made to
develop new legal strategies relying on different legal theory and a dif-
ferent type of evidence. Within two weeks after the Supreme Court's rul-

ing on Rodriguez, the New Jersey Supreme Court volleyed with a decision

- in Robinson v. Cahill (62 NJ 473 [1973]) declaring the state's system of

=
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school finance invalid on the basis of a state constitutional require-
ment that the state provide a ''thorough and efficient education' to all
children. But there has also been a post-Rodriquez victory for fiscal
neutrality theory. A Los Angeles Superior Court on April 10, 1974, af~-
firmed a previous ruling on Serrano mandating reform of the state's
school finance system on the basis of the state constitution's equal

. 18
protection guarantee,

There remain a number of issues=-both legal:and empirical in

nature=- which the Rodriquez and Serrano cases did not adequately ad~

_dress, + The chapters which follow aré concerned with an empirical ques-

tion not satisfactofily resolved in either the Serrano or Rodriguez

-

cases, the question of who are injured by the state school finance
systems 71

- -

FOOTNOTES
H

]Sge, for example, Loving v. Virginia, 388 U.s. 1 (1967), and
Brown“v. Board of Education, 347 U.S. 483 (1954).

2The Supreme Court in Harper v. Virginia Board of Elections

indicated that "lines drawn on the basis of wealth or poverty, like those
of race,. . . are traditionally disfavored" (383 U.S. 663 at 668 (1968)).
An in Mcbonald v, Board of Election Commissioners of Chicago, the Court
stated: '"A careful examination on our own part is especially warranted
where lines are drawn on the basis of wealth or race . . . two factors
which would independently render a classification highly suspect. . M
(394 U.S. 802 at 807 (1969)). These cases are cited by Carey, 1974: 10,

3Mcinnis v. Shapiro, 293 F. Supp. 327 (ND 111. 1968) affd. sub
nom. Mclnnis v. Ogilvie, 394 u.S. 322 (1969).

Y8urrus v. Wilkerson, 30l F. Supp. 1237 (WD va. 1968), 310 F. Supp.
572 (WD Va, 1969), affd. 376 U.S. L4 (1970).

5The cost-quality question, however, was raised by defendants in a
number of the fiscal neutrality suits and thus had to be addressed. This
was unfortunate for the plaintiffs since the weight of social science find~
ings, although far from conclusive, leans more toward support of the defen—
dants' arguments that inequality in educational resources do not have
sizable measurable effects on inequalities in educational outcomes,
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(Sve, for example: Coleman, 19663 Jencks, 19725 Mosteller and Moynihan,

1972; Mayeske, 1972; Averch, ct al., 1972. But also sce: Guthrie, 1970,

Guthrie, et al., 1971, and U.S. Office of Education, "1970, for a review

of studies which have found that incqualities in inpuls do affect in-

equalities in achievement.) The net result of attempts to address this

very sticky question was that the issue of what cffects educational in-

puts have on educational outcomes was compliicated by the various con-

flicting research findings and attention was drawn from the main issue

of inequalities in the distribution of educational resources. The Suprcme

Court in Rodriguez relied on the social science evidence of Jencks (1972),

for example, to provide one rationale for refusing to declare the Texas
_--system of school finance unconstitutional. For further discussion on

the .legal strategy involved in the cost-quality relationship, see: Yudof,

1973.

6serrano v. Priest (96 Cal. Rptr. 601, 487 P. 2d 1241 [19711)
nas been referred to as the ''most significant court decision in recent
years affecting a state's program of funding the operation of its public

schools" (Shannon, 1973: 1, fn.. 14). - i

e

Tan important distinction was not sufficiently made in the plain-
tiff's argument between the wealth of the school district and the wealth
of persons in the district. A high correlation between district and
personal wealth was assumed and no empirical evidence for this relation-
ship was offered. Since the relationship between individual and district
wealth became an issue in subsequent fiscal neutrality suits, district =
and personal wealth have been distinguished and the arguments focused.on
district wealth as a “'suspect classification."

.

8Rodriguez v. San Antonio !Independent School District, 337 F. Supp.
280 (WD Tex. 1971), revd. 411 U.S. 1 (1973). .

9van Dusartz v. Hatfield, 334 F. Supp. 870 (D Minn. 1971).

10caldwell v. Kansas, Mo. 50616 (Dist. Ct. Kan., Aug. 30, 1972).

MRobinson v. Cahill, 118 N.J. Super. 223, 287 A.2d 187 (Law Div.
1972), suppl. op., 119 N.J. Super. 40, 189 A.2d 569 (Law Div. 1972), affd.,
62 N.J. 473, 303 A.2d 273 (1973)

124i1iken v. Green, 389 Mich. 1, 203 N.W, 2d 457 (1972). §

! 13For & review of school finance suits, see: U.S. Commission on
Civil Rights, 1972d; and, more recently, Paul L. Tractenberg, 1974.
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]“§pano v. Board of Education of Lakeland Cent. School District
£1, 68 Misc. 2d 804, 328 h.Y.S. 2d 229 (sup. Ct. 1972).

15Jcnsen v. Board of Tax Commissioners, 4l d.S.L.w. 2390 (Cir.
Ct. Ind. Jan. 15, 1972).

16S0me ob.ervers, howaver, have argued that the Rodriguez case
arrived prematurely at the high court's bench and that somé of the cases
which were in progress in more than 30 states should have been allowed to
develop and evep improve on the record. .

178y the time the Rodriguez case reached the Supreme Court, the
fiscal neutrality argument had developed to an argument based on district
wealth discrimination, not individual wealth discrimination. Tha earlier
view (as expressed in the original Serrano brief) that poor people live
in pocr school districts had been brought into question by research in
Connecticut (Yale Law Review, 1972). As a result, plaintiffs were rely-
ing on the reapportionment cases to serve as justification for extendin§
equal protection to persons--rich or poor--vitho reside in poor school dis-
tricts. -

- -

18The Serrano case had been remanded by the California Supreme
Court. to a lower trial court for consideration, The trial court had to
decide on the merits of the case in light of the Rodriguez decision of
the U.S. Supreme Court and a decision was returned on April 10, 1974, up-
holding the previous decision to declare the California school finance
statute unconstitutional largely on the basis of violation of the equal
protection clause of the state constitution.
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CHAPTER 2
THE CASE FQR'INEQUALITIES IN TEXAS

The role of social science evidence in the adjudication pro-
cess ﬁas always been rather ambiguous. On occasion ‘the courts have
accepted withouE question social scientific research and theory; per- \\
haps more frequently, however, there%has been skepticism about the
value of social science evidence in legal proceedings. This attitude
may be changing. In the last few years social scientific research
findings have increasingly been introduced as evidence in Jegal adjudi-
cation with regard to a variety of issues. One of the areas in which
social science evidence has been and will increasingly become importaﬁt
is in regard to equalization of school .finance systems in an effort to~
attain equality of educational obportunity, The decision in 1973 by'

the G.S. Supreme Court in San Antonio Independent School District v.

Rodriguez is a case in point, The court declared that the Texas syst%QE
of school finance, while admittedly inequitable, was not unconstitutioﬁgi
and thus shattered the hopes of school finance egalitarians for a final
favorable judgment by the high court. Thig chapter re-examlneg gome of

. i
the Rodriguez evidence and introduces new findings on inequalities in the

Texas school finance system, '
BACKGROUND OF THE RODRIGUEZ CASE

The Rodriguez case was first filed in 1968 with Demetrio P,
Rodriguez and fourteen other parents '' on behalf of Mexican American school
children and their parents who live in the Edgewood Independent Séhoofg"‘“*
District, and on behalf of all other children who live in school districts
with low property valuations'’ (337 F. Supp. 280 (WD Tex. 1971)). The
plaintiffs argued that their children were not receiving educational re=-
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sources and services comparable to the more affluent districts since the

state's system of school finance was largely based on property taxes

within school districts. PRelying upon the legal arguments developed in

Serrano, they contended that the system of financing cducation in Texas

was in violation of ‘the equal protection guarantee of the 14th Amendment

to the U.S. Constitution since the quality of educational services re~

E3
ceived was primarily a function of school district wealth.

The District Court’s ruling
A decision by a three-judge District Court was withheld in 1969
"in order for appropriate-legislation to be enacted not later than the

adjournment of the 62nd Legislature" (337 F. Supp. 280 [WD Tex. 1971] n.

’

11). Vhen the legislature failed to act, the District Court on December
23, 1971, decided in favor of the plaintiffs, declaring that ''the current
method of state financing for public elementary and secondary education

deprives their class of equal protection of the laws under the Fourteenth

1

Amendment to the United States Constiﬁution.' The main target of the

Court's criticism of the current system was the focal property tax: -
a

Within this ad valorem taxation system lies the defect which plain-
tiffs challenge. This system assumes that the value of property
within the various districts will be sufficiently equal to sustain
comparable expenditures from one district to another. It makes edu-
cation a function of the local property tax base. The adverse effects
of this erroneous assumption have been vividly demonstrated at triatl
through the testimony and exhibits adduced by plaintiffs (337 F. Supp

280 [WD Tex 19711).

According to the Court, the evidence demonstrated that for those districts

which are property poor, tax rates were relatively high, but espenditures

==

relatively low. The district court judges ruled:

o

2l ‘
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For poor school districts educational financing in Texas is, thus, a

tax more, spend less systen., The constitutional and statutory frame=
work employed by the State in providing education draws distinction
between groups of citizens depending on the wealth of the district in .

which they live (337 F. Supp. 280 [vD Tex. 19711).
The court applied the strict scrutiny test, since "more than mere ration-
ality is required . . . to maintain a state classification which affects

a 'fundamental interest', or which is based upon wealth' (337 F. Supp.

280 [WD Tex. 19711).

The U.S. Supreme Court's ruling

The decision of the federal district court was reversed on appeal

to the U.S. Supreme Court on March 21, 1873. Mr. Justice Powell, deliver-
ing the majority opinion, disagreed with the district court on two very
basic issues: (1) whether the Texas school finance system discriminates
aga.nst a suspect class and (2) inteiferes with the exercise o;;a funda-
mental right. Powell concluded: : N
1. The Texas system does not disadvantage any suspect class. It

has not been shown to discriminate against any definable ciass

of 'poor' people or to occasion discriminations depending on the

relative wealth of families in any district. . . . .
2. Nor does the Texas school-financing system impermissibly inter- I

fere with the exercise of a 'fundamental' right or liberty.

Though education is one of the most impqrtant'services per formed

by the State, it isgnot within the limited category of rights

recognized by this Court as guaranteed by the Constitution. .

(U.S. Law Meek, 1973: 4408).

Having decided that education was not a fundamental right guaranteed

by the Constitution and that no unlawful classification existed, the high

court then applied the more lenient rational basls test to determine

25




whether or not the school finance system in Texas was in violation of

the equal protection clause of the U.S. Constitution. The court found

that:

The Texas system does not violate the Equal Protection Clause of the
Fourteenth Amendment. Though concededly imperfect, the system bears
a rational relationship to 2 legitimate state purpose. While assur-
ing basic education for every.child in the State, it permits and en-
courages participation in and significant control of each district's
schools at the local level (U.S. Law Week, 1973: 4k08).

SOME UNANSWERED EMPIRICAL QUESTIONS

“In the opinion of the Supreme Court, the fiscal neutrality argu-
ment failed to give a 'definitive description of the classifying facts or

delineation of the disfavored class' (U.S. Law Week, 1973: 4412). From

the decision of the District Court and the arguments presented by appellees,
the Supreme Court identified three possible delineations of “the injured

class: . ¥
The Texas system of school finance might be regarded as discriminating
(1) against 'poor' persons whose incomes fall ‘below some identifiable
leve! of poverty or who might. be characterized as functionally 'indi-
gent,' or (2) against those.who are relatively poorer than others, or
(3) against all those who, irrespective of their personal incomes,

happen to reside in relatively poorer school districts (U.S. Law Week,
1973:  4h12-4413).

_ The Court was not willing to extend the definition of what constitutes a
suspect class to include "all . . . children throughout Texas who live in

school districts with low property valuations' (U.S. Law Week, 1973: 4413),

the third definition. The legal precedent for identifying susbect

26




classification was sufficiently clear for cases involving race and there

-

were cases in which impoverished persons received special protection,

but no suspect classification had yet been declared for cases involving

district poverty. What was needed was evidence that the poor have been

injured by the system of school finance. As Justice Powell wrote: .

Only appellees' first possible basis for describing the class disad~
vantaged by the Texas school finance system--discrimination against

a class of definably 'poor' persons--might arguably meet the criteria
established in these prior cases (U.S. Law Week, 1973: 4h13).

In Powell's opinion, appellees 'made no effort to demonstrate that (the
Texas school finance system) operates to the peculiar disadvantage of
any class fairly definable as indigent, or as composed of persons whose

incomes fall beneath any designated poverty level" (U.S. Law Week, 1973:

~

4k13).

Personal vs. District Wealth

The arguments in most of the fiscal neutrality cases had either
assumed a high correlation between district wealth and personal income or
considered the relationship irrelevant. In some of these cases, refer-
ence had been made to the injured class in terms of both geographic
boundaries (school district lines) and personal wealth; but since the
fiscal ncutrality argument zeroed in on disparities in the fiscal capa-
city of schooi districts, not individuals, very little empirical evidence--

in most cases none at all--was presented demonstrating injury to poor

persons. There was, however, some evidence germane to Powell's second

-
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definition presented in an affidavit by Joel Berke from a survey of 110
schcol districts in Texas. The findings concerning the relationship
betueen district wealth, on the one hand, and personal income, percent
minority enrolled aend district expenditures, on the other hand, cre pre-

sented in Table 2-1,

In the Court's opinion, however, Berke's study 'found only a
partial correlation between a district's median family income and per
pupil expenditures." The data, according to Justice Poweil,

show only that the wealthiest few districts in the sample have the
highest median family incomes and spend the most on education, and’
that the several poorest districts have the lowest family incomes .~
and devote the least amount of money to education. For the remainder
of the districts--96 districts comprising almost 90% of the sample--
the correlation is inverted, i.e., the districts that spend next to
the most money on education are populated by families having next to
the Jowest median family incomes while the districts spending the
least have the highest median family incomes. It is evideént that,
even if the conceptual questions were answered favorably to appellees,
no factual basis exists upon which to found a claim of comparatlve

" wealth discrimination (U.S. Law Week, 1973: 4k415).

The Court also noted the lack of a consistent relationship between per-
cent minority pupils and expenditures, except ''in the relatively few dis*

tricts at the extremes" (U.S. Law Week, 1973: 4411, n. 38):

Without what it considered to be substantial evidence to indicate
that poor or minority children live in poor school districts in Texas,
the Court turned to a study by Yale Law students of school districts in

Connecticut (Yale Law Journal, 1972). The study found that:

Although both median and mean family income correlate fairly highly

.
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TABLE 2-1. HEDIAN FAMILY [NCOME, PERCENT MIE&_\?:HT.Y@UPILS, AND . b
STATE AND LOCAL .REVENUE PER PUPé%,ﬁY EQUAL I ZED a *> .
PROPERTY VALUE PE[} PUPIL IN TEXAS SCHOOL DISTRIETS ’
’ & \.--\
\\\ : ' . ~ .7
Market Value Median 'Percent‘\///zgggtg and o "
of Taxable Family Minority Local Revenue \ t
Property - Income Pupils Per Pupil P "
Per Pupil (1960) (1960) ©(1467-68)
SN -
Above $100,00 745,900 8% . - $815 )
_ (10 Districts) 5
‘ . . . U
$100,0060-$50,000 $L,u25 . - 32% $5hk AR
(26 Districts) . _ £ : ’ .

$50,000-$30,000 $4,200 . 23% * k83
(30 District:>"

$30,000-$10,000 " 45,050 319, §462

(b0 Districts) Ve .
Below $10,000 $3,325 79 $305 ‘
( 4 Districts) . : \\ _—
% \\
“Source: Affidavit presented to U,S, District Court in
Rodriquez (337 F. Supp. 280 (WD.Tex. 1971)) by e .
Joel S. Berke, as cited in U.S. Law Week, 1973:
4411,
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‘with (district wealth), the correlation between poverty families

and this é&p&c ssion of. district ®iealth is not significant. Thus,

the popular beliéf that the 'poor' live in ‘poor' districts is’

clearly mistaken (Yale Law Journal, 1972: °1327). . ’ . )
N 4

’ ’
Furthermore, the authors reported an "inconclusive' dbrrelation between
percent of families below poverty and per pupil expenditures (1972:
1329). They argued that if the mandate given by Serrano-typ€.decisions

to redistribute educational resources according to a district's property
g

2

. weal th were carried-out, it woJld not help--and might .n hurt--poor

P
>

families. From the Yale study, the Supreme Court concluded that:

. . ey
_!ndeed there is,reason to believe that the poorest families are not
necessarily clustered in the poorest property districts. . . .

- . Whether a sumllar patterm; would be discovered in Texas is not known,
but there /ﬁ ‘no basis on the record in this case for assuming that
the poorest people--defined by reference to-any level of absolute
impecunity--are concenﬁrated in the poorest districts" (U S. Law

& Week, 1973: H4h413-14),
. . = . - :
MWithout any evidence that the Texas financing cystem discriminates against
7 . T '
a definable class of poor people, “the Supreme Court suggested that there
s i

was no suspect ClaSSlflcatl?P’that coutd easily be ldentlfleo in the case
and hence~the strnct erutlny standard of legal Judgment could. not be

- app%ied (U.S. Law Week, 197;Y hh]S).'

. . . ' v ' ~
A Post-Rodriguez rejoinder :

A post-Rodriguez replication of the Yale study on Conpmecticut by *

econotsts Grubb and Michelsé; (1973) demonstrateq that the Yale research

~

: . 1. : . .
was frought with methodological errors. After correcting the mistakes
. - hr. T . ) R *
in the analyses of Connecticut and conducting further comparative ‘analyses

{

-
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'a')
of Massachusetts, Maryland, and South Carolina, Grubb and Michelson

. e . . . .
arrive at a conclusion quite contrary to that of the Yale researchers

and the Supreme Court: ''that the poor now tend to be in districts with

relatively lower revenues and with relatively lower tax property valua-

tion' (1973: 559).

RESEARCH HYPOTHESES

1 -~

Still unanswered, of course, is the question of what sort of a

relationship there is in Texas between the income of district residents

and the revenues available for education. It is likely that the rela-

tionship between family/jgcome and school district wealth varies from
7
state to state and tha?\conclusions derived from empirical findings in

one state cannot be autOmaticélly generalized to other states. Thus, as
Wise 56 aptly advises post-Rodriguez litigants: 'it Is important for a
court to have a clear picture of the facts in a particular state' (1973:
10). The purpose cf the present research_is to identifi with greater
precision the injured class(es) of persons in the Texas system of school
finance. The empirical qugipions qut unanswered in the Rodriéuez deci-

sion by the Supreme Court thus become the hypotheses to be tested in the

4

present research. The general research questions and their specific rez.
. 2 . 7/

L
o ~

' . . .
lated hypotheses follow. The hypotheses are worded such that conf:rmgﬁxon

of them would indicate possible di'scrimination against three ''classes':

3 My

[
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persons living in poor schoo) districts, low-income families, and gﬂnority
group memders.

1. What is the relationship between the property value of \a
school district and the tax effort, the awount of educational expendi-
tures, and the quality of educational servi es provided to pupils?

Hypothesis 1A: The greater the per pupil property value of a

school district, the lower its educational tax effort.

Hypothesis 1B: The greater the per pupil property value of a

school district, the higher the per pupil revepue and expenditures.

Hypothesis 1C: The jreater the per pupil property value of a

school district, the higher the quality of educa;ional services provided
to its pupils.

2. Vhat is the relationship between the property value of a
school district and thexpersonél income and ethnicity of its residents?

Hypothesis 2A: The greater the per pupil property value of a

school district, the higher the income level of school district residents.

Hypothesis 2B: The greater the per pupil property value of a

school district, the less the pr;portfon of minority group pupils enrolled.

3. What is the relationship between the income level of school
district residents and the tax rate, the amount of educational expendi;
tures, and the quality of educational services provided?

Hypothesis 3A: The higher the income level of school district
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residents, the lowar the tax effort for education.

_Hypothesis 36: The higher the income level of school distr t

residents, the higher the per pupil revenues nd expenditures.

Hypothesis 3C: The higher the incore level of s?hool district
residents, the higher the quality of educational services provided.

L. what is the relationship between the ethnic composition of
pybils ir a school district and the tax rate, the amount of educational

expenditures, and the quality of educational services provided?

Hypothesis 4A: The greater thc proportion of minority pupils

enrolied in a school district, the higher the tax effort for education.

Hypothesis 4B: The greater the proportion of minority pupils -

i

enrolled in a school district, the lower the per pupil revenues and ex-
pendi tures.

Hypothesis 4C: The greater the proportion of minority pupil

¥nrolled in a school district, the lower the cvality of educational ser-

vices provided,
RESEARCH PROCEDURES

Since the Rodriguez case, new sources of data have been made
available that should shed some\hew light on the question of who is in-
jured in the Texas system of school finance. U.S. Census data have been

aggregated for the first time by school districts. _Soc ioeconomic

33

Mg




k3

indicators, such’as income level of district residents, are now available
. . &.' . .
on school districts. These data can be used to test some of the empirical

questions left unanswered in the Rodriguez case.

Data acquisition ‘

Cen;us tapes on school districts were combined with data from a
number of other ;ources to build a data base on Texas school districts.
Data germane to the present analyses were mainly from six sources: (1)
census data on income and Poverty levels of school districts for 1970
.obtained from the National Cenfer'for ?&ucational Statistics and the U.S.
Bureau of the Census; (2) market value estimates and estimates of effec-
tive tax rates for 1970 from a questionnaire survey by Texas $chool Fi-
pance S;udy Groups (1972); (3) revenue and expenditure data from official
audit reports on school districgs for 1971-72; (4) ethnic enrollment data
from Fall, 1971, Title Vi, Survey, conducted by the Department of Health,
Education and Welfare; (5) attendance data from the Superintendent's
1971-72 annual report to the Texas Education Agency; and (6) teachers
salaries and degree levels fPr 1971-72 obtained from the official records
of the Texas Education Agency.

With the exception of the Census, where complete data were avail-
able only for districts of 3002 or more pupils, information was obtained

on all of the 1,149 school districts in Texas.3 The various sources of

data were merged to obtain a combined file for analysis.
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lcasures of educational resources !

=

5
The ''dependent'' variables\in this research are indicators of

resource inputs into the educational Yystem. The resource inputs can be

~

classified into three types: tax effort measures, revenue ;nd expendi-
ture measures, and measures of qualityiof educational services.

Tax effort is the effective tax rate, i.e., what the tax rate
would be if the property were assessed at its true value. Three types
of tax rat;s are used in the present study: (1) the local fund ;ssign-
ment (LFA) tax rate for raising the school district's contribution to
the state's (Minimum) Foundation Program; (2) the maintenance tax rate

for general maintenance and operation of the district; and (3) the total

tax rate, which includes the maintenance tax and the tax for paying off

the district's debt service. In addition, the assessment-sales price
ratio, the ratio of assessed to market value, is included as a variable
in the analyses.

Revenues and expenditure measures are computed by source to in-
clude: (1) local revenue per pupil; (2) state revenue per pupil; (3)

local and state revenue per pupil; (4) total revenue per pupil; (5) total

'
A
1

per pupil expendicure; and (6) local and state per pupil expenditure.

"Quality of educational services' is measured by information on

-

classroom teachers. The indicators inc'ude: (1) mean teacher salary;

(2) mean teacher experience, the average number of years of professional

-~

pLE ‘




‘expericnce accrued by teachers in each district; (3) percent of teachers
with advanced degrees, i.e., MA's or Ph.D's; (4) percent teacher$ with

no college degree; and (5) pupils per teacher. 7Whileithese teachers’
characteristics are imperfect measures of the quality of instructi;n anai‘

classroom interaction, they were the only measures available.

Measures of the bases of inequalities

The bases of inequalities in educational resources for purposes
of this research are measures of school district weaith, personal income,
‘v
- L ‘ - [ .
and ethnicity. Since there has been considerable disagreement in the .«
courts and in the social science literature over exactly how these con-

cepts should be operationalized, an atfé;pt will be made to provide more

than one indicator of each for the purpose of comparison.

School district wealth was operationalized as: (1) assessed val-
uation of taxable property per pupil in average daily attendance and (2)
estimated market value of taxab'e property per pupil in avefage daily
attendance. These two measures should be carefully distinguished. School
district property is assessed by local tax assessors within each school
district. Property is normally assessed belo@ the true market value.
But the amount of underrevaluation of property varies from district to
district in the state. To make matters worse, the attual ratio of the

official assessed valuation of property to its true market value--the

agsessment-sales price ratio''--is not always known {or not reported)
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since there is.no requiremant by the statc that official reassessments
be conducted periodically. The resuit of this haphazard system of tax
assessmeat in Texas is that one ¢annot know for sure what the actual
~ wealth of a school district is.
O0ffic’al estimates of school district assessed valuations are

EH

easy enough to obtain. What are difficult to obtain are the actual

assessment-sales price ratios for the more than 1,100 school districts

in Texas. Probably the best available estimates are from a questionnaire

survey conducted in 1972 by the Texas Educatinn Agency. In order to in-
, sure that there would be Ao gaps in the data; each school district was

mailed an estimate of its assessment-sales price ratio from the best

b

available source and asked to correct or confirm the figure. They were
told that if no correction was made, the estimate would stand as the of-
ficial estimate for that school district.
Some questions can be raised concerning both the reliability and
the validity of these self-reported assessment ratios. One problem in
reliability arises from the fact that there are often two assessment
ratios in a school district. Cne is the ratio agreed upon by the school .
board and publicly acclaimed. The other is the ratio known to be a more
realistic estimate based on the actual current sale value of the property.
When asked to report how far off the assessed valuations are from true

market value, does the school district report the assessment ratio agreed

37
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upon by the school board, or does it report the ratio which 't believes
to be closer to the truc ratio of assessed to full sale value? How many
school districts actually know what “the true assessment ratio is? The
figures probably represent only crude estimates. But until the state
undertakes a majpr reassessment of all districts, estimates like these

are the best available.

Personal income of school district residents was determined from

the 1970 census data aggregated by school district boundaries. Two
measures of personal income were utilized: (1) mean family income and
(2) percent of the school district population in families with incomes

below the offiqlal federal poverty level. It is predicted that correla-

tions with percent in poverty will Jbe somewhat lower than with mean

fam}ly'income simply because there is generally less variation In the

former than in the latter measure. (See Grubb and Michelson, 1973: 558). «
Ethnicity in Texas generally refers to three chief ethnic groups: |

prafthbhibiRulaey 2y
Mexican Americans, Blacks, and Anglos. The concern in this research is
£
viith the ethnic co;ggsition of school district enrollments. Thus, pupils
of each ethnic group as a percent of the totgl school district enrollment
will cunstitute the measures of ethnicity.
These measures are the bases of inequalities considered ''indepen-

dent' variables in a loose statistical sense, not in the strict telic

sense. Causal relationships cannot-be deternirod with any definitiveness
\
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due to the nature of the methods of analysis employed. The analyses

will explore statistical relationships among the variables, not isolate
cause-effect relationships, as might be accomplished iB controlled exper-
imentation. Whenever possible, however, controls will be made for ex-
planatory intervening variables that might Influence a particular rela-

tionship.

Methods of analysis
| Two types of analysis were utilized to test the hypotheses.
First, Pearsonian product-moment coefficients of correlation were com-
phted to examine the degree of relationship between measures of the bases
of inequality, on the one hand, and indicators of educational inputs, on
the other, The correlation coefficient is pargicularly useful for identi~
fying and comparing relatianships among a large number of variable pairs.
After identifying the relationships that are slzablé, the second
analytic technique was to comparé mean values for different categories
of each independent variable. School districts were first rank-ordered
according to the "independent'’ variable (e.g., Market Value Per Pupil or
Mean Family Income) and divided into quintiles of approximately equal §§
numbers of pupils. ° Then, for each category or quintile of pupils the
mean value on each ''dependent' variable 7 (e.g., local revenue per pupil
or mean teacher salary) was computed.

LN
Another methodological consideration was whether means should be
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based on districts or on pupils. A rean of districts gives equal weight
to each school district, regardless of its pupil enrollrent. While the
mean of districts is certainly defensible for purposcs of educational
planning, the questions in the above hypotheses concern the impact of
educational resources on pupils from families of different income levels
and of different ethnicity. Thus, for‘purpos?s of analysis in this
chapter, correlation coefficients and the mean value of each educational
input was weighted by the number of pupils in average daily attendance
in each schéol district. This is crucial for a state l}ke Texas in
which there are a considerable number of districts w;;h very smail num~
bers of pupils enrolled. As a result, large districts were given more
"weight'' in computing the correlations and means than small~r districts.
Extremely large districts (districts of 75,000 or more pupils in ADA)
were separated out in some of the analyses to see if the reldtionships

under study were affected by these larger districts.

Methodological limitations

Before presenting the findings, the limitations of the present
research should be pointed out. As indicated in Figure 1-1 in Chapter 1,
the research has a specific focus--on inequalities in educational inputs

among school districts based on district wealth, individual wealth, and

S
=

ethnicity. The research does not consider the following factors:

1. lIntradistrict disparities. Differences within district=-

Lo




between schools, betwsen classrooms and even betweaen pupils within
classes--no doubt exist but cannot be determined with data on school
districts.

2. Differences in pupil needs. This study does not consider

differences in educational needs among pupils of different abilities
and cultural backgrounds. There is considerable research evidence to
indicate that equal dollars per pupil does notrprovide equality of edu-
cational opportunity. Differences among students necessitate differences
in the type of educational programs and services provided, thus requiring
differences in educational expenditures. Although the present research
examines the inequalities that are in the nature of disadvantage; to

- .
poor children and minority group members, it should not be construed to
be advocating that the ideal distribution is one-dollar/one-pupil type .
of)distributidn. Certainly a di;trfbution system should take into con-

sideration the needs of pupils.

3. Differences in educational costs. Educational services vary

3

in cost among school districts and regions within a state. The educa-

tional costs of small districts are different from those of larger dis-

“ .
tricts. The extent to which economies of scale are operating is not
r |

measured in the present research. However, whenever appropriate, dis-
trict size is controlled for in the analyses.

4., Municipal overburden. The school finance literature has

L
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noted that taxpayers in urban districts are burdenad with taxes for non-

An exact reasure of the degree of municipal overburden is not always
Although this factor is not

educational services rorc than persons in suburban and rural districts.
available by school district boundaries.
consjdered in the present resezarch, it certainly should be the subject
The effect of specific educational
sub-

/
of f&ture research.
Educational outcomes
N . .
inputs on educational outcomes or student achievement has been the

;
i

[ s
;ject of much research and much controversy in school finance litigation.
The present

4
Unfortunately, there is no consensus about what effects educational in-
Furthermore, Texas does not make

/

; puts have on educational outcomes.

/

/ available data on student achievement by school district.
/ research will simply study inequalities in educational inputs that dis-

In the opinion of this author, the methodological limitations

advantage the poor and minoritics without regacd to the ultimate effect

!

.,

of these inequalities upon their educationzl and occupational achievrments.

cited above in the main tend to mitigate the degree of inequalities based
Only with more extensive research considering

f
on wealth and ethnicity.
these five factors, will the full extent of inegualities in the system

of school finance in Texas be known.
L2
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"THE MAGNITUDL OF INTERDISTRICT DISPARITIES

8

0f the 49 states which have local school districts, Texas in
1969-70 was second only to \lyoming in the ratio of high to low expendi-
tures per pdpil. VWhile most .c-  had districts with high expenditures

of two to five times that of their low expendfture districts, the varia-

9

tion in Texas was twenty-to-one, 0f course, one might rightly argue

that such  _.omparison is not a fair one. In some states districts with

extremely high expenditures are isolated cas;s with small numbers of

pupils or special districts educating pupils with physical handicaps or

N

leérning disabilities and cannot be validly compared to the rest of the
districts. But even if these atypical districts are excluded from the
analysis, Texas still ranks high Ia the amount of interdistrict disparity.
After excluding those districts with 10 percent of the state's total

enrol lment wh!?h have the highest per pupil expenditures, a comparisén

between the district at the 90th pupil percentile in expenditure per pupil
&

and the lowest expenditure district yields a ratio as high as 3.4 to 1 in
)

.

Texas, a disparity which is greater than all but two states.

A}

>

The great degrece of disparity in expenditures among Texas school
districts ‘can ve accounted for by at.least four factors. First, the wide
dispzrities can be simply explained in part by the large number of schoel

districts in Texas. Latest available statistics indicate that Texas had

1,138 operating school districts in 1975-74, more ‘than any other state
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except Nebraska {(National Education Association, 1974: 15, Table B-1).
. @
\

. These districts vary copsiderably in size, ranging from 3 pupils to more

. g .
- than 200,000 pupils cnrolied wjth about half of the districts having less

.
than 500 pupils. <

&

A second reascn for the large disparities in expenditures is the

fact that a large proportion of the revenues for education are from local

. .
tax coljections within these 1,138 school districts. 1In 1973-74, seme

. -
) .
k1.5 percent of all revenues for public education in Texas were from

local tax collections. While 47.4 percent of school rewgnues were—from »)

state sources, these revenues did not haye much of a moderating effe~t on
>

the inequalities in focal funding as will be seen in the analyses below.

’

Third]yf the expenditure variations due to inequalities in local N
revenues for education occur in part because of the differences in taxes

levied on local property. Effective total tax ratcs]] ranged from $.03

te $7.22 per $100 market value of taxable property in 1871-72. The varia-

ticn in tax rates may be due in part to differences in the villingness of

residents to ax themselves and in part to differences in ability to tax.

Some districts find it easier than others to raise their tax rates.

While residents of .rban centers may feel just as strongly about preovid- S
ing a good education for their children, they viten face '"municipal over-

burden,' high taxes for services other than education.

Finally, and most important, the disparities in expenditures may
“
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be accounted for by the largé differéences in ability of districts to gen-

erate revenues. The revenue raising ability of a district is generally
{ ! .
(“ 4

indicated by the emcunt of taxable property in the district, gince virtu-

ally all local revenues are raised from property taxes. éut an argument
~migﬁt also be made for using family or personai income as a measure of

ability to raise revenue, since ultimately taxes on residential property

must come ffo%_the personal incomes of district residents. ™ Personal in-

' come has the advantage of not having the same idiosyncratic variation
RN . . .

found in the property value neasure (Reischauer and Hartman, 1973: 70).
The interaction of these four factors produce wide disparities in
school district revenues and expenditures among Texas school districts.

An examination of size of the variations in the variables under study in

-~

the present research follows.

Variations in the bases of inequalities - a

-

Table 2-2 compares variztions,in school district wealth, personal -
: \

income and ethnicity among school distrgcts in Texds, As can be seen

-

. . . P
from the coeffic.ents of variation for the different measures, market

-

value per pupil has the largest variation. Estimated market values per

1
) ‘2 . hd H "
pupil . during 1970 ranged from $5,147 in Edgewood 1.5.D. in San Antonio
to $10,862,838 in Provident.City 1.S.D. in Wharton County, a higb-low.,"
. _ . S
ratio of more than 2,110 to 1. |t might be roted that Provident City
. ™ v ¥ o
,.I.S.Q., a rural disELEct, had only three pupilsﬁin,aberage‘da;dy attendance i

< ' . - .
. ' P -] . . ; ©
* 3 - “e L'S .
- + .
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TABLL 2-2 VARJATICH OF MEASURES OF BROPERTY VALUE, INCOME
AND ETHNICITY FOR ALL TEXAS SCHOOL DiSTRICTS,
1970 AND 1571-72

vy o

&

Schootl District Lowest Highest Pupil .Coef.
Characteristics Value | Value lean of Var.? Skewness

Property Va!gg?

Assessed Value

Per Puphl $ 952§ 1,148,955 $20,124 .65 10.,70%
Market Value

Per Pupil 5,147 10,862,838 52,485 1.33 23.35%
Income®

Mean Family -
I ncome 666 23,106 10,015 .2k .81

Percent Below
Poverty 1.3 82.1 15.7 .68 1,62
Ethnicitxd
Pct., Mexican
American - 0.0 ° 100.0° 22.2 1.16 1.39
Pct. Black .
Pupils 0.0 77.2 15.90 1.03 .85
‘ P ) ;
Pct. Anglo .
Pupils 0.0 100.0 62.4 4o -.36

ral

Weighted Pupil Standard Naviation
Weighted Pupil Mean

(b) pata are for 1970. Mean and median are weighted by the number of
pupils in average daily attendance, 1970-71.

(c) Data .are_from 1970 Census, Fourth Count. Mean and median are weighted
by the number of pupils in average daily attendance, 1370-71. Districts
of less than 300 pupils are not included in these census data figures.

(d). Data are for 1971-72. Mean -and median are weighted by number of pupils
in average daily attendance, 1970-71

% Skewness is significant beyond the. .05 level.

(a) Coefficient of variation =




while Edgewood, an urban district, had over 20,000 p&pils ‘n ADA. Also
‘noteworthy is the fact that Edgewood I.S.D.;had a total effective tax
rate of $f.05 per $100 of market value of real property while Provident
City 1.S.D. had a total tax.rate of $.05,'a ratio of 21 to 1. Vhile
Provident City l.g.DE is not altogether typical of most high wealth
N /

schébl districts, there are a number of these high wealth-low enrolIment,
.rurgl, tax-sheltered enclaves in Texas.

Al though mean family income varied from as low as $066 to a high
of $23,106, the overall degree of variation in this was about one-f;fth
that of estimated market value per pupil. The percent of persons in
families below the official federal poverty level in 1969 ranged from
1.3 percent to 82,1 percent.

Measures of the cthnic.;omposition of school district enrollments
in 1971-72 had large variations. This is partly due to the fact that gen~
erally districts had either low percentages of minority pupils cr very
high concentrations of ethnic pupils. Minority group members constituted
37 percent of all pupils in the state, threeréifths oﬁ which were Chicanos
and two-fifths Blacks.

A

It is Important to note that distributions on two of }he variables
are highly skewed. Both measures of property values per pupil are highly

skewed due to the small school districts with the extremely high values

per pupil. Most of the measures are positively skewed, indicating that

L7
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values are generally concentrated at the low end of the continuum with
a few extremely high values.

Disparities in educational inputs

Table 23 cormpares variations in educational input characteristics.
With the exception of percent tecachers with no degree, the variation is
greatest in local revenues per pupil, lending support to the belief
stated earlier that local revenues contribute most to ;he inequalities in
school district expenditures. Inequalities in local revenues, of course;
‘are themselvcs determined by unequal tax effort and unequal taxable wealth.

>

The total effective tax rate varies from less than 3 cents to $i.48 per

3

$100 of market value of real property, a high-low ratio fifty-to-one.

Wide variation is also found in the assessment-sales price ratio, with
property assessments ranging from 3 percent to 95 percent of actual market
value.

The variation in state revenue per pupil was about one-third that
of local revenue. When local and state revenues are combined, the degree
of variation is approximately one-half the variation in local revenue.
Since federal revenues account for only about 10 per cent of all revenues
for education in Texas, adding federal revenue to local and state did not
change the degree of disparity appreciably.

0f the indicators of quality of educational services, teacher

salaries varied least of all. This may be due partly to the fact that

.




TABLE 2=3  VARIATION MEASURES OF EDUCATiIONAL INPUTS FOR ALL TEXAS
SCHOOL DISTRICTS, 1971-72

\
— by
\\

School Districts Lowest Highest . Coeff.
Characteristics Value Value of Var.? Skewness’

Tax Ratesb

LFA Tax Rate
Maintenance Tax
Total Tax Rate
Assessment Ratio

Revenues and Expendi-
Jtures¢©

Local Rev/Pupil ° ' 9,607
State Rev/Pupil 1.190
Local & State Rev/

Pupil 9,930
Total Rev/Pupil 9,930
Total PPE 6,915
Local and State PPE 6,915

Quality of Education-
al Services®
Mean Teacher Salary $5,797 $18,222 .08
Mean Teacher Exper- . ]
ience .7 38.0 . .25
Pect. Teachers w/MA
or PH.D | 0.0 100.0 . .38
Pct. Teachers w/No ’ '
Degree 0.0 . 100.0 . . 3.13
Pupils Per Teacher 3.8 83.0 . 1

(a) Coefficient of variation = Weighted Pupil Standard Deviation
Weighted Pupil Mean
(b) Data are for 1970. Mean and madian are weighted by the number of pupils
in average daily attendance, 1970-71.
(c) Data are for 1971-72, Mean and median are weighted by number of pupils
in average daily attendance, 1970-71.

% Skewness is significant beyond the .05 level.




the state sets minimun saiary levels. Most of the differences in salary

can be explained by differences in teacher experience and degree level,
K

two factors that are built into the salary scale. Although the range was
considerable (from a Jow of $5,797 to a high of $18,222) the overall vari-

ation was low. There was also very little overall variation in number of
:"} . .

pupils per teacher. The greatest variation among these resource quality

e . ) 3

measures was found.in percent of teachers with no degree, which was highly

.

skewed with most districts concentrated near zero. Percent of teachers
with advanced degrees and mean years of teacher experience, however, vere
not skewed very much at all.

In short, there is considerable disparity in the distribution of
educational resources\in Texas. The important question for this research,
however, is whether these disparities relate to the variations in the
me. ures of distr}ct wealth, income, and ethnicity. If the educational
inputs are patterned such that they @isadvantage groups that historically

have been oppressed, then a case for discrimination can be found to have

empirical support.

RES. QUES. 1: [IMEQUALITIES BASED O DISTRICT WEALTH

N

The first research question concerns the relationship between the

property vealth of a school district and tax effort, the amount of revenue

and expenditures for education and the quality of educational services
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provided. This question has been addressed in many previous research
efforts and is at the crux of the fiscal neutrality principle, that a
child's education should not be conditioned by such an arbitrary factor
as the wealth of the district in which he resides (Coons, Clune, and
Sugarman, 1970: 21 Although the Supreme Court refused to accept this
principle ;s sufficient for declaring the Texas system of school finance
unconstitutional, the Court acknowledged that inequalities do exist.
Indeed, inequality in school district wealth has been rqgognized as the

chief explanation for the unequal distribution of educational resources

within states. The evidence presented by plaintiffs in the Rodriguez

case was convincing that inequalities in educational resources were due

largely to disparities in district wealth. Berke's affidavit in the case
presented by plaintiffs, based on a sample survey of 110 school districts
'n Texas, reported a relationship between district wealth and quality of
educa;ional services. This relationship is tested again in this study
on the entire population of schcol districts in the state.

Table 2-4 presents correlation coefficients between the two meas-

ures of property value and indicators of school district resources for .

all Texas school districts. As predicted in Hypothes}s 1A, the higher

the market value of real property per pupil, the less the tax effort.

However, the correlations of tax rates with assessed value of property

per pupil are not entirely as predicted. There is a small inverse
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TABLE 2=k, PEARSON CORRELATIONS OF MARKET VALUL PER PUPIL AND
ASSESSED VALUE PER PUPIL WITH INDICATORS OF SCHOOL
DISTRICT INPUT RESOURCES IN TEXAS

Indicators of Market Value Assessed Value
School District Per Pupit Per Pupil
Inputs* 1970-71 1970-71
Tax Effort.
LFA Tax Rate** -.235 . 056
Maintenance Tax Rate*~ -.354 .04
Total Tax Rate** ’ -.445 -.121
Assessment Ratio** -.426 -.077

Revenues & Expenditures

Local Rev/Pupil .645 .895
State Revenue Per Pupil -.391 -.579%
Local and State Rev/Pupil .620 . 846
/ Total Rev/Pupil .612 .788
Total PPE .611 ’ .756
( Local and State PPE .627 .817

Quality of Educational Services

Mean Teacher Salary 79 . 466
Mean Teacher Experience .159 . 081
Pct Teachers with MA or PhD .057 -165
Pct. Teachers with No Degrece .052 -.084
Pupils Per Teuacher -.333 1 ¥

* Data for first four indicators are for 1970-71. All other indicators are for
1971-72.

*+ Correlations with these variables are weighted by the number of pupils in .
average daily attendance (ADA) in each district 1970-71; all others are
weighted by ADA, 1971-72. Tax rates are effective tax rates based on the

estimated true market value of real property In school districts.

.
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relationship bulieen assessed valuation per pupil and the total tox rate.

The relationships between property value reasures and school dis-

A

trict revenues and expenditures, as predictad in Hypothesis 1B, are siz-
t

able as wculd be expected from a finance system bacad on the property

tax. The correlations with assessed value per Pupil are higher than

.

those with market value per pupil since it is the assessed valuation

that is the figure used in raising tax revenues within a district. Cor-

relations with local revenue are largest. State revenue has an inverse

moderate relationship'with the two measurcs(>¥~property value, indicating

that state aid is somewhat equalizing. However, when revenue f}om state
i»

sources is combined with local revgnue, the state revenue does not sig-

nificantly reduce the correlation with either property value measure.

Adding federal revenues likewise doss not appreciably affect the relation-

ship between revenue and property values.

With regard to Hypothesis 1C on the relationship between indi-

cators of the quality of educational services and property values, only
the correlations with mean teacher salary and pupils per teacher are siz-
able. All but one of the other correlations, houever, are in the direc-
tion predicted.

These relationships may also be expressed as means for different
categories of market value per pupil. Table 2-5 presents the mean assess-

ment ratio, total effective tax rate, and revenues by quintiles of market
[y
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valuc per pupil for ~11 Texas school districts. From coiuwmn 1 it s

3
L

clear that whlic most Tesas school .districts are assessed far below

their actual narket value, property-poor school districts are assesscd
at a much higher percent of market value than wealthier districts. The

fifth of Texas publiic school pupils in the lowest property value dis-

tricts are in districts assessed on the average of 58 percent of -true

market value, vhile the fifth of students In the wealthiest districts

are in districts assessed al an averace cof 3% percent of true market

.

value,
Vhen the assessment ratio is taken into consideration, the total
effective tax rate is also found to be inversely related to district

wealth. (See column 2, Table 2-5.) The school districts in the lowest

market value fifth are effectively exerting almost twice as great a tax
effort as districts in the highest rarket value fifth.
But even with higher effective tax rates, property poor school

districts are unable to raise the sane revenues as the wealthier dis-

tricts. Local revenue per pupil is three times as high in the highest

as in the lowest market value fifth. (See Column 3, Table 2-5.) VWhile

state revenues should compensate for the differences in local ability to

fund education, this does not happen in Texas. State revenue per pupil

(Column L) is only $53 more in the lowest market value fifth than in the

highest market value fifth. The result is that students in the highest
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wealth districts still reccive an average of $297 per pupil more in local
and state revenuas for their cducation than students in the poorest prop-
erty mealtﬁ category. (See column 5, Table 2-5). \hen federal funds are
taken into consideration, the differences are mitigated slightly, but
there remains a $250 difference between the lowest and highest property
value fifths in total revenue per pupil. (See column 6, Table 2-5.)

P el

Eliminating the largest districts

Since the figures presented in Table 2-5 are mecans weighted by
the number of pupils in each district, the largest districts influence
the mean values more than do swaller districts. Houston 1.5.D., Dallas
i}S:D., and Fort Vorth 1.5.0., the three largest school districts, have
a combined enrollment of mo.e than one-fifth of the total number of pupils
in the state. If these districts are removed from the analysis, the rela-
tionship between market value.of property in a district and the district’s

A .

educatioreal inputbimay be exam{ned for the remainder of the school dis-
tricts in the state. The results of the analysis after excluding these
three districts is shown in Table 2-6. Comparing Tables 2-5 and 2-6, it
is clear that the exclusion oi the three largest districts reveals even
greater inequalities in educational inputs based on district wealth.
Local revenues are three and a hal times as great in the high wealth

fifth as in low wealth fiffh. (see column 3, Table 2=6.) Differences in

state revenues are about the sam@. The gap between the low and high fifth
56
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increased Trom $29,7 ¢ 8390 per pupil when the three largest districts

>

are excluded (colun 5); and the difference in total revenues increases
from 5250 to $335 par pupil (column 6). '
In suny, the following may be said with respect to thelfindhngs .
on the relationship between educational inputs and district wealth: :
1. WithsrCSpect to Hypothecis 1A, the findings support the pre-
diction that the greater the market value of propefty in a district, the
lower the effective tax rate.
2. V\ith respect to Hypothesis 15, the highar the market value
(ane likewise the higher the assessed vaiue) of property in a district,
the greater the amount of revenue available fu education. The gap betwegn

property rich and property poor districts is considerably large.

) 3. Hypothesis 1C is supported with respect to sore indicators of

Iy
¢

the quality of educational resources, but not all. The greater the as-
sessed value of property in a district, the h'gher the mean teacher salary,

and the fewer tie nuiber of pupils per teacher. The correlations with’
é

teachers' degree level and experience are in the direction prgqicted, but

very veak.

L. When the three largest school districts in the state are re-

moved from the analysis, the inequalities in educarional revenues based

-

on district wealth are increased.

In general, Berke's findings from a 10 percent sample of districts in
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Teras iq 1968 on the relationship between district wealth and district
- . ; <\

[ A3
revenue reported Ly plaintiffs in the Rodrigyez argument are cbnfirmed

¢

) e
by the present analysis of all school districtﬁ\ia Texas«

x . -~

& .

- RES, QUES.~ 2: DISTRICT WEALTH AS RELATED NG
T0 |Ncom AND ETHHICITY )

X

1=
The school finance suits that built their cases on the fistal
) » [ L] . /

neutrality principle generally iynored the relationship between district
wealth and individual wealth, often taking for granted that such a rela-
tionship existed. fndeed, the evidence that/tﬁg:;_?; a high corretlation
between individual and district wealth was not essential to the fiscal
neutrality argument. Plaintiffs arguing the fiscal neutrality principle
i% the Serrano case won by arguing that discrimination against children

. . . . . Y. \ .
in poor districts was sufficient to be considered a violation of equal.,

>
]

protection guarantees. As the Serrano court ruled,
- . &
. we reject defendants' underlying thesis that clagsification by
wealth is constitutional so long as the wealth is that of the dis-
trict, not the individual. We think that discrimination on the basis
of district wealth is equally invelid. The commercial and industrial
¢ property which augmenta a district's tax base is distributed unevenly
%" throughout the state. To allot more ‘educational detars o the chil-
dren of.one distrlet tiiun to Those of anothcr meérely because of the |
fortuitous .p .presence of such propertv is to make the quality of a
child's education dopendent upon the Ioéfslon of private commercial
and industrial establishments (SerranQ v. Priest, 5(\?1 3d 584, 487,

P.2d 1241,.96 Cal. Rptr. 601 [1971])
. Ve
But‘theqy2s, Supreme Cour* rejected this same argument in the

Rodriéuez caéc, noting that legal precedent did not support the district




A . ’
v
- L . —~

discrimination thaory as meeting the traditional standard of establish-

ing that a suspect classification had been created. From the Rodriguez

.
»

decision it was made clear that if a case for school finznce reform based

4

y

on 'the, equal protection clause of the federal constitution is to win, it

v
¥ - . .
A

- ~

will have to show injury to individuals who are poor or historically dis-

~ Y
.
-

advantaged. \harey suggests that ' ‘ = -
’ ~ .F; )
. . . the court left'open the possibility of establishing a class 3
where individual family poverty coincides with district povérty.-. ..
If sgch a conEéntréEioﬁ could be demonstrated, a suspect class-might _
be established in another school finance challenge. Similarly, if .
the group ef students denied equal benefits were of minority extrac~
tion, the denial would clearly be subjected to the strict scrutiny
test traditionally applied to racially discriminatory situations

(Carey, 1974: 17).
And, as Wise advises, further research is needed to provide ''a more pre-
cise identificétioé of the disadvantaged class'' in a particular state in
order to develop such a case. The research to‘this point has not been . RN

very conclusive. What tentative empi .cal evidence has been produced is

A v

x v -

often contradictory and it seems that in the few states that have been

studied the relationships are not verygigrong since the urban poor often
. . - - . AN

live in the areas where commercjal and .industrial property are located.

But each state must be examined separately. Table 2-7 shows the interre-

~ lationships «.ong mcasures of district wealth, individual wealth and
) . " c " .
ethnicity for all Texas school districts. It is immediately apparent .
' o : .
that the data show a lack of corr;lation of estimated market value of

-~

. taxable property with both mean family income of district residents (.009)

- N

- 60 .




‘PEARSON INTERCORRELATIONS AMONG INDICATORS OF
DISTRICT WEALTH, INCOME, ETHNICITY, AND PCT RURAL,

ALL TEXAS SCHOOL DISTRICTS
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Assessed -
Value/ADA, 1970* .757
Mean Family
fncome, 1970* .009 .33
Percent in R
Poverty, 1970% — -.019 | -,288 | -.758
Percent Mexican American .
Enrolled, 1971-72 -.095 | -.2u8 -} -.u48° .755 '
Percent Blacks o {
Enrolled, 1971-72 -.021 el -.001 -, 0671 -.35¢
Percent Anglos
« Enrolled, 1971-72 113 - 5151 -.739 | -.814 | -.256
Percent Rural
population, 1970 .326 | .08k | k25 334 | ~.0h6 | -,074 | .098
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* Correlations with these varicbles are weighted by the numbaer of pupils in average
daily attendance in each district, 1970-71; all others are weighted by ADA 1971-72,




and percent persons in peverty (-,021). However, a considerably stronger
correlation is found when th: official assessed valuation of property is
related to mean femily incume (.331) and percent in poverty (-.290). The

same pattern of ielationships is found when the two measures. of proeperty

value are correlated with percent Mexican American pupils. The correla-

- ey

tions of both measures of property values with percent Black pupils en-

rolled, however, are very low and in the case of assessed value the op~

posite of what was predicted.

N~

A The relationship between assessed valuation of propkrty and in-

<

come and ethnicity for all Texas school districts is presented in a dif-

>

ferent way in Table 2-8. Districts were rank-ordered according to as-
sessed value of property per pupil and divided into five categories of

equal numbers of pupils. The mean value for each quintile based on the

Y

number of pupils in average.daily atteﬁdgnce in each district was com-

’

puted for the various measures of income and ethnicity. The findings in-

dicate that the fifth of‘pupils.in districts with the lawest assessed

valuations were in districts with the lowest mean family income, highest

percent below poverty and the greatest percent of Megxican Amer ican pupils.

Dist;icts\in the highest assessed value fifth had Hésidents with a méaﬁ\

-

income level 37 percent hiéhe} than those in the lowest fif¢h, half as

1

many persons below poverty, and only one-third as many Mexican American

pupils. The percent of black pupils enrolled, however, was somewhat
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TAGLE  2-8 MEAN INCOME AND ETHNIC CHARACTERISTICS FOR QUINTILES Or ASSESSED VALUAT
OF REAL PROPERTY PER PUPIL IM TEXAS SCHOOL DISTRICTS, 1970-717%
\
Income Characteristics® Ethnic Characteristics®
Hean Pct. Pct. . Pet,
Assessad Vaiue Family Bclow Maxican Riacks {N of Pupils
Per Pupil in R Income Poverty American Enroiled _in ADA
Quintites of ADA® Enrollcd 137¢C)
§ 25,450 or More $10,867 R I e L TL DU 18.6 (506, 978)
Yo25,449 - 21,059 11,002 S 12.2 14.7 23.2 T -(us3-359) |
o 21,058 - 15,910 11,043 11.2 13.0 11.0 (497, 980)
L
15,909 - 11,083 8,806 138.5 27.2 12.9 (532,133)
11,082 or Less 7,905 24.5 43.3 10.6 (452,274)

* AL mezns are weighted by the number of pupils in average daily attendance (ADA) in cach scheol district
for 197¥572.< ‘

o

_SOURCES: .
(o) Asscssed values arc from. Prefiminary Estimates of 1970 Market Value of Taxed Property of Texas_School
Districts, Austin, Texas: Texas School Finance Study Groups, 7977, BAssessod veiue’ is the official
estimate of schoct district property. Values are presented in dollars per pupil in average daily -

attendance, 197C-71, |

{b) Income Characteristics ere from the School District Fourth Count Census Tapa for 1979, National Center
for Educaticna! Statistics, U.S Office of Fducalion.

<%
{c) Cthnic Chiracteristics are {rom Dept. of HEW, Fall 1971 Title VI Survey of sclool districls.

ERIC : : .
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greater in the districts with higher assessed values., Differences anony
thz three highest property value fifths were not very great; the greatest
disparitics were found betwazen the lowest tvo property value fifths and
the three highest fifths of pupils.

There remains the question of why income and ethnicity are related
as predicted to assessed valuation of property and not to estimated market

value. Apparently the assessment-sales price ratio is much lower in low

“Tncome arcas.than in high income’areas. It is also interesting to note .

from Table 27 that the correlation of pé?ﬁ%ﬁf‘?ﬁ?ﬁT“pOpuLaLi n with
market value is considerably higher than the correlation with as 2ssed
value, inaicating that the assessment ratio is lower in rursi than in non-
rural areas. Thus, if rural areas were separated from the analysis, a
higher cor}eiation might be found between income and estimated market
value of property.

The corretation coefficients relat}ng assessed and market values
per pupil to income and ethnicity measures for al}l districts and for ndﬁ-
rural districts arc presented in Table 2-9. Coére!ation; between esti-
mated market value of taxable property per pupil and the various indi-
cators of personal income are considerably higher in non-rural school
districts than in ail districts. The correlation coefficients range from

1= .
-.375 with percent in poverty to .639 with income per pupil, all in the

predicted direction. Correlations of income mcasures with assessed

64
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TABLE 2-9, PEARSON CORRELATIONS RELATING ASSESSED AND MARKET
VALULS PER PUPIL TO MEASURES OF PERSONAL INCOME OF
SCHOOL DISTRICT RESIDENLS, 1970%

Assessed Value

Market Value

Income Per Pupil Per Pupil
Measures ]
All Districts Non-Rural** All Districts Non-Rural**
Income Measures .
Mean Family Income .331 ! .532 .009 436
Percent in Poverty -.290 - .466 ~. 021 ) -.375
Per Capita Income .361 .56 .051 .u52
" Per Prnit-Income. .350 689 .056 .639
Ethnicity‘.‘deasures - )
Pct. Mexican Americans  -.248 -.332 -.097 - 3112
Pct. Blacks .0u8 179 -.019 " Loul
Pct. Anglos .228 .203 14 .082

* All correlations are weighted by the number of pupils in average daily attendance
in cach district, 1970-71.

** Non-rurzl districts are districts with 10 percent or less rural population according
Number of pupils in ADA for non-rural districts is 1,416,398.

to the 1970 census.

Number of pupifs in ADA for all districts is 2,417,977.

o K\
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valuation of taxable property arc also improved somewhat by controlling
for percent rural population, ranging from -.466 with percent in poverty
to .689 with per pupil income.

Correlations between the two property value measures and the in-

dicators of ethnic compogition of school districts are not appreciably

altered by controlling for percent rural. There is a slight increase in
‘\ ? By e

~

the‘degrce of correlation between assessed valuation of property per pupil

-

and both percent Mexican American and percent Black. Generally, However,
s\ - -

the only hypothesized relationship between measures. of school district
ethnicity and bro#erty value indicators that is even moderate in size Is
the inverse correlation of percent Mex{can American and assessed value of
property per pupil.

%he following conclusions can be drawn from the data with rega’ ’

to Hypothesis 2£:

1. When official assessed value of taxable property is usedAas
the measure of property value, the hypothesis is supported. There is a
moderate direct relationship between the income level of district resi-
dents and the assessed valuation of taxable property per pupil in Texas
schoél dist}icts.

2. When estimated market - .iue of taxable property is used as
a measure of property value, the hypothcsis is supported only after con-

trolling for percent rural. In non-rural areas, there is a strong direct
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LOCAL AND STATE REVENUES AND TEACHER SALARIES, 1971-72, BY MEAN FAMILY

'NCOME. OF TEXAS SCHOOL DISTRICT RESIDENTS, 1970

(1) @ - (3) () . ,
Mean Income Lecal | State Local & State Mean (Number of Pupils
Fifihs® Rev/ADA® Rev/ADA Rev/ADA Teacher 3alary in ADA 1971-72)
$11,569 or more $482 $339 $821 - 48,775 (493,745)
11,548 = 10,4865 452 . 350 802 9,092 (478,335) -
10,460 - 9,225 1370 38k 754 8,LS5 {1139, 600)
9,224 - 7,314 334 Loz 736 8,150 : {479, 6506) .
7,613 or less - 244 109 653 7,853 (590,851}
a) Mecan income is from 1970 census data on sciool districts, )

b) Revenues per pupil in average ceily attendance (ADA) arc means,” weighted by the numbar of pupils in A

in cach school ditrict, for 1S71-72, The data are from official audit reports of school district accouris.
’ . . .
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TAGLE 2-12, C!00L DISTRICT WEALTH, ETHNICITY, AND PERCENT RURAL FOR QUINTILES
OF MEAN FAMILY INCOME OF RESIDENTS IN TENAS SCHOOL DISTRICTS, 1970-71%

Mean Family . Assessed Estimated Pct. Pct. (N of Pupils
income in Quintiles Vaiue | Market Vaiue Mexican Amcrican Rural in ADA,
of ADA2 Per Pupit® Per Pupil Enrolled® Populationd 1970-73)
$11,549 or Nore $24,798 $48,331 6.2 6.0 (usg, 914
11,548 ~ 10,485 23,173 51,206 12.8 5.7 {431, 343)
10,uc8 - 9,225 20,126 46,639 23.9 4.6 (486,425}
9,22t - 7,814 17,491 51,934 23.3 27.9 (479, 024)
7,813 or Less 32,729 45,738 Ly, 8 50.2 (522, 056)

-

taeemekoAd smeans: are weignted by the number of pupils in average dail attendance {ADA) in each district for
] [ad o

SOURCES:

- - (2) Mean Family Income is from School District Fourth Count Census Tape, 1970, Nalioral Center for
Ecucational Statisties, U, S/ Office of Education.

. (b) Asscssod and Varket Values are from: Preliminary Estimates of 1970 Market Value of Taxed Property
of Texas School Districts, Austin, Texas: lexas School rinance Study Groups, 1972.

(c) Percent Mexican Americans enrolicd is from Dept. of HEW, Fall 1971 Title VI Survey of school
districls,

(d) Percent Rural Population is from School District First Count Summary Tape for 1970, U. S, Decpt. of
Commerce, Bureau of the Census,

=
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values of property per pupil, percent Mexlcen peerican and percent rural o

for each incors fifth. A consistent direct relationship is found betwesen -
mean income district residents and the assessed value of recal property

per pupil. The assessed value of property is twice as high in the highest

income fifth as it is in the lowest income fifth. Estimated market value,
however, does not show a consistent relationship to nean family income.
Thus, the self-reported asses;ment-sales value ratios are considerably
lower in the low income districts than in the high income districts, caus-
ing estimates of true market value to be much higher than the official
assessed value in the high-income districts. As would be expected school
districts with low income residents are also districts with higher pro-

portions of Mexican Americans and rural persons.

The following conclusions can be drawn from the findings with re-

spect to Research Question 3:
1. Hypothesis 3A is not:suppo}ted since tax rates tend to be

higher for high income residents. s -
2. Hypothesis 3B is supported. The higher the income level of

district residents, the greater the arount of cducational revenue per

pupil.
3, Hypothesis 3C is supported in pert. The higher thz income

level of district residents, the higher the teacher salari;s, the higher

the proportion of teachers with advanced degrees and the less the proportion




\ -

of teach~rs with po degreer, but thz lover the ran erpericnce level of

A

teachers and the greater the nurber of pupils per teacher.

. RES. CQUES. L: IHEQUALITHIES  'STD Oi ETHHICITY

- S

jpc:a‘ and ethnic discrir ination is ane area in which the Supreme

Couvrt has traditionally applied Lke\éf?ict scratiny test in determining

j .

vhethar there has been denial of ual protécrion;’ Rut prpponents of

the fiscal neutrality principle have been caref to charce discrimina-
tion in school finance on rgz:ai o1 ethnic grour chicfly because this

~

- .

would be politically unwise. Coons, Clure, and Sugarman--the theoretical
mencors of the fiscal neutralify doctrine--caution that in presenting the
Tiscal neutr:‘fty argument, '"There will surely be enough upsef ovquﬁhe
question on social and economiv, .grounds without evoking all the furies of
racism (1970: 357). Furthermore, they cite evidence that in California
misority children are not concentrated largely in lo <«penditure school
districts (1970 35h, n.47). Théy contend that: \

There 'is no reason to supposc that the systen of district-based )
schoo! finance embodies racial bias. Districts containing the great
masses of black children ordinarily also contain great masses of
white children . . . filo doubt there are poor Aistricts which are
basically Hegro, but it is clear a'most by definition that the yvajt
perponderance of such districts is white (1970:  356-357). _//’Y
Whilte 8lack pupils in California may not be concentrgj;d in low= !/

13 . .
expenditure school distr’ .ts, tha distribution pattern may be different

<

¥

with respect to Mexican ﬁ@sf?qgns in Texas. The concern in this study is
/
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with those districts which, have a preponderance of Mexican American pupilss
/

These districts account for over tuo-thirds of the Spanish-surnamed pupils

enrolled in public schools in Texas. The issue raised in Research Question

L is whether educational inputs in these districts are inferior to those

districts of less than fifty percent Mexican Americans enrolled.

Previous research on inequaliti 3 by ethnic composition of‘échool
districte in Texas indicates that there is an inverse relationship between
percent Mexican Amcricans enrolled and per pupil expenditure. A 1969 sam-
ple survey by the U.S. Commission on Civil Rights uncovered evidence on
fiscal inequities among Texas school disfricts of differing ethnic compo-
sition. The results of their study, shown in Table 2~13, lead to the con-
clusion that the greater the percent of Mexicen Americans enrolled in &
district, the icss the per pupil assessed value of property and the less
the per pupil expenditure. These findings were confirmed in a follow-up
to the Civil Rights Commission survey by Briscactto and Arciniega (1973b) .

The same relationship between the ethnic composition of a district
and its property wealth as measured by assessed and market values per
pupil is found if we examine the data on all school districts in Texas in
Table 2-14. The assessed vailue or oroperty per pupil is twice as large

in districts of less than 25 percent Hexican American pupils enrolled as

) . .
in districts of 75-100 percent™Mexican American. The same is true of

estimated market valuc of taxable property per nupil. The greatest

Aruitoxt provided by Eic
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TADLE2-13. ESTIMATED MARKED VALLE ASSESSLD VALULE, AND EXPLNDITURE
PER PUPIL, Tt XAS SCHOOL DIiSTRICTS OF 10 PERCENT OR MORE

'MEXICAN AMERICAN PUPILS, 1957-68 /
"Percent
_Mexizan American Per Pupil
of District Market Value Assessed Value Expenditure
Enroliment Por Pupild Per Pupil® 1967-68"
10 -~ 19.9 548,326 $18, 413 $64
20 - 29.9 66,943 16,518 481
30 - 49.§ 56,137 15,273 450
50 - 79.9 30,334 10, 674 383
,-80 - 100 20,813 7,224 296

~

SQURCES: (a) Governor's Committee on Public School Education, The Challenge
and the Chance, Supplement, December 1968. Reprinted from:
USCCR, 1972b: 21, Table 10.

(b) USCCR Spring 1969 Survey of School Districts ¢f 10 Percent or
more Mexican Americans enrolled. Reprinted from: USCCR,
1972b: 26, Table 14.°
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TABLE 2-14,ASSESSED VALUATION PLR PUFIL AND LSTIMATED TRUL MARKET
“ VALUE PLR PUPIL BY PERCENT MEXICAN AMERICAN PUPILS
ENROLLED IN TEXAS SCHOOL DISTRICTS, 1970-71

Percent . Assessed ' Market {(No. of l;upils

Mexican An-ericans Valuation Value in ADA

Enrolled® Per PupilP Per Pupil 1970)
0~ 24.9 $21,773 $54,743 (1,831,494)
25 - 49.9 24,062 84,222 L. ( 170,.63)
50 - 74.9 13,029 33,841 ( 320,738)
'75 — 100 . 10,869 29,925 (152, 940)

/ /
SOURCES: ) -

(a) Percent Mexican Americans enrolled is from Department of Heaith, Btlucation
and Welfare, Fall 1971 Titie VI- Survey. : ’

(b) Assessed Valuation and Market Value are from: Preliminary Estimates of
1970 Market Value of Taxed Property of Texas School Districts, Austin, Texas:
Te.as School Finance Study Groups, 1972. Both are presented in dollars
per pupil in averuage daily attendance, 1970-71./
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di{ference in property values is between ‘'istricts cf less than 50 per-
cent and tho e of o r?jority Mexican feerican pupils. The {act that
proporty wealth and ethric composition are related sujgests that ve
might also expect a relationship betveen ethnicity and the cducationel
resources available for children in Texas public schools.

Table 2~15 shous currelation between educational inbuts and three
measures of the ethnic composition of school districts. There is almost
no correlation between tax effort and the ethaic composition of school
districts. This finding refutes the stereotype that minority group mem-
bers receive less in educational revenues s'mply because they do not
exert as much tax effort as members of the dominant group. In fact, the
date indicate that persons in districts with higher concentrations of
Mexican Arerican pupils are slightly more likely to make the greatest
tax effort.

As predicted in Hypoth;sis LB revenues are higher in districts
with broportiona?cly fswer Mexican Armerican pupils and more Anglo pubpils.
But contrary to what was predicted, there is a small positive corrclation
between revenues per pupil cnd the percent of Black pupils enrolled.

This anomaly might te explained by.the fact that two-thirds of the Black
pupils in Texas are located in the three largc§t urban school districts,
where revenues and expenditures are somewhat higher than‘in the average

for the state.

78

reoes




PEARSCN CORRELATIONS OF PERCENT LEXICAN ANTRICAN, PERCENT
BLACK AND P#RCENT ANGLO WITH INDICATORS OF SCHOOL DISTRICT
INPUT IN TEXAS, 1971-72%

TABLE 2-15.

Indicators of ) Percent Percent Percent
School District Mexican Americans Blacks Anglos
Inputs Enrolled Enrolled Enrolled

Tax Effort

LFA Tax Rate*~ -.001 .183 -.114

Maintenance Tax Rate** .015° .076 -,062

-.047 -.048

Total Tax Rate** . 074

Assessment Ratio** .08 -.092 -.035

Revenues & Expenditures . \
-.297 ' .097 . .2u8

Local Rev/Pupil

State Revenue Per Pupil .043 ~.055 -,009

Local and State Rev/Pupil -.339 .095 .294

Totai Rev/Pupil R LE .088 . 097

Total PPE -.130 .202 L011

local and State PPE .303 164 L212

Quality of Educational Resources

Mean Teacher Salary -.352 452 .081 ,
Mean Tcacher Experience -.150 .328 -.046
Pct. Teachers with MA or PhD -.520 .399 .290
pct. Teachers with No Degree L2901 -.112 -.229
050 .201 -.179

Pupils Per Teacher

» All correlations are weighted by the aumber of pupils in average :aily attendance (ADA)

in each district, 1971-72, .-
*1 Data for first four indicators are for 1970-71. Al other indicatoers are for 1971-72.
Tax rates are effective tax rates based on estimated true market value of real property

in school districts.
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The correlations between indicators of quality of educational

services and percent Mexican Amcricans enrolled are generally inverse as
predicted in Hypothesis LiC. Districts with high concentrations of Glacks,
o . . '
~. however, have highzr quality educational services than districts with

m\\}ower concentrations of Black pupils.

The mean values of district rcverue and teacher salary by percent

Hexican Averican pupils enrolled in Texas school districts are shown in
Table 2-16. Districts with the lowvest concentration of Mexican American

pupils collect more than twice ad much local revenue (column 1) as those

- - -
— B

vith the’greatest proportion of Mexican American pupils.
As in the case with inequalities in revenues by district and per-
sonal wealth, state revenues {(column 2) do‘not'equalize the disparities
in local revenues among districts of di.ferent ethnic enrollments. After
state revenue is added, districts vith the lowest proportion of Mexican
] Amer%égn pupils have $216 more local and state revenue per pupil (column
(:::;x:fggizhfn districts in the category vith the highest percent Mexican American i
pupils.
The inequalities in district revenues are translated into unequal
teacher salar}es. Teachers in districts of 75-100 percent Mexican Ameri-

hY

can pupils enrolled are receiving on the average $1,068 less than teachers

in districts of 0-25 percent Mexican American pupils. (See column 4.)

Unequal .alaries, in turn, result in unequal distribution of qualified
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Cteachars among districts of differans cttnic copoitions. Thcr0”§rd
proport ionately tuwo anld cne-hé!f tincs @5 many teackers with graduate
degrees in school districts with 0-25 percent Mexican Ao “nils as s
in districts of 75-100 percent tiexicon £7 erican enrolled. (Sce column 5).
In gencral, the greater the percent Hexican fwrericans enrolled in a dis~

trict, the less the quartity and quality of educational resources pro-

vided.

T EXPLAINING THE RELATIOMSHIPS

Now that 't has been esteblished that there is a direct relation-

=

ship between educational inputs and farily income and ethnicity, these
relaticnships must bc explained. The question that remains is whether .
or not district property wealth accounts for the fact that the poor and

Chicanos receive less educational resources then the persons of higher

incomes and Anglos. If the ecoronically disadvantaged and the ethnically

- different receive less educational resources regardless of the property

3
. value of their school districts, then the focus of the school finance

suits on fiscal ineauities based on district wealth, has been misguided

and should be redirected to consider othar factors.
«  Partial corrélation analysis is a statistical technique that Zan

be used .to.factor out the effect of district wealth on the relationship

between individual wealth and educational resources. The nartial correla~

tions between individual income and ethnicity and a few of the more

PAFullToxt Provided by ERIC




important educational resources, holding constant district propertly val-

ues, are presanted in Table 2217, The folloving coaclusions might be
. f” )
< \ ‘

drawn from the table: &

1. holding cstimated market value oﬁgproperty per pupil constant

does nct affect any of the relationships of income and percent Mexican
4

Americans enrolled with indicators of school district inputs.

2. Holding assessed wvalue of property per pupil constant almost

1
|

completely eliminates the relgtionship between revenue per pupil from

local anc state sources and mean family income. Tée relationship of .
mean family income with mean teacher salary is reduced slightly, but the
relationship remains noderate. Holding assessed value constant reduces

the relationship between family income and percent of teachers with ad-
vanced degrees by about half.

3. Holding assessed value of property per pupils constant re-

duces somewhat the relationships between the resource indicators and per-
cent Mexican Americans enrolled, but the relationships are not elimipated.
The sizable rel-tionship of percent Mexi.an Americans enrolled and percent
teathers with advanced degrees is not affected by bolding constant assessed -
value of property ver pupil.

The conclusion recached from these analyses is that most of the
relationship between income level of district residents and the amount

. ’ . . '
Y of revenues for education is accounted for by the assessed property values

.

83 ; ;
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TABLE 2-17. PARTIAL CORRELATIONS BETWCEN EDUCATIONAL INPUTS AND
INCOME AMD ETHRICITY, CONTROLLING FOR PROPERTY VALUL,
ALL TEXAS SCHOOL DISTRICTS?

~—
Indicators of School tean Family Pct. Hexicaﬁ
District Inputs Income Americans
Local & State Revenue/Pupil
Uncontrolled L343 -.380
Controlling Myv/ADAP 429 -.383
Controlling AV/ADAC : .092 -.252
Mean ngcher Salary
Uncontrolled 475 -.3717 T
Cont:olling MV/ADA 494 -.355 c
Controlling AV/ada . .375 -.260
Pct. Teachers with MA or Ph.D . ’ -
Uncontrol led , .138 - -.543
Controlling MV/ADA ' .138 -.535
Controlling AV/ADA .067 -.510

aAll correlations are weighted by the number of pupils in average daily
attendance, 1970-71. '

bMV/ADA is the estimated true market value of property in a district
dividad by the number of pupils in average daily attendance, 1370-71.

CAV/ADA is the official assessed value of property in a district divided
by the number of pupils in average daily attendance, 1970-71.




Iy

in school districts. Assesséd property value cxplains only pert of the

. relationship betvecen rean fawily incone and teachzr quality. Finally,
]

the asscssed value of dictrict property dges not accecunt for the fairly

high correlation belveen percent=Hexicen American and percent of .teachers
RS - - .

with graduate degrees. Apparently, there is somathing besides district
&

wealth which explains why teachers of highér level degrees tcnd to be

- . BN N e,
concentrated ‘tn distrigts with low ethnic density.

SUMMARY AND IMPLICATIONS OF FINDINGS

These analyses have explored the inequalities in educational input
resources for public education by district wealth, personal income, and
ethnicity. The frequently encounteréd skepticism about the sampling

validity of previous research on fiscal inequalities in Texas was avoided
td

by utilizing data on all school districts in Texas. By and large, how-

ever, the present analyses have verif.ed the inequalities fourd in previ-
ous sample surveys by Berke (1974), the U.S. Commission on Civil Rights

)]b Bricfly summarized, the

(1972b), and Brischetto and Arcinigga (lgbéa
findings show:
1. The greater the school dist-ict's taxable wealth, the lower
the district's tax effort, the greater the amount of revenue per pupil
/

aqﬁ the -hjghér the qual}ty of educational services provided.

7. Llow-income families and Chicanos tend to live in districts




|
|
|
|

with lowar assessod property valuations per pupil tion bhichaer incow
~ persons and Anglos.
3. The highar the income level of district residents, the

greater the awount of vevenue per pupil and the high:r the average

teacher's salary in the district.

L. The greater the proportion of Chicano pupils enrolled in a

.

~ district, the lower the amount of educational revenues per pupil, the

less the teachers' salaries, and tho less the percent of teachers with

advanced degrees.
5. The direct relationship between mecan family income and the

amourit of local and state revenue per pupil can be largely accounted for

~

by the assessed valuation of property in school districts.

6. While some of the relationship Setween percent Mexican
Americans enrolled and local and state revenues can be gxp]ained in terms
of the assessed \alue of property in districts. the strong relationship
between. ethnic composition and teachers' educational level is not ex-

1
plained by assecsed- property values. 5

; What then can be said about the future direction of school fi-
nance reform litigation in Texas in light of these findings? Evidence
‘ of discrimination against both Chicanos and the poor in general can be

shown under the current system of funding education. HMuch, although not

all of this irnequality is due to the fact that educational revenues are

PAFulToxt Provided by ERIC
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raised from nronsrty tasce within districts ard Chicanos and the poor

! ; {
R R P . et e . . g, . -
tend, to e located in dintricts with Tow asseswed property values., These
lodH . ey . . . . .
ocdal revenue disparitics are not offset by siate equalization aid. The

Jow revenue level of these districts is in turn accorpanied by low qual-

ity of cducational services provided to puonils.

-~ N

Whether or not these inequslities are judicially manageable in
light of the Supreme Court's ruling on Rodrigu%z is an issue that must
be addressed by Icg;l theqreticians: Having lost a case for fiscal
neutrality on thg federal level, the stéategies suggested by legal experts
seem to involve twu assumptions: (1) that the legal theory in a new case
should differ considerably from that used in Rodriguez; and (2) cases’
should be based on state constitutional provisions whenever possible.

The findings of this study indicate that the ¢émpirical data show enough

-

<

blatant inequality in Texas school finance juxtaposed on ethnic isolation
- L]

to offer support for a case of fiscal discrimination.

The findings also might be utilized in legislative efforts for

-

school finance refcrm. The inplications of these findings Tor school

finance reform legf%!ation secm to be that ecgualizing according to fiscal
capacity (as measured by assessed valuation per pupil) will eliminate

©
much of the inequalities which discriminate against louer-income families,

but only some of the discrimination against Chicano pupils. It is doubt -

-

ful that equalizaticn of property wealth will improve the unequal distribution

87
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of qualif}ed teachers for Chicano pugils.

Thus, if incqualities based on ethnic composition of school dis-
tricts are to be dealt with, they will have to be dealt with directly
and POt only through cqualization of fiscal capacity as measured by
property \,'alucs.‘§ In order to ;iimihate the current inequities'disfavor-

’ L .
ing districts with high concentrations of Chicano pupils an "ethnic
factor' might be built into state equalization formilas to provide more

-

state aid in these districts and to attract more qualified teachers.

\ FOOTNOTES .

1 The chief criticisms offered by Grubb and Michelson were: (1)

'Statistical significance' is not meaningful in the context of the re-

search on Connecticut since there was not a sample chosen but rather the
whole of the population; (2) the correlations presented should have been
weighted by the number of pupils enrolled in order to reflect the differ-
ent sizes of the school districts; (3) cofrelations with percent below
poverty were much smaller than with mean family income not because of the
lack of relationship but because of the lack of variation in percent poor

(1973: 556-559).

74

i 2 Although slightly more than one-third of the school districts
in Texas have less than 30¢ pupils, only about 2 percent of all public
school children in the state are enrolled in these districts. Thus,
the income data are available for 98 percent of students in Texas.

3 The fumber -of school districts in Texas changes from year to
year because Sf consolidation. For the 1970-71 school year, there were
1,149 school districts, excluding special dlstructs for exceptional chil-
dren and schools on mll[tary posts. .

For the complete listing of variables on file, see Brischetto
and Bush, A School Finance Data Base for Texas: A User Manual, 1974.

'
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5 "'Independent' and "dependent'' are not used here in any strict
statistical sense to ngcessarily infer causation; howecver, if cause-
effect relationships couid be adequately substantiated, the "independent"
variables would be Predicted causes and the 'dependent'' variables would
be the predicted effects.
6-To respond to. the criticism leveled by Suprecme Court Justice
Powell in his évaluation of the data presented by appellees in the,
Rodriguez case that only the few districts at the extremes on the vealth
continuum showed differences in mean income and ethnicity in the direcc-
tion predicted, categories for the present study were constructed to in-
clude equal numbers of pupils. The quintiles (or "market value fifths"
or "“income fifths' as they will be referred to in the discussion) present
the mean value of each resource measure for ~ech fifth of all students
in the state, rank ordered aécording to the independent varicble.

7 The mean value of the "dependent'' variable was weighted by the
number of pupils in each distr'ct. Since the mean is affected by extreme
values and very small districts in Texas were found to have extreme values
on many of the variables of the analyses, weighting by number of pupils
minimizes the influence of these very snall 'outlier' districts. The

size of the school districts must be entered into the analyses since it is
the number .of children, not the number of districts, affected by a particu-
lar fiscal condition that should be of concern. )

8Only Hawaii has a cen;ralfzed state education system with no
local school districts.

“
9 pata are from the President's Commis3ion on School Finance, in-~
ternal document, as reprinted in Berke, 1974: . 7h-75. '
F o Comparisons were based on computations on data from the Presi-
dent's Commission on School Finance, 1972: 19, as reprinted in Reischauer
and Hartman, 1973: 66.

Tligffective tax rate' is the tax rate based on the estimated
truc merket value of taxable property. It is computed by multiplying
the tax rate on as-essed valuation by the assessment-sale value ratio.
The figures were obtained from: Texas School Finance Study Groups, 1972.

Market values per pgpil are estimates obtained by dividing the
assessed valuat{on per pupil by the assessment~sale value ratio. Assess-
ment ratios were obtained from self-reports by school district superin~.
tendents to a questionnaire survey conducted by the Texas Education Agency.
(See: Texas-School Finance Study Groups, 1972.)
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Brhis may be due to the fact that Blacks are concentrated in
central cities, wvhere the cost of education is higher. See Levin,
Muller, and Sandoval, The High Cost of Education in Cities, 1973.

. ) ‘hCompare the,fﬁndings of this paper with the findings of a 1969
survey of the Mexican American Educafiob¢§tudy (USCCR, 1972b) particularly
Table 4 for degree level, Table 7 for salaries, and Table,14 for expendi-

‘turas,by percent Hexican Americans enrolled. Also compare the present
findingsg with a 1972 survey by Brischetto and Arciniega (1973b) , specifi-
cally with Table 3~13 for yevenues, Table 3-18 for teacher salarieg, and
Table 3-23 for degree level. Finally, compare :he findings in this paper
with those of Joel Berke used in the Rodrigdez brief for the plaintiffs
and discussed more thoroughly in his book, Answers to Inequity: An Analysis
of the New School Finance, 1974. -

-

or

: 15Whether or not these inequalit?es in educational inputs identi-’
fied\in this research are translated into inequalities in educational -out-
- puts or achievement cannot be deternined since achievement data are not
’ available in Texas school districts., This, hopefully, will beythe subject
of future research. What can be concluded from the present regédrchi

however, is that educational resources in Texas are distributed +in a

manner that discriminates not only against children living in property

_poor school districts but also against children from low income families

' and Chicanns. While the burden of poor educational resources is shared
By low wealth school districts, it is shouldered more by poor children
and ethnic minority pupils than by children of wealthy families and mem-
bers of the ‘dominant group. ; »
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CHAPTER 3

THE CASE FOR T:EQUALITIES 1N CALIFORMIA

*
hd 4

Although Rodriguez was lost before the nation's highest couft,

*

the case after which Rodriguez was fashioned, Serrano v. Priest (5 cal.

3rd 584 [19711), has been successful'fﬂ state courts "in California. On

Apéil 10, 1974, Los Angélgs Count§_Superior‘Court Justice Bernard Jeffer-

’ R4

son, after five months of trial on the facts of the case, declared 'that

the California-public school financing system . . . is invalid as a viio-

-
-

.

lation of the equal protection of the laws provision of the California

Constitution."‘ "If the decision is finally affirmed by the California

\
< -

Supreme Court as legal experts.are predicting, the Serrano case will

1

-
serve to demonstrate how--even in the shadow of the Supreme Court's rul-

iﬁg on Rodriguez--state courts can successful ly mandate the principle of

~

fiscal neutrality‘on the basis of state constitutional provisions.

b . -

This chap?er eéxamines empirically the inequalities alleged in the,‘

Serrano case and goes beyond the facts of the case- to.probe the relatively

s

unexplored realm of fiscal inequi}ies among schoo! districts in California
as theQ affect children from families of different income levels and

ethnicity. | ' V o

The Serrand cese in retrospect
3 .

The case of Serrano v. Priest was originally filed in 1968 by John




. - @
Serrano, Jr., on behal? of his son, John Anthony Serrano, and the Los
4

Angeles public school children and their parents. The suit charged -

that the state funding scheme ''invidiously discriminates against the poor
gecause ié makes the quality of a child's education a function of the
yealth‘of his parents and neighbors' (5 Cal. 3d 534 [1971]1 at 589, 618):
The case was at first dismissed without trial for not stating a suffi-
cient cause Gf action and a court of appecls upheld the dismissal.2 Upcn
appeal to the California Supreme Court, the lower court's judgment was
réverséd’aéd on August 30, 1971, the state's high court declare? thersys-
_tem of school finance uﬁconégftutional under the bnited State§~and Cal-
ifornia constitutions.
The script for the l}tigation and its theoretical justification AN
had been ;rimarily inspired by .Coons, Clune, and Sugarman (1962, 1976)f
The legal approach vias simpie and strafghtforward,:déliberately avoiding
the non-judiciable aspects of the.éarlier “leducational needs" cases.

.

The system of financing education in California was secn as creating a -

-

- 2

"'syspect classification' by makfng the quality of a child's education’

w,
dependent upon the collective wealth of his parents and ncighbors. Fur-
thermore, the court found that a 'fundamental interest,' education, was

involved. Consequently, the court utilized the Ustrict scrutiny' test

~

and found that the students and parents of property-poor school districts

were deprived of « ual protection of the laws under the.U.S. and Callfornta _ -

-

<




Serrano, Jr., on behalf of his son, John Anthony Scrrano, and the Los
~ L

A

A
Angeles public school children and their parents. The suit charged’

that the state funding scheme "'invidiously discriminates ééainst the poor
because it makes the quality of .a child's eauca;ion a function of the
wealth of his parents and neighbors' (5 Cal. 3d 584 [1971] at 589, 6}8).
The case was at first dismissed without!’rigl f;r not stating a suffi-’

cient cause of action and a court of appeals Lpheld the dismissal.2 Upon
"appeal to the California Supreme Court, the lower court's. judgment was
reversed and on August 30, 1971, the state's high court declared the sys-

tem of school finance unconstitutional under the United States and Cal-

ifornia constitutions.

-

The script for the litigation and its theoretical justification
had been primarily inspired by Coons, Clune, and Sugarman (196S, 1970).

. ‘0 i
The legal approach was simple and straightforward, deliberately avoiding
3

the non-judiciable aspects of tne earlier "educational

-

needs'' cases.
2

The system of financing €ducation in Caiifornia was seen as creating a

“5u5péct classification' by making the quality of a child's -education

dependent upon the collective wealth of his parents and neighbors, Fur-

thermore, the court found that a “fundamental interest,'' education, was

involved. Consequéntly, the court utilized the "strict scrutiny' test

.

‘ .
and found that the, students and parents of property~poor school districts
viere depr?ved of 6qu§l praiéction of the laws under the U.S. and California

’ - A




. . L
constitutions.

.In order to test the facts of the case, the California Supreme

3 %

Cour: then remanded the case to the Los Angeles Superior Court for trial

on its merits. The trial, which began December 26, 1972, lasted five
months. A decision was finally rendered in favor gf.ghe plaintiffs and
California was again faced with the prBSpeét of restructuring its sys-
tem of funding public education.

Alfhgugh S;rrano ha; been hailed repeatedly as a landmark case
in %he search for equality of educational opportunity, there is consider- -~
able di;agreement among the -ranks of school finance reformers. about the

A

'possigle effects of the Se:rano decision. Some have érgued that if the
N\

g

court mandate for fiscal neutrality is taken literally, urban poor and

minority children may suffer from the solutions that follow (Singleton,

s
1972, 1973; Dimond, 1971; Yale Law Journal, 1972; Cohen, 1974; Carrington,

-~

\i\\ * 19735 Berke and Callahan, 1972; Morgan, 1973a) . Others have argued that’
‘{ teachers, not children, stand-to gain from fiscal equality in the school -~ *~°
\ . 4 . . - .

finance system (Moynihan, 1972; Carrington,.1973). still others question
:its overall impact on the:gquality of public education generally (Ggldstein,

A ’

1972). If there is anyfconsensus at all SB the educational implications

of Sercano, it is that the battle for school finance reform is far from.
- . . . * ’ - - . -J .
being over; at least half of the battle remains to be fought in the state

- >
-

El

legislature. Kirp and'Yudqf-suhmarized,well the open-endedness of the

.

-




Serrano mandate:

Serrano is modest--unobtrusive, if you will--in prescribing a remedy.
In effect, it says to the legislature, 'you cannot adopt a finanbing
system which in operation makes the dollars available for education
a function of the wealth of a community; beyond that, the choices

are yours.' And the choices are essentially limitless (1971: 145).

N The precise form that such legislation takes should be decided
only after its effects on poor and minority pupils is taken into consider-
ation. Whiie the Serrano case discussed the impact of the California
scho9l financing scheme on districts of different property values, no
examination.was made of_the‘impact on district; with residents of differ-

ent personal wealth or on districts of different concentrations of minor-
’ 2

ity pupils.” It is this information gap which the present research at-
y pup P

tempts to fill.

RESEARCH HYPOTHESES

The four basic research questions raised in the previous chapter

on Texas will be addressed for California. Without data on the quality
P .

of educational services, however, hypotheses on the relationships between

[}

quality of services and school district wealth, inco and ethnicity can-

not be tested. The }ésearch questions and their accompanying hypothéses

F)
—

are restated:
. <

)

1. VWhat is the relationship between the property value of a

school district-and the district's tax effort and educational expenditures?




. .

Hypothesis 15: The greater the per pupil property value of

4

o]

~ ochool district, the lover its cductional tax effort.
\ -
Hypothesis 18: The greater the per pupil property value of &
Pl

& . .
school district, ti o+ pupil revenucs and expendi tures.

o
=
o]
v
¢}
-
-+
ho 2
<
o
P

.9, What is the relationship betueen the property velue of a
school district add the personal income and ethnicity of district residents?

-

Fypothesis 2A4: The greater the per pupil property value of o

schoal district, the higher the inccre level of school district residents.

Hypothesis 28: The greater the per pupil property value of a

school district, the l€s3 the progortion of minority group.pubi]s enrolled.

- -

. I
3. What is the relationshis between the income leve&t of school
district residents and the tax effort, and educational expenditures?
- Hypothesis 3A: The ‘higher the incone Jevel of school district

£

residents, the lower the tax effort for education..

.
. - .

Hypothesis 3B: The higher the incone level of ,school district

residents, the higher the per pupil tevenues and cxpenditures. -~

(\ L. Vhat is the rclatTonshipsbetween the ethnic compgsition of
/
* pupils in.a school district and the tax effort and_the—emodnt of educa-

- .

¢
tional expenditures?

r.oo- " pypothesis LA: The greater the préporéion of mindrity pupils

enrolled in a school district, the higher the tax effort for education.

Hypothesis LB: The greatcr the proportion of minority pupils

-
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. AN \
enrolled in a school district, the lower the per pupil revenues and ex-

panditures.

RESCARCH . PROCEDURES

The same research procedures ware followed in the analysis of the <
California as were described in the previous chapter,eé Texas with a few

exceptions. One major difference is that not alt distficts are analyzed

14

for California. In Ca!i%ornia, school districts are of three types:

>
Y v

w ™

. } ) .
clementary, secondary, and unified (combined €lementary and sccondary)

>
N . 8

. districts. Since educational costs, property values, and revenues differ
considerably among the three types of districts, each type must be anal-

L4 -

vzed separately. . The trend in Californié is toward consolidation of ele-

>
I3

meftary and secondary districts to create an increasing number of unified
] :
districts. During the dec§de of, the ;ixties, the number of unified dis-
tricts doubled. There was corresponding decrease duriﬁg that same period
from 1316 to 726 elementary.districts and from 221 to }20 high school
districts (California Sgate Depa}tment §f Education, 1971, as cited by
Singleton, 1973). As of the 1972-73 school year, 65.5 percent‘.of all
pupils in public schools in-California were enrolled in unified districts.
The 234 unified school districts in California in 1965-70 and in 1971-72

B will be analyzed in the present research. The effect of excluding elé-

mentary and high school districts is to create a more homogeneous subset .




for analysis, particularly districts which aré more likely to be larger

in enrolIlment than the elewentary or secondary districts. ¢

. : . . 6
Another difference between the California.and Texas analyses, :
mentioned in the previous section, is the absence of measures of quality
. . 3 - ' \
of educational services for California.” Since these data were not readily

+

available, they were not included in the analyscs.

<

A,yﬁird distinction between the data for California and Texas is

»

in the accuracy of market value estirates. Since California school dis-
tricts are required by law to assess property at 25'perceht of true

market value and to reevaluate their assessments regularly, the. estimates

-

of the value ofiéaxable property are probably more accurate than those

A
for Texas.

v The methodological limitations of the California analyses are the

same as those cited for Texas. The research does not consider such fac-
4 .

’
R

tors as intradistrict inequalities, differences in pupil needs and educa-
1 -
Y . ,3
tional costs, municipql\overburden,,and educational outcomes. The net

effect of excluding such factors from the anal?ges coupled with the fact
that only unified school districts are examined is probably to understate o

the overall degree of inequality in school district wealth and expendi-

-,i‘.ures.
THE MAGNITUDE OF INTERDISTRICT DISPARITIES

As the largest ctate in the union, California has the greatest

- /
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number of pupils enrolled. There were 4,435,000 pupils cnrolled in pub-

lic schools In California in the Fall of 1973. £é3}fo?ﬁia had 1,123 school

12
-4

districts in 1972-74. Only two states had more school districts, Texa; -

and MNebraska (Mational Education Association, 1974: 15, Table B-1). - 2t
Total public school revenue receipts per pupil were $1,614 during

1973-74, placing Californiz seventh highest among the statcé’and far above
35th ranked Texas with $1,060 per pupil (National Education Association,
1974: 48, Table G-2). Average teachers' salaries vierc higher in Cali- -
fordia than any other state except Alaska. With an estimated avggége

=
teacher salary of $12,850 for 1973-74, California was far above the
ngtiona] mean of $10,673 and even farther above the mean for Texas which
ranked 37th with $8,967 (Mational Education Association, 1974: 26, Table

C-1%). In short, education in California is among the best-funded in the

3 . -

country. Even so, there are still considerable inequa]iﬁ}es,among‘Ca]i-

fornia school districts in educational expenditures. 'Ehe }atio nf high

to low district expenditures pér pupil for 1969-70 in Califdfnia was 4.2

to 1. Although this is far less than the 20.2 to 1 ratio in Texas, there
) o

vere only nine states with greater interdistricf,&fébgriticé%féefke, 1974

. . "'.{. . ot

7k, Table 3.2). ‘ : ‘

’

TabTle 3.-1"gives the low, high; and mean values and cdefficients
of variation for each of the variables to be examined in the analyses on

California unified districts. Immediately apparent from examining the

-~
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- M ‘ . -
TP(?LE 321 MININUM, MAXIMUM, AND NEF}L VALUES ABDyVARIATION OF SCHOGL:
) DISTRICT CHARACTERISTICS, ALL UHIFIEDIDISTRICTS N

. CALIFORIIA, 1971~72%

.
. . .
-
% 2 _ ~ o
. - REEN
.
3 .

P = . v
\Schéplﬂﬁﬁstrr‘t ‘o T ) ) Pupil ‘cient
Chqracteristi:§ {Lintnim Haximum Hean?® f atiation
Schoo! District Inputs - 1
1. Total tax rate® §  1.65 & . 5" 3.31 L 201 C
2. Lcral Rgv/Pqpild s T 59 2,043 581 .370
« 3. StatesRev/Pupil . v 315 186 -
. L&S ReMfRuph ] ‘ 896" ., 7 .97
5. Fed. ReV/Pupil. « T 1,000 75 634,
6. Total RgV/Pupi: L ) & 972\ ., .194 )
7. Total PPE ' 693 2,905 - 917 N .184
8. Ingtructional PPE® 489 1,k - 472 N .173\ .
¢ ~ : “
Bases of lneqpafitﬂes o ‘ R
- > . * . . _;__/ ¢ .
9. Prop. Val/Pupilf .~ 1,808 . 90,661 13,22 48
10. Mean Family lnc. - = 6,068 . 3&,5L3 12,252 .192
11. Pc§. .nPovgrty, 133, -52;9‘ 8%5 .363
12. Pct. M—A-PuiﬁQs ... 0.0 © 89.2 16.2 .699
T3. Pct. Black Pupils 0.0 61.7 c12.00 , 1.098
Lo .
- . N I .« v - £

" “Data are for I§7l:72 with the:ﬁﬁcaptioﬁ of* Mean Family,lncome"and Percent

in Poverty, which are from 1970 UzS.éCensus.r ,
(a) Pupi] mean is thel mean value, for-the state based on total number of
pupils in average daily -attefdance.. L '\ :

. P VA . ol
y P R Weighted ‘Pupil/Standard Deviation
by Coefficient of Variation =
(eg, oerfic of vartai We'ighted Pupil Mean

(c) Total Effective Tax Rate is the gcneral purpose school tax rate (in-
cluding tax for dght service and capital ?%tlay} per $100 of eqhali?ed'
assessed vatue of taxable property (equalized at 25 percent of ttue
market value). Lo e .

>

(d) ''State revenue' incl:Ees state non-cateQOﬁicBl aid, state special ebu-
cation aid, state ég;pensatory aid, and state aid from other sourc#s.

(e) "Instructional PPE" includes expengitureéafrom local, state and federal .
sources. : P s

(f) Prop. Value/Pupil is modified assessed value of prgperty equalized at
25 percent of true market value.

T 4 -
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' P
rapge of v- -~ fc- the various measures of school district inputs is the

fact that wnare is not as much disparity arong unified school districts in 2

_California as were found anong school districts in Texas (Ta$le2 -2 in

prevjous chapter). This mdy be accounted for in 'part by the fact that'

there are fewer unified schosl districts in California and these districts

do not inclydg the very small school districts whfgh tend to have extreme’ .

values. Even so, the unified district with the lighest expenditure per

pupil is threetimes as great as the fﬁﬁqst expenditure district(g:;‘zgz <V

‘. L - o3

_high-low :gtio in total effective tax rate is about the same (3.4).

- 8 [t

’ { . .
As indicated by the coefficients of variation, the greatest amount

- .

N . ~ .
of variation is found in federal. revenue per pupil. However, federal .

funds consist of only 7., percent of- all revenues ‘and thus the disparity

<>

in federal fund allocation has very little effect on total degree of in-~

is found In

[y

eqdélity in.educaéional revenues, :The next greatest variation
local revenue per‘pvpil. Sinc; local revenues account for-as much as 59.8
percent of ali revenues in unified school districts in California, the
disparity in local funding is.a major factor in determining Inequalities
in educational expenditures. The disparity in educational revenues is in
tur; accounted for chiefly by the inequality in the téx base. Property

: ‘ 3
values per pupil have a high-low ratio of 50 to I.

101 . -
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RESEARCH A;ESTION : INEQUALITICS BASED . Y
’ . OoH DISTRICT WEARTH
L

The relationship between district wealth and the amount of revcnue

<

available for education is at the hzart of the complaint set forth by

plaintiffs in the Serrano case. In the first cause for action the com-

plaint states that:

This public school system is maintained throughout . California by a
ff!nancang plam or scheme which relies ‘heavily on local property taxes
and causes substantial disparities among individual school districts .
. -in the, amount of- revenue available per pupil for the districts' edu-
cational® programs. Conseguently, districts with smaller tax bases
are not able to spend as much money per child for education as dis-
tricts with larger assessed valuations (Serrano v. Priest, 5 Cal. 3d

584, 96 Cal. Rptr. 601). . . .

¥

As a result of the system of funding education, the complaint alleges,
tsfibstantial disparities in the quality and extent of availability of

educational opportunutles exist-and are perpetuated among the several

school districts of the state . . ." (Serranow~. Priest, 5 Cal. 3d SB&

96 Cé]. Rptr. 601).

| in the secoéd cause of action, plaintiff parenfg ;rgue that they
"are required- to pay a higher tax rate than taxpayers in many other school
districts in order to Bbtain for their children the same or lesser educa-
tional opportunities afforded ¢hlildren in” those distgﬂ%ts“ (Serrano V.
Priest, 5 Cal. 3d 584, 96 Cal. Rptr. 601). Thus, if taxpayers in some

school districts are required to pay higher taxes than taxpayers of other

school districts in order to obtain equality of educational opportunity

102

. l,’.ﬂ

g o =




they are thereby deried equal protection of fhe laws (Serrano v. Priest
- % .
5 Cal. 3d 584, 96 Cal. Rptr. 601).
The Pearson correlations in Table 3-2 support both causes of

action in the Serrano complaint. School district wealth is inversely
)

related to-the general purpose tax rate. Although tne correlation is
. - ¢

relatively weak, there is -a definite terrdency for districts Qf higher
sof? 7

broperfy value$ to pay lower taxes and districts of lower property values

i’

o

to pay higher taxes. Of the correlations of per pupil property value of

school districts ./ith various indicators of district revenues and expendi-

—

tures, the largest positive relationships with local revenue per pupil.

.

About 80 percent of the variation in local revenue.per pupil i§ accounted

for by the variation in equalized assessed value of taxable property

among the school districts. State revenue is found to have a strong in-

verse relationsh}p with school distirict property.value. But, perhaps be-

i .
cause of the fact that state aic does not vary as much as local revenue,

the direct relationship between district revenue and equalized assessed
value per pupil is almost unaffected when state revenue is added to local

revenue. The correlation between value and local and state revenue com-

1

bined is .83. The addition of_ federal revenues depresses the correlation

only slightly, yield?ng a correlation coefficient of a .80 between property

[}

value per pupil and total revenue.jer pubil. ~

Some of the same relationships are presented in a different manner

«
» hed
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TABLE“3=2. PEARSON CORRELATIONS OF PROPERTY VALUE PER PUPIL . !
WITH INDICATORS OF SCHOOL DISTRICT INPUTS, ALL ’
UNIFIED SCHOOL DISTRICTS 1IN CALIFORNIA, 1971727

“Indicators of . Property Value - -

School District Inputs Per Pppil**

1. Total Tax Rate. - ~.249 . 5. .
) 2. Local Reveaue/Pupil . .892 )
‘ 3. State Revenue/Pupil -,729

L, Loca|-8 State Revenue/Pupil .832

5. Federal Revenue/Pupil .085 )

6. T~tal Revenue/Pupil . .800

7. Total Per Pupil Expenditure .765

8. Instructional PPE .685 )

%A1l correlatiuns are weighted by the nusber of pupils in average Y

daily attendance, 1971-72 (N=2,930,474).

. * “ Property value per pupil . is the modified assessed value of real
S . property per pupil in average daily attendance equalized at 25
) percent of true market value.

.
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. ' . . '# . . - . 3 -
in Teble 3-3. School districts arel divided into approximate quintiles .
of pupils by equalized assessed rarket value of taxable property per

. - g ; . .
pupil .and the mean dollar value of the various measures of educational

inputs is obtained. As can bc seen from column 1, a small difference is

- ©

found in tax rates among property value categories. Very sizable differ-
ences, however, are found in local.revenue per pupil by‘property véiue
fifths; in fact, the emount of local revenue available from local sources
\
is two and one-half tiries as great in the wealthiest property value fifth
as in the poorest property value fifth. The dollar gap between highest
and lowest property value fifths is $536 per pupil. State revenues tend
to be equalizing. However, the $169 difference in state aid (column 3)
between the highest and lowest propert; value fifths is not neérly suf-
ficient to offset the disparities in local révenues. Consequently, the
wealthiest quiqtile averages $377 per pupil more in state and local
revenue combined (column 4) tharn the poorest quirtile. Vhen federal:

revenues are added (column 5) the gap does not close as might be expected;

instead, the difference between high and low property value fifths in-

1
e

-

< creases to $390. ]/
7 : .
in summary, the hypotheses associated with .the first research
, e
question concerning the relationships between educational inputs and

school district wealth are supported. There is a slight inverse correla-

. ~
tion between school district property values and tax rate on property and

X
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i
a strong direct relationship between district wealth and the amount of

A

revenue available for education. ThHese findings simply confirm what is

*

generally acknowledged about the system of financing education in 49 of
3 s “ - -
the 50 states. The results provide 2 factual basis for p!ainﬁiffs"él]el

gations in the Serrano tase.

Changes in the distribution of ‘revenues :

_— ~.
» It ds also interesting to note the changes that occurred in the

distribution of total revenues among districts of differing property
' !

values. Table.3-h shows total revenues per pupil by property value fifths
- . - .’3 )

for 1970 and 1972. Within two years the gap between the highest and

lowest property value fifths widened in absolute dollars from $238 to
$390. -Likewise, the relative position of the loﬁest property value fjfth
as a proportion of the highesg property v;lu;g;ifth decreased from three-
fourths in lé70 to two~-thirds in 1972. The net change in total revenues

per pupil from 1970 to 1972 in the highest property value fifth was $251,
whereas the change in the lowest property value fifth was only $99. This

represents a 26 percent increase in revenues for education for the fifth

of pupils in the wealthiest districts, approximately twice as much as

3
. .

the 13.7 percent increase in revenues for the fifth of pupils. in the
poorest districts. In short, the gap in revenues between property-rich

and property-poor districts widened coﬁgiderébly between: 1970 and 1972.

"?- N / . ‘
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TABLE 3-L TOTAL REVEHUE PER PUPIL FOR 1962-70 ALD 1971-72
BY QUINTILES OF PROPERTY VALUE PER-PUPIL FOR ALL
UNIFIED SCHOOL DISTRICTS 1IN CALIFORNIA

¥

% Préperty Value Total Revenue ;’er Pupil By Net C%ange Percent
Fifths 1969-70 Year® 1971-72 1970 to 1972  Change
1. (highest) 963, $1,214 "+ $251 +.26.1%
2. 838 972 + 134 + 16.0
3.0 T ' 794 - - 9k5 + 151 +19.0
L. | 747 893 | ‘+ M6 .+ 19.5,
5. (lowest) 725 - ‘82h‘ + 99 §+ 13.7

S .

%A1l means are weighted by the number of pupils in average daily attendance
during the school year. Each category has approximately one- -fifth of all
publlc school pupils enrolled in California unified school districts.
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RESEARCH QUES. 2: DISTRICT WEALTH AS RELATED
TO INCOME AND ETHRICITY

 When the Serrano case came before the California Supreme Court ~
in 1971, census data on personal income by schoo! district boundaries

were not yet available. The chief architects of the fiscal neutrality,

L3

argument noted in reflection on the decision that: |

it is likely that the proof required af trial will be confined to
‘the wealth of school districts. . . . At present it is very dif-
ficult to specify the degree to which personal ard school district
wealth coincide. The economists seem confident that the relation

is positive, but the anomalies are frequent and sometimes embarrass~
ing (Coons, Clune, and Sugarman, 1971: 114),

Indeed, the evidence presented at trial Q%E confined to ineq;a!i-
ties based on school district vwealth rather than.personal wealth. The
California Supreme Court accepted without question the assumption that
"there is a correlation between a district's¥per pupil assessedsvéluation

_and the vealth of its residents . . ." (5 Cal 3d 584 [19711). This Felat
tionship, however, was never empirically demonstrated in court and the
question remains unanswered.7

"As indicated in the previous chapter, the empirical question about
tne relationship betwaeﬁ individual and district wealth must be explored
separately for each state. The relationship found in one state cannot be
¢ safely generalizedﬁto another state. It has been oniy in‘thc last two
LNy e

t'years that research on the relationship between personal income and dis-

1

trict property wealth has been forthcoming because of the recent
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availability of census data.by school district boundaries. The preliminar9
analyses that have been reported shou mixed results. Grubb'éhd\m;939{§§n>
found (sizable cbrre;ations of (.55 to .78) betwesen property valuat{on ;er
pupil and both mean fanily income and percent below poverty for Maryland
and Soutﬁ-Caroana (1972: 558). Co;:e\ations for Massachusetts were
somewhat !?wer: property wealth correlated -.25 with percent poor familiés
and .b4b4 with mean family.inqome (Grubb and Michelson, 1973: 558). In the
Yale study of Connecticut, property valuation per pupil was found to be

correlated .59 with mean family income, but only -.14 with percent below

poverty (Yale Law Journal,: 1972: 1237).8 The correlation between the

_various measures of income and estimated market value per pupil was found

Y

in the present study to be low for Texas as a whole, but moderate to high
(ranging from .44 to .64 depending on the measure of income gmployed) in
non-rural aT;as'(districts Qith less Ehan 10 percent rural p0pu1ations).9
In Kénsas a ﬁegalive c0(relafion was reported between assessed valuation
per pupil and mean famiGy income, 'indicating that low-income persons tend
to be located in high property wealth areas (Ridenour and Ridenour, 1972:

213-226).

The correlations for California between district property wealth

. per pupil and percent -in poberty and mean family income are shown in

!

Table 3-5. The correlation betweén property wealth and percent in poverty

is very low (.106). This may be due to the fact that, as in the case of

110

128




/ , :

TABLE 3-5 PEARSON IHTERCORRELATIONS AMONG INDICATORS OF DISTRICT
WRALTH, INCOME AND ETHNICITY, ALL UNIFIED SCHOOL
DISTRICTS IN CALIFORNIA, 1971-/2%

]
.- v . .
Ao Property Value Pct. in -Mean Family “ ’%Et.-MA
Per Pupil Poverty Incoms Enrolled
!
I. Pct. in Poverty .106
2. Mean Family lnc. 234 -.609 ) 2,
3. Pct. MA Enrolled -.083 .503 ~.343 )

4, Pct. Black Enrolled  .215 8 -.073 ..063

% A1l Correlations are weighted by the number of pupils in average daily
attendance,
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_a question was judicfods]y avoided in’ the fiscal ﬁeutrality suits for at

Connccticut, there i vcfy little variation in percent below poverty.
Only 8.5 percent of families in California unified school districts
fall befow the official fedcra} poverty line, .

The coirplation of .234 be;ggen property wealth and mean family
income is low, although somewhat lg;ger than the correlation with per-

5

cent in poverty. This indicates that, as in the case of Texas,.the cor-
respondence between individual incomé and district property wealth is
not strsng anf%ghe lawyers in the Serrano case Were‘strategicélly viise
to focus on district wealth exclusively in court. | o

RESEARCH QUESTION 3: INEQUALITIES
BASED ON IMNCOME LEVEL
’

™

How do persons of different income levels fare in the current sys-

tem of raising and distributing educational revenues in California? Such

]éé;t three reasons. First, there were not sufficient data available to
shed tight on the relationshi; between poor persons and poor districts.
Secondly, if thé legal argument was to be kept simple, the complexities
of the individual-district wealtﬁ relationship werc best left unexplored.
Thirdly, the charge of discrimination on the basis of district wealth as
opposed to individual wca]th, according to Coons, Ciune, and Sugarman,

'may provide unexpected political support froig%he nonpoor who live or

ovin property in poor districts" (1971:  114).
5,

“ 112 2 iy




S~

ey
12

-

Now that‘income.data are available by schecol district attendance.

“ < e
areas and the legal issues have been argued in court, two of the three

-~y ~

reasons for skirting the question of the relationship betwzen poos peo:
[y

-~ .

ple and p;Of districts have been eliminated, Of greater impOTtance\at
this point in the school ;1nance reform movement‘is rather to identify
who ¥s injured in éﬁe school finance éystcm in California.

Tabie 3-6 presents Pearson correlations betveen two incore meas-
ures and the various indicators of school district inputs for alf uni- )
fied school districts during 1971-72. There is a small positive corre-
lation between total effective tax rate and mean fumi.y income, indi-
cating that éaxes tend to be Higher in high-income areas than in low-
income areas.‘0 This finding does not support‘Hypothesis 2A that low
income persons are located in districts with higher school tax rates
than are high income persons.l]

The remainder of the correlations between mean family income and
district revenues”and expenditures are in the direction predicted and of
about the same magnitudé as those found in the analysis of Texas school
districts. Local re?enues tend to be higher in school districts with
residents of higher incomes. Although revenues frcm state sources are
slightly greater in districts with residents of lower mean family incomes,

the magnitude of the relationship between revenue per pupil and mean

family income is almost not affected at all when state and local revenue

B
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TABLE 3-6 PEARSON CORRELATIONS OF INCOME MEASURES \-\HTﬂ/!N ICATORS ¢
. OF S'CHOOL DISTRICT INPUTS IN ALL UNIFIED SCHOOL DISTRICTS
. IN CALIFORNIA, 1971-72% )
’ . \ _ N
. y : .
3 R
indicators of ., Mean Family . -Fct. in d
School District Inputs \Q-na . ¢ Paverty’
y s —~—~—
N /
F o \ .
» ~ Lt ' . ~
i )
1. Total Tax Rate . , L2719 . -.361 : /L ' o
. ’ ’ R
2. Local Revenue/Pupil 335 -.010 : o
- \ .
3, State Revenue/Pupil -.230 ~.073 o
, 4, Local & St. Rev./Pupil e X ".328 . -.038 éz
‘e . | -
5. Federal Revenue/Pupil M -.366 . 531 / .
. [ -
6. Total Revenue/Pupil L2114 099, T ;
7. Total PPE -, 203 07,
<3
i .22 ’ .0
8. Instructional PPE \ /" ‘5 - 33.
- ~ Ve
- (—\ ' L %
% n3Y correlations are weighted by the number of pupi®s in average . T -
daily attendance, 1971-72. (N=2,930,L}7L})w/;\
v * ~ PN : . ft A :
‘ &
{ N \
}5.% < s ! .
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are combined. Federal revenues also tend to be"distributed in an equal-

, L y:
p} . ﬁ#

£ izing way, but since they constitute such a small amount the relation-

<
ship Letween total revenue per pupil and mean family income is only

_slightly weaker than the relationship with local and state revenues com-

bined.

The correlations of revenues and expenditures with percent below
e >
‘ . . &
. poverty are generally very low, with, the..exception of federal revenue

P . B
- e St (

% per pupil. Since federalv aid consists l%fgely of Title . funds which

LY

’ - - : . ‘ 6 L3 h . .
are-distributed according to the number of pupils below poverty, this is

t
s

. . . d .- .
. not a surprising. correlatiqp; in fact, one would expect it to be even

ai;arger thaA\QEBI. The low coyrelations w{tﬁ percent'of persons belqw

- \ . . . .
) poverty, as mentiofied above, may be due to the fact that there is %Sgg . A
L~ . . .

2

little variation in the values for the propqrfion of persons below poverty

b4 ~ ’

in California. Without much variation in percent below poverty, the cor-
N .

N

r;ﬂationSévith that variable would also tend to be low. . i . N

’

The mean values of input characteristics by mean income fifths

. N -
-

are presented in Table 3-7. There are no large differences in tax rates
- ’ C g -
among the various income categorie%f Local revenue is $158 per pupil
g're'jéer’ In the highest ‘income fifth than in the lowest income fifth.
. ) !

is difference is only moderated slightly by state aid. Since there is
] y ~ .
only a $29 per pupil difference between the highest and lowest income

fifths in state revenues per pupil, the gap for local and state revenué

“115
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combined is $126 per pupil. The differences in instructional cxpendi-

tures are not as large. Generally, the inequalities in educational
revenues for California unified sct ool districts show a clear pattern
in which pupils from low income families receive less than pupils from

families of higher incomes:
RESEARCH QUES. 4: INEQUALITIES BASED ON ETHNICITY

In their original formulation of the fiscal neutrality doctrine,
Coons, Clune and-Sugarman de]}berately avoided the inclusion of racial
and ethnic.bias in their argu&ent. From the preliminary data available
to ihem, minority pupiis on the average 'in California seemed to be
located in districts of qigater wealth and hence with highej expenditures
than the average for the state. In a footnote they remark that:
If racial discrimination were measured by the percentage of all

mincrity students who reside in districts below the statewide
median AVPP (Assessed Valuation Per Pupil), California would mani-

fest lnverse discrimination. Fifty-nine percent (689,919) of minor- :

ity students live in districts above the median AVPP,. The percentage
is considerubly higher for Negroes; Indians and those with Spanish
surnames are ngarly evenly divided above and below the median (1970:

357, n. 47).
Thus, interdist;ict inequalities in school financing, they contend, do
not sgém to be evident along racial lines in California. 'There may well
be very significqgi\racial/dollar discrimination within districts,' they

concede, ''but that is another problem; to lump it with interdistrict

discrimination is totally misleading' (1970: 356-357);

-~
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In light of these facts, the implications of a simplistic fiscal
neutrality solution to interdistrict inequalities have led a number of
minority spokesmen to question the value of the Serrano decision for

minorities and even suggest that it may have deleterious consequences.

. Robert Singleton, Director of the Education Finance Reform Project in

Los Angeles, notes that:

. most minorities are concentrated in the cities. Cities lack
adequate fiscal capacity while they face extraordinary fiscal burdens.
Worse still, cities face exceptional education need burdens while
their costs of delivering the same educational inputs is greater.

. Serrano-type cases may actually aggravate the situation minor-
ities In the cities face because they fail to specify that the legis-
lative response must consider these factors. As a result of some
of these problems a review of the simulations of bills introduced in
the California legislature during the 1972 session shows that most
lzave the minority population worse off (1973: i-11).

' The average assessed value of taxable property per pupil ;ora
it

each ethnic group in California elementary, secoﬁdary and dnified school
districgé\js shown in Table 3-8 (Singleton, 1973: 6). High school dis-:
tricts generally have higher assessed valuations per pupil than elementary
or unified districts. This is not surprising since high school districts
also have fewer pupils enrolled per family than in the other two types of
districts. What is noteworthy is that in the unified districts, which
include 70 percent of the pupils in the state, Blacks are in districts
with a higher average assessed value per pupil ihan either Angios or

Mexican Americans. This is not the case for elementary districts, which

are more liﬁzly than unified districts to be located outside central

£
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TABLE 3-8 AVERAGE ASSESSED VALUE BY ETHNIC GROUP
. AND KIND OF DISTRICT ’
(Amounts are dollars per fiscal ADA for 1972-73)

—-—

Elementary High School” Unified
Ethnic Group Districts Districts Districts
Anglo $ 18,135 $ 42,233 $ 13,935
Black 14,036 42,772 14,824
Spanish Surname 16,291 ' 59,469 /13,607
Oriental 18,500 1;3,064 17,094
Native American 24,072 52,471 15,102
; Other Minority 15,896 33,859 b 17,453
Source: Senate Select Committee on School District Finance,
as reported in Singleten, 1973, Table 1. .
119 )
<
: /4’7"‘:7




5

£

: cities. In elementary districts Blacks have a lower assessed valuation

than either Anglqs or Mexican Americans. And while assessed valuaticns
ére higher for Anglos apd Mexican Americans in elementary districts than
they are in unified districts, the reverse is true for Blacks. Given
the éact, however, Fhat.Blacks are chiéfly located in unified distriéts,
their district wealth is on the average somewhat higher than that of f
Anglos or Mexican Americans. This suggests that expenditures may also
be higher for Blacks than for other ethnic groups in California.

Table 3-9 presents the Pearson corre;ations of percent of each
ethnic gro;p enrolled with thF various indicators of school district in-
puts, What immediately becomes clear is the fact that the situations-
for Blacks and Chicanos differ considerably. The greater the percent

Mexican American enrolled in a district, the lower the effective tax rate

and the lower also the amount of revenue per pupil. The correlations are

]

y
not high, but they are consistently in the direction predicted with the

exception of only the tax rate.  For B{aeks, however, a very differert
pattern of relationships is found. While the effective tax rate tends

to be lower in districts with higher proportions of Black pupils, the
revenues and expenditures are generally higher inﬁzﬁé;e districts. The
higher the percent Blacks enrolled, the higher the local revenue per
pupil, the lower the state aid per pupil, the higher the federal 'aid per

pupil, and the higher the total revenue per pupil. Almost the exact re-

verse is true for the proportion of Anglo pupils enrolled.
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TABLE 3-9 PEARSON CORRELATIONS Of ETHNIC COMPOS ITION OF SCHOOL

DISTRICT WITH IMDICATORS OF SCHOOL DiSTRICT INPUTS,
ALL UNIFIED SCHOOL DISTRICTS IN CALIFORNIA, 1972-73%

4

Indicaters of Pct. Mexican Pct. Black Pct. Anglo
5Ch°%L District Inputs American Pupils Pupils Pupils -
I. tffective-Tax Rate ~.234 -.268 3hLh
2, Local Revenue?Puﬁ?l -. 124 .35b- o =24
3. State Revenue/Pupil ",015 -.230 ; {}-.176
4, tocal £ 5u Rev./Pupil - 146 .350 7 -,232
5. Federal Revenue/Pupil .056 .53§ -.458
¥ 6. Total Revenue/Pupil -.122 .465},’ -.333 .
7. Total PPE -. 134 473 | -.332
8. Instructional PPE ~.188 ‘ :375 -.22;

% A1l correlations are weighted by the number of pupils in average
daily attendance, 1972-73. (N=2,930,474)-
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A.closer examination of the relationship between percent Mexican
Americans enrolled and sciected measures of inputs into the educational
system is‘accomplishgd in Table3 -10. A congistcnt pattern of inequal-
ities is found based on the percent Mexican Americans enrolled one very
similar to that found in Texas: #Districts with higher concentrations of

4 3 - .
Chitano pupils have lower revenues and expenditures per pupil, especially
those districts wjth 75-100 percent Mexican 5mericans enrolled. But al-
though the pattern is clearly one o% discrimination against pupils in
districts of large proportions oﬁ Chicano pupils, a closer look indicates
. 3
that, unlike'Texas,‘very few Chicano pupils in California are in districts
wherein they constitute the majority. Whereas in Texas over two-thirds
of the CQ%cano pupils were located in predominately Chicano districts,
only 15 p%;cent of the Chicano pupils in California unified schoo%iéfs—
tricts ar; located in such districts. fhus, the combination of low rev-
enues and ethnic isolation does not occur in-California as it does in
Texas. Inequalities might be found to be greater between schools within
districts than between districEs.

The problem of obtaining.a clear picture of the amount of expendi-

tures on Black pupils in California school districts is even greater than

~ay .

fQEaChiéang pupils since Blacks are so heavily concentrated in large
" :‘ .g
urban school districts. More than half (51.6 percent) of the Black pupils

enrolled in unified school districts during 1971-72 were loca%ed in the

122
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state's two largest districts, Los Angeles Unified School District and
: 4

+ '

San Diego Unified School Districi. Bééguse of this, the between-district

=
= B il
i

variation in any of the-school district input measures is very small for

) L ¥
Blacks.. When this is coupled.with the fact that most segregation of

-

minorities occurs more within than between school districts, ther it be-

.

comes clear that the research on inequalities in educational opportunities

for minorities in California should be focused not or interdistrict dis-

i

parities but on intradistrict inequalities.

SUMMARY AND IMPLICATIONS OF FINDINGS

-

The findings of the analyses on California indicate that: (1)
there are indeed large interdistrict disparities in school district
wealth; (2) educational revenues and expenditures are very st%bng!y cor-

related with school district property wealth; (3) educational revenues

and expenditures are directly related to a lesser degree to the income

level of district residents; and (4) the fiscal situation of Black pupils
differs from that of Chicano pupils thus necessitating a separate analysis

of each group. In the case of Chicano pupils, there is a small inverse

correlation between school district expenditures per pupil and the pro-
portion of Chicano pupils enrolled. The opposite is true for Black

pupils. |If the relationship between percent Blacks enrolled and educa-

v

tional expenditures is examined more carefully, expenditures are found
-, i
\ " ,
\ .
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to be higher for school dis&{icts where Black pupils are concentrated. !
Wwhat are the implications of these findings for the impact on

minorities of a fiscal neutraIiFy solution to problems ;f inequities in

schgdl finance in California? A simple leveling of educational expendi-

'3

tures among districts would not benefit Chicano pupils appreciably énd

' wouléractually hurt Black pupils. Of course, very few proposed fiscal

neutrality funding schemes involve a simple leveling; usually they en-,

tail a "leveling up." Even '"leveling up', however, would jeopardize

the relative position of Black pupils vis-a-vis Anglo pupils in the edu-

cational finance system (Singleton, 1973). Since these districts bear

greater non-educational tax burdens, higher operating costs, and at the

“same time have greater numbers of pupils with special edutational needs,

it is important that these factors be taken into consideration in any

o

interdiétrict redistribution formula.
Defining fiscal capacity in terms of prOperty vealth ignores the

important influence of non-education spending on the amount of dollars

-

available for education. Two districts might very we Tl have identical
amounts of assessed valuation of taxable property per pupil and expend
very different amounts of municipal services. Although such municipal

services costs in themselves have nothing to do with education, they do

affect the total amount of dollars that are available for schooling.

This problem of "municipal overburden" particularly affects central

. 125
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cities where residents pay a disproportionately large share of their .
tax dollar for many services such as health, welfare, and safety which

are not so costly in suburban areas and from which suburban commuters

derive benefits without sharing, the f.':osrs.]2

~

Educational costs are also higher in central cities because of
the higher cost of land and insurance, greater unionization and thus higher

construction costs and teacher salaries, and higher rates of vandalism

(Singleton,1973; Callahan, Wilken & Sillerman, 1973;Levin, Muller & Sandoval,

1973). Unionization Is more characteristic of large urban areas thus

resulting in higher labor costs for school construction and maintenance

and higher teacher salaries. There is aiso the problem of higher rates

Y

of vandalism in the urban core. |

Finally, educational needs are much greater in the cities where

minority group children are more likely to be found. The educational
research on pupil achievement Is in agreement on at.least one finding--
that minority pupils who are concentrated in urban areas do consistently

“ +

wors%§in all measures of achievement than,do middle class members of

the dominant group who are more likely to ke found in suburbs {(Coleman,et al.,
1966; Mayeske, 1972; Averch,-1972). in order to &ffset these educational
deficiencies, attention must be given to meeting the special needs of

pupils in these areas.

If the analysis of disparities in &a]ifornia accomplishes nothing

&




g

else, it should'impress upon leg[slators and public policy-makers the
importance of considering factors other than the property wealth of

school districts in their efforts to achieve equality in funding. A .
simplistic scheme for equalizing fiscal caéacity based on school dis-

trict property wealth alone will not solve the problems encountered by

~

minorities if carried out in “he absence of considering such factors as
cost differences, special educational needs, and municipal overbirden;

in fact, such a solution may actually create problems for minority pupi ls.

R

FOOTNOTES

]Superior Court of County of Los hAngeles, Doc. ho. 938,254,
April 10, 197k, -

2yn response to the original filing of the complaint, the state
filed general demurrers. A Los Angeles trial court sustained the de-
murrers and, when plaintiffs failed to amend, ordered that the case be
dismissed. The dismissal was upheld by the court of appeals.

3The earlier "educational needs' cases would include: Mclnnis
v. Shapiro, 293 F. Supp. 327 (ND, 111. 1968) affd, sub nom. Mclnnis v.

OQIIVIe, 394 U.S. 322 (1969) and Burrus v. Wilkerson, 301 F. “Supp. 1237

(WD Va. 1968), 310 F. Supp. 572 (WD Va. 1969), affd., 376 U.S. 44 (1970).

hThus, essentially the same argument that lost before the U.S.
Supreme Court in Rodriguez, (411 U.S. | (1973) based on the federal
constitution was won a year later in Serrano based on the state constitu-
tion.

5Since the data used in the preSent analyses are for 1972-73,
the impact of more recent legislation--cpecifically S.B. 90 of 1972 and
A.B. 1267 of 1973--on the distribution of educational expenditures can—’

_not be determined. The reader is referred to recent Los Angeles Superior

Court's opinion of April 10, 1974, for a discussion of the implications
of these legislative measures: '. . . under SB 90 and AB 1267, the
pupils of low-wealth school dlstrlcts such as Baldwin Park are being




forced to attend schools that are ~ffering them a much lovier quality cf
educational programs and opportunities that is being offered to the

- puypitls who attend schools in California'g high-wealth school districts
suct as Beverly Hills.," Y- 4 e,

L

’

- e data were obtained from the Childhood and Governmgnt

Project of the University of California at Berkeley Earl Warrspé}cgal .
Institute. W. Norton Grubb and Paul Goldfinger were.in§€>9mgnfal in
preparing the data for analysis. ) : 3 '7K/E“#,~

\

7Wha§ little empirical evidence there was for the redationship
between personal and district wealth was apparently ignored bw\ the
California Supreme Court. See: Davis, 1967.

8The lower correlation, however, has since been expTained by
Grubb, and Michelson as a result of the fagt that there is little varia-
tion in the percent of families below pové}{z%e\jn Connecticut only 5.3
percent of all persons in families in 1969 werebelow the federal poverty
@.idelines. Correlations in the study of Connecticut were further de-

pressed by the use of unweighted correlations (Grubb and Michelson,

1973: 558).

&

9see Table 2-$ in Chapter 2 above for these correlations.

10There has been some speculation that the correlation betweeh
income level of district residents and tax rate would be low because of
the fact that high-income families are more apt to send their children
to private schools and less likely to vote higher pub chool ta;es,
However, research by W. Norton Grubb, an economist at*::ziﬁqiversity of
California at Berkeley, indicates that if all private school¥ were

abolished in Catifornia, the local tax yield per pupil would increase by
only about $50. ’ R

1this is not to say that the total tax effort (including non-
educat] 1l taxes) i's lower for low income persons than for high income
persons. In fact, there is reason to believe that low income persons
in central cities make a greater overall tax effort due to ''municipal
overburden." (Levin, e~ al., 1972; Sacks, 1373).Furthermore, when con-
sidered in terms of ability to pay taxes, the poor find it muqﬁmmdre
difficult to pay taxes since they have much less money available for
tax purposes and thus ‘their tax burden is greater. (Goldstein, 1974

11).

N 2
Y

1)

125¢e Levin, et al., 1972 and Sacks, 1973 for discussion of
municipal overburden. '




. \ CHAPTER 4

- ’ SUMMARY AND POLICY IMPL ICAT {ONS OF FINDINGS

'\ .

This volume reports the findings of the Southwesterﬁ{Schools

- Study o inequalities in the Jistribution of educational resources in

~

i California and Texas and is the second part of ‘a two-phase study. The =

F%csl’;hésg of the research)consisted of: (1) a secondary andlysis of
d;ta gathered in 1569 by the U,S, Commiss- on Clvi! Rights in question-~
6airq surveys of district sqperinteﬁaénts and school principals in the"
five Southwestern stateg;gm; {(2) a 1972 questionnaire suréé? of district
superintendents in the Southwest conducted by the authors: In the second

2

ghase of the tesearch, 1970 census data on school districts were merged

. 4

with official'state.department of educatioTigata on all school districts

- . § -

lf Texas and all unified school dis\{icts)in\Callﬁornia to provide more
extensive analyses of these states,

R ey
A . -
The first phase of the .research.revealed that inequalities in
+ the distriﬁﬁkIon“of.educational resoufces,exl;t'in the Southwest sucn

r

-
¥

that Chicano pupils\and Ehifdren of Iow;income families have access to
fewer ecurational resources thap Anglo childrsn and children from high-
™ -

i@Come families. The second pﬁase of the research confirmed the relation=~

.
H ;

o s ;T ships found in the sample surveys with more detailed and thorough findings

A .
. TN v o - L . . y .
?ﬁ ‘f on Texas and €alifornia. Perhaps the most impressive fact is that data
. ” - r
- -gathered..from different sources have consistently confirmed that inequal-~
- . ) . . .

-

~ ities in educétiqpal resources discriminate against Chicanos and the

) oo - | —
“ , - “as ~ v “: ) 'f' .
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INEQUAL ITIES IN TEXAS AND CALIFORNIA « ° z
\.,:_*‘

———

It was the revealing of wide disparities based on ethnicity in

the two previous surveys of the Southwest that spurred a more extensive

examination oft{exas and California, in which 82 percent of-all-Chicano

pupils in the Southwest are located. The more detailed analysis of all

” +

school- districts in Texas and all unified s¢hool districts in California

' suppott the fingings of the two pfeyiqys-sgrveys and provi?e more
thorough and defi%iti&e‘data on inequalitigs w{thin these states which
can be used for c;mparisons,

[N

Inequatities based on district wealth

The findings revealed a high degree of inequality in property

< - »

—~

yeélth-édgng school districts Tn both Texas and California. These'wealth‘

disparities are related to inequalities in educational resources. As pre-
* dicted, the property wealth of school districts in both states was found
to be inversely related to'tax effort and directly related to the amount
. .
of educational revenues and expenditures per pupil. For Texas, data
« were available tolindicate that the greater expenditures in wealthy
school districts were translated to some extent into higher quality edu-

cational services as measured by teachers' salaries and experience and

Pupil-teachezvratio. ’ i\ ' Lo~




-

" mean family income were not very large in either Texas or California

S

—
.
.

Property wealth as related to income // o

and ethnicity

. . /
School district wealth as measured by assessed value or taxable
property per pupil is in turn directly related to the income level of

school. district residents in both Texas and California. When_controls g

‘. &

are made for rural-urban differences in Texas, the relationship is found

to be considerably higher in non-riral areas. The relationship between

~

district wealth and ethnicity is not a simple one. While the assessed
value of school district property is inversely related to the percent
ent Black -

Chicano pupils enrulled, it is directly related to the perc

pupils.

Irequalities based on personal income
The fact that low-income peop:e tend to be situated in property

poor school districts in both Texas and California--even though the

~

rd

correlation is not very high there is a far from perfect correlation--
explains to some.extent the finding that children of poor families attend
districts with lower education;l expenditures and with lower quality edu-
cational ;érvices. Also contributing to lower educational expenditures

in low-income districts is the fact that school taxes are somewhat lower

in these districts. While the relationghips'between school tax rate and

(.31.and .22 respectively), they were the opposite of what was hypothe-

sized: high-income sthool districts generally have higher school taxes

131




than low-income school districts. However, in order to dr. definite

conclusions about the relative tax effort of low-income d high-income
E

families, further investigations ¢ : needed to determine: (1) the dif-

ferential effect of property assessment practices on domestic and com-

. 4 —
I

mercial-industrial property; (2) differences in the non-school tax burdgﬁ\\»
on families of different incomes; and (3) the amount of money available

s

for tax purposes by families of different income levels.
The correlations between mean family income of district residents
and the amount of expenditures per pupil for education are very similar

.

in Texas and &alifornia. The correlations of income level with local
'

revenue per pupil are relatively large (.40 in Texas and .34 in California). -
T ‘While state aid in both skateé is inversely related to income level of

district residents, the equalizing impact fs found to be very small when

local and state revenues are combined. Thus, state aid fo}mulas in Texas

qu California do not remove the deleterious effects cf an inaquitable

péttern of local revenues on pr income persons. Federal revenues do a

better job of equalizing among school districts of different mean family

incomes. However, because federal funds constitute less than 10 percent

of total district revenues, even when federal aid is included, there re-

mains a direct relationship between total revenue p2r pupil and mean

family income among school districts in both Texas and California.

The unequal distribution of edurational revenues is also reflected




' . ~/
in the quality of educational resources provided. In Texas, the mean

family income of school districts is fairly strongly related to mean

k2

¢ teacher salary and to a lesser extent to the degree level of teachers.

1

' Teacher experience and pupil-teacher ratio, however, are not related to

mean Income level of district residents as predicted. Although compara-

v

ble measures of equality of educational inputs were not availatle for
California, a small d{rect r.lationship was found between instructional
exbenditure per pupil and mean family income.

Vhen income level of district residents is measured in terms of
the percent of persons in famities below the federal poverty level, there-
is an Important difference between Texas and California. While in Texas
the correlations of school district inputs with percent in poverty are
of approximately the same magnitude as correlations with mean family in-
céme. the correlations with percent in poverty in California are very

.low, almost approaching zero: This might be accounted for by the fact
that the percentage of persons below the official federal proverty line
in California is very low overall and thus theﬁe is not much vaerlation
in this measure.

Inequalities based on ethnicity and race

One very clear lesson learned from the analyses of inequalities

in educational resources based on ethnicity in Texas and California is

-
~

that each ethnic minority should be examined separately since the fiscal




R R

situations of predominately Black and Chicano districts are very differ-

ent., In general, thg greater the percent Mexican Americans enrolled,
the less the educational resources available. The opposite, however, is
true for Blacks. In both Texas and California, the percent of Blacks
.enrolled- in district; was directly related to the amount of revenues
available for education. The correlation is somewhat stronger in
1 -:Galifornia than in Texas, but the general pattern is the same.

It is very difficult to draw any definite conclusions from the
analyses of educational resources available to Black pupils as compared
to Anglos. In Texas two-thirds of the Black pupils in the state are
concentrated in the three largest school districts. In both Texas and
California Blaéks reside primariiy in large urban centers. While the
analyses indicate that the educational expenditures are higher in school
districts with high proporiions of Black. pupils enrolled, they do not
take into consideration the higher cost of educag\%n and the wunicipal
overburden in céntral cities. Further research is needed on the influ-
ence of such factors on the quality of educational serv;ces provided.

4 very clear case for an inequitable distribution of educational
resources available to Mexlcan Americans compared to the dominant Anglo
group can be made in Texas. Districts with greater percentage Mexican
American pupil enrollments have higher tax rates yet lower educational

revenues and poorer quality of educational services. The results of
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this discrimination is particularly apparent with respect to educational
level of teachers: t;ere is a strong inverse relationship between per-
cent of teachers with graduate d%grees and percent Mexican American
pupils enrolled in Texas school districts.

While the same éeneral Eattern‘of inedualitie; in educational
expenditures based on the percent Mexican American .pupils enrolled is
found in California, thire is an impoftant difference between the two
states. In Tex;s Chicano pupils are gEhnically isolated. Over two-
thirds of all Chicano pupils in the state are concentrated in districts=
where the majority of pupils are Chicanos. This allows for easy esti-
mation of the extent of discriminatiorn in the distribution of educational
resources. In California approximately 2 percent of all pupils are In
districts in which the majority of pupils are Mexican Americans. Thus,
without much variation in the proportion of Mexlican American Pupils en-

rolled it is difficult to determine how the distribution of educational

\y
resources actually effects Mexican American pupils. Intra-district

analyses are-needed.
IMPLICATIONS FOR PUBLIC POLICY

The implications of the findings of this study for public policy
can be discussed in terms of three different goals that might be adopted

in the effort to achieve equality. The first goal has to do with equal

135
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access to educational resources and c¢liminating fiscal discrimination

against minorities, the poor, or other disadvantaged classes; the second

relates to° the duestion of achieving equality of educational benefits

or outcomes among ethnic groups and social classes; and the third is

. go. | of lessening economic Inequalities among ethnic groups and socia}
classes in soc}ety. These goals are separated here not because they
are unrelated, but because they have been so frequently confused in the

literature on equal educational opportunity.

The goal of equal access
' The goal of equal access is essentially almed at eliminating
deleterious inequities in access to quality education. The principle-

which provides the rationale for adopting those policies that will ac-

complish this goal is that of distributive justice. The principle of
justice is best operationalized, however, in terms of claims of injustice.

As Green suggests:

K3

The claims that a specific practice or policy is just will seldom
constitute sufficient grounds for its adoption. But, on the other
hand, the claim that a specific policy or practice Is unjust might
often constitute sufficient grounds for its abandonment and for the
abandonment of any alternative that is likewise unjust (1974: 80-

81).

The present research indicates equal access to quality education
among the various ethnic and income groups is not at all characteristic
of school systems in the Southwest. Unlike the results of Coleman's

analyses (1966); which did not find clear-cut inequalities in educational




resources and services between majority group members and members of the
various minorities, the present research revealed that inequalities
clearly exist in the distribution of educational inputs based on the
ethnic composition and the income level of district residents.
= v

The most appropriate means for eliminating these inequalities
and achieving the goal of equal access is the adjudication process,
since the courts are the proper forum for claims of injustice. This is
not to say that other means such as public demonstrations and legislation
are not also feasible; but the courts often become the ultimate arbiter
in public debates over questions of injustice and.can also provide the
impetus for legis)ati&e action. The role of the courts in the formula-

éﬁwv
tion of public policy has been discuiégd repeatedly by commentators on
the judiciary. As Yudof has noted, "A court decision often represents
an appeal to the public conscience or to pubiic idealism that may be
accorded enormous weight in the legislative and political proces._es"
(1973: 415). In addition to the fact that court decisions serve a
' . L S
general symbolic function of affirming moral values, they also may pro-
=

vide the short term symbolic victories necessary Lo reinferce the actions
of specific reform groups in their oryganizational efforts (Yudof, 1973:
415-516).

What are the prospects for reforms through the courts now that

the Rodriguez case was lost before the U.S. Supreme Court? It is clear
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that prospects are not very good for federal cases fashioned on t
érinc!ple of fiscal neutrality. ﬁowever, different lega[,#trategies
might be tried on the federal level gnd court cases buﬁqt on state con-
stitutional provisions might be initiated. The jegal strategy which is
most appropriate'in a particular state will depend on ghat state's con-
stitutional provisions for public education and the types of inequal-
ities peculiar to that state.” Just which particular !egal.standard
might be most effective in court is a question beyond the purview of
this research. But it is clear that if the appropriate legal approach
i5 to be taken in each state, thorough analyses must be made to identify
the patterns of inequalkties peculiar to each state.

One thing that is evident in the wake of the Rodriguez decision
of 1973 is that schoo! finance reform, if it is to come through the

courts, will not likely come in the form of much dreamed of landmark

cases with sweepiag implications such as Brown v. Board of Education of

_ Topeka. Instead, change may have to be accomplished through incremental
cases with small immediate consequences, but which can be viewed as a
series of decisions leading to rather significant modifications in the §§

existing social order. Such an approach may have cven greater long-term

consequences. ‘As Katkin and Bullington have noted:

there is a considerable body of legal theory suggesting both that
incremental decision-making is the judiciary's most effective tool
for achieving social change, and that it is most consistent with
the role of the judiciary in a democratic society (1974: 2).

138 .
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Although there is no single successful strategy that might be
recommended to the various state litigation efforts, it has become in-

creasingly apparent that the most appropriate focus?for judicial action
- #

is on educational inputs--complete denial of them and inegualities in

their distribution. Vhat emerges from a review of the findings of social

scientific research and previous litigation efforts is the conclusion
that the basls of judicial intervention should not be dependent on the
ability to demecnstrate that inequa]iﬁies in acce;é to schooling will lead
to unequal educational outcomes. After reviewing the social science evi-

dence concerning the prediction of academic achievement, Yudof concludes

that: .

Except in the case of complete exclusion from public school services,
judiclial action to promote equal educational opportunity defined in
terms of access to schooling resources cannot rest on considerations
of equality of educational outcomes. Otherwise, courts will be
saddled with the two-fold-task of determining when resource inequal-
ity hinders or promotes achievement equality and of devising distribu-
tion systems that will achieve the goal. In short, they will have

to try to distribute résources according to the educational needs of
each child, a job that will result only in unmanageable judicial
standards and frustration (1973: 481).

Thus, litigation efforts are appropriately addressed to the in-
equities in educational inpugs that disadvantage minorities and the‘poor,
but not to the very ambiguous results of studies predicting inequalities
in educational outcomes among groups in society. This latter goal is

%5
best pursued most effectively in a different forum, namely, the state

legislature.




The goal of cqual educationat results

The concept of equality of educational opportunity has been
operationally defined in this study in terms of a minimal or “negative
definition" (Wise, 15%68). According to this definition, equality of edu-
cational opportunity is achieved when the quality of educational inputs
does not depend on such arbitrary factors as economic status, ethnicity
or geographic location. Such a definition is useful for identifying in-
justices in the form of inequalities in the dié?ribution of educational
resources and services; it is less useful for specifying what must be
done to a;hieve actual equality of educational attéinment among different
ethnic and economic groups. |f the ultimate goal ig to go beyond identi-
fying resource inequalities and work toward gliminating interethnic iif—
ferences in educational attainment, a different conception éf equality
of educational opportunity must be adopted. The Coleman Report provided
the  impetus for introducing a view of equal educational opportunity in
terms of equality of results or educational achievement. This ideal has

become the most popular of the various formulations of equality of edu-

cational opportunity.

Green characterizes well the ''benefit view' of equal éducational

[

opportunity and contrasts it with the tradiFional "'resource view'':

Imagine two sets of schools of approxiﬁately comparable staff, facil-
ities, and instructional materials. By the traditional concept they
would be providing equal educational opportunity to their respective
students. Suppose, however, that such systems of schools in fact




produce enormous disparities of achievement between the children
attending the two different systems, What would we say if those
disparities increased the longer the children stayed in school? It
would be immensely difficult to maintain the conviction that no in-
equal ity of opportunity exists (1974: 86) .

The "benefit view' described by Green does not hold that all children

are expected to a-hieve at the same level. \Variations in achievement

will occur because students differ in ability, motivation, and effort;

but social groupsings based on social class, income, ethnicity, or sex

are assumed to be about the same in regard to these characteristics. :

Given this assumption, it is apparent that low-income and minority group
children have not reached their full potential for achievement.] Since
there is no substantial evidence to indicate that economic or ethnic groups
are inherently different with respect to ability, motivation and effort,
the unequal distribution of educational benefits according to such edu-
cationally irrelevant factors as class and ethnicity constitutes an unjust
distribut}on. A reaistribution of educational benefits mﬁst be accom-
plished if justice is to be served.

Green provides the paradigm des&ribing equal opportunity in the
benefits sense by contrasting three varieties of "limiting cases" with
respect to the distribution of educational benefits. These cases, pre-

sented in diagrammatic form in Figure 4-1, might be applied to the case

of the achievement gap between Anglos and Chicanos. Case | is the

classic case of ineguality. It involves the case where the two ethnic
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Figure 4-1. Model Cases in the Distribution of Some Lducational
Benefits™

CASE 1 (\

Enlarged Gap in Achievement
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Gap in Achieuggiﬁt not Enlarged
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CASE 111
‘ Gap in Achievement Closed
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J »
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6 “Source: Green, 1974: 88
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-/ groups begin school at different levels onjsome measure of achievement

v*qb“

a %gand the gap bgtween them wndgns as they move through the educational

Fl

o . *

a

\‘ system. Case |l provides the borderline case whercby the achievement
. Y. -,

Bap is not eh1§rged bbt\d%ffeifgyes’befWeeﬁ the tvo eghnie groups do
. ] L i .
not dirtinish. [n this case inequalities in achievement are maintained
-~ . T , ’ . . ~
T wighin the educaﬁiéﬁal~system in spite.of the fact that both groué% may

o

’

.

be improving as they move‘thrdhgh school. Case Il is the paradigm for

equality f educational benefits. ‘As students progress £hrough school,
4 N -- " . ‘ - - .
S, A
the educationally:disadvantaged group improves at a rate higher than
s -

. .
that of the advantaged grﬂ/ﬁ thus closnng the achlevement gap. . The first
. . /B -

case has been_found to be characteristic.of the achievement gap between
% Anglqs,énd Chicanos in/fﬁe%éeucational systems of the Southwestern .

states (USCCR, 1971b; Bristhetto and Arciniega, 1973b: 11), Attaining
equality of educational Oppor%unity in the benefits sense in the Sdéuth-

- r I

west, therefore, is a problem of determining how to close this achieve-

,' ment gap. ° \ s @ J
A \\ 4 . .

Since education: benefits carnot be redisbfibu;ed in the same
A

manner as one might redistribute wealth, by tak bng from the hi:es and’
< b oy .

giving to the have-nots; Towering the rate of learning for tne advantaged
] [ - - »
\):\ . ) . ’. .
* is not a viable option. _Green concludes that: . "

. { . v .
It follows that there is one and only one way by whlch we can hope
to attain the goal of equal educational opportunity in “the achiebe- i
ment sense, and that is by increasing-the rate ‘of learning far E%f o
f

educationally disadvantaged so that it is greater than the rate

92). P ) J

learning of "the advantaged (1974:

: 143 . -
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Just how the closing of the achievement gap is to be accomplished--and,
indeed, whether such a goal is attainable within the confines of the

present educational system--is-a question that deserves serious debate

-

and consideration. The “éqqal benefits' view of equal educational oppor-

tunity is based-not only on the assumption that minorities and the poor

.

have overall an ability to achieve equivalent to that of the deminant

~ -t

group, but also on the additional assumptions that:

(2¥ -the -school can be maﬁg an effective institution to counter the
effects of out-of-school environment (3) in a sustained way so as
to.(4) bring about a rate of learning for the disadvantaged that
is greater than the rate of learning for the advantaged (Green,

1974:  91)! ) -

- . <
| f one accepts these assumptions, then the impor tant question

becomes: What are the ways in which the schools can successful ly equal-
) S
ize educational achievement among economic -and ethnic groups in society?

«

This brings us finally back tc the cost--qual ity questiop which Coleman,

-

et al., Jencks, and others have attempted to answer. But instead of
. . .. ' . ) .
phrasing the question in terms of the no-win debate over which aspects

Ta
- ?

_of-the current educatiomal system '‘explain’, (in a satistical sense)the

differences in achievement among pupils of a particular race or ethnic

-

. group at a particuiar point in time, the question should be asked with
- s . ¢ R

respect to the éossible alternatives to current educational programs that

-

might be implemented in future efforts.to close the achievement gap.
£ .
It is beyond the purview of this research to speculate exactly

x
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what form these alternative programs to improve the level of the disad-

vantaged will take. What can be discussed here is the basic conceptual
orientation of these programs as they fuifill some definition of equality
ot educational opportunity. Wise (1968) is particularly helpful in this
regard. He lidentifies niqe different conceptions of equality of educa- .
tiongl opportunity, each with somewhat different implications for the
allocation of economic and educationai resources:2 His "full oupport.nity
definition" seems to ultimately be the most ideal standard for allocating

educational resources. According to this definition, educational re-

2

.

sources should be provided to each studert until he has reached his full

) R ~ .
potential for achievement. The difficulty with this definition, of course, '
[ I b °

is the prohibitive cost and the difficulty of administering such a dis-

‘tributive system. The value of it lies in its consideration of the indi-

vidual needs of students.

While ailocating rescurces on the ba~is of individual student

needs may be ultimately the type of educations] system for which to

i

strive, educationai.programs which address themselves ‘to the shared
needs of disadvantaged groups might be more immediately i&portant. I f
the goal of achieving equality of educational opportunity is defined

in terms of the task of elminating diffcrences in -achievement among eco-
nomic or ethnic groups, then VWise's "leveling definition'' is appropriate

{(1968: 152). This definition aims at p(ovidiné\sjpcational resources

L
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in inverse proportion to group acgievement‘and in direct proportion to

group needs. In such a scheme for the redistribution of educationai

°
~

resources, the less advantaged student would become the focus of addi-

tional educational planning and financing. Such a commitment to equal ity

. !
of educational outcomes will necessitate unequal educational inputs favor-

[y

Ing disadvantaged students. This is ndthing new since federal -legisla-

tion in providing for compensatory education programs has legitimized

disproportionate funding on the basis of family income and ethnicity.

But in view of the fact that federal funding constitutes such a smal

proportlon of al]‘educatlonal eXpendltures, |ts |mppct‘|s at best marginat.
In fdct, the flndings of th|s study of@eXpendltures on Chicano pupuls amﬁ
the poor indicate that federal funds do not even bring the total expendi-
tures on these pupils up to par with the rest of the pupils. Tais is
not to suggest that the federal government can not utilize its fiscal

powar as a catalyst to spur an increase level of state funding and to re-
quire states to consider the educational needs pf disadvantaged students
as an essential part of their school finance scaemes.

The ultimate responsibility for addressing the unique needs of
disadvantaged pupils; however, rests with states. This important func-
tion was ;acognized’by_the New Jersey Supreme Court when, Qithin three

weeks after the Rodriguez decision of the U.S. Supreme Court, it declared

“in the case of Robinson v. Cahill (62 NJ 473, 303 A2d 273 [1973)) that,




\\\ since the school finance system in New Jersey did not take into consider-
ation the varying educational needs of pupils, it was in é§61ation of
the state's constitutional guarantee of a ''thorough and efficient! educa-

. tion. The court endorsed the principle of funding according to the edu-

cationa)] needs of disadvantaged groups articulated in the Bateman Report:

t
It is now recognized that children from lower socioeconomic homes

require more educational attention if they are to progress normally
througl; school. When the additional compensatory education is pro-
vided, it results in substantially higher costs. . The weighting of
the children from lower income families compensates in part for "the
larger expenditures necessary to provide them with an adequate edu-
cational program so they may overcome their tack of educational back-
ground (State Aid to Schocl Districts Study Commission, 1968: 48).

A number of different schemes for recognizing the educational
needs of pupils have b;en proposed to stdte legislatures and severai
have been adopted. A 'weighted pupil factor' approach has been enacted
by legislators in Florida and Utah{to take inta consideration the highér
costs of certain programs for the physically and mentally handicapped
' and the educationally disadvantage&; Aécording to-this method, pubi!s
with special needs weigh more heavily in the state aid allocation formula

than do 'average' students. Minnesota, New Jersey, and Rhode !sland

utilize another type of weighted formulas based on the number of pupils

from families receiving assistance under Aid to Families with Dependent
Children (Berke, 1974: 113-11@).3 Singleton (1973) proposés that legis-

latures consider adopting a 'minority needs quotient'" to take into con-

sideration the unique needs and extra . ts of educating economically




and culturally different pupils.

One very common problem with the weighted pupil approach is that

more often than not thg\yeights are derived from costs of existing pro-
LY

-

grams which are sadly inadequate rather than from what ideal programs
would cost. Frequently, ihe funds appropriated for cducationally disad-

vantaged or culturally different pupils are only token amounts.

"The concept of allocating state funds according to pupil needs

-

~

is consistent with the benefits view of equal educational opportunity.
The fiscal method tailored to fit this view is the iprogrammatic'' approsch

‘to state aid to ed;cation (Morgan.and_Hayden, 1970): Morgan and“Hayden e

define this as ''the method by which the higher level of government, such

—

as the-state government in education, determines to perform a certain

level of social-mer it service, then designs a program which is a combina-

tion of activities required to produ;;“EFEt*4eyg]an service' (1970: 102).
The essential difference between this approach and th; conventional method
of allocating funds ''is that a conventional budgét provides its funds in
accordance with things that are to be purchased, whereas the program bud-
get provides its funds in accordance with goals that are to be achieved"
(Morgan and Hayden, 1970: 113). The (Minimum) Foundation Program--the
most common form of state aid to education--is typical of the conventional

approach in that it is organized around buying of services and objects

. (inppts) rather than purchasing goals (outputs) {(Morgan and Hayden, 1370:
148
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113-114). It seems clear that if equality of educational results among
economic and ethnic groups is.fo be adopted as a legitiwate goal, then
basic changes will have to be made in the current approach to state fund-
ing of education and alt;rnatiVes to the current (Minimum) Foundation
Program will have to be considered. Already a considerable bcdy of lit~
erature on the various alternatives to this current method of funding
has developed.3

There is another important consideration in addition to the ques-
tion of the type of funding scheme necessary to achieve equaiity of re-
sults: the kind of pedagogy that is needed to enable educationally dis-
advantaged minority students -to '"catch up" with members of the dominant
group. Central to this concern is the "attitudinal set' of school sys-
tem administrators and teachers vis-a-vis minority group pupils, since

the perspective of those who design and carry out the educational programs

will determine the form and content of the education received. The views

r
v

of how to close the achievement gap between ethnic minorities and the
majority group seem to be polarized into two very different approaches,

each with its own mcdus operandi. These approaches are presented as

described by Arciniega (1973) in Figure L-2.
One approach might be referred to as the ''compensatory education
for the culturally deprived' model. According to this perspective, equal

benefits for minorities can best be achieved by successfully overcoming
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Figure L4=2. Schematic of Alternative PResponses to the Equal Benefits
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the negative effects of their deprived environments. Thus, steps ﬁust

be taken to remediate the deleterious.influences of hone, neighborhood

and peer environment on the minority child. This is basically the ration-
ale of compensatory education programs in recent years. |t is the ap-
proach recommended by Coleman after considering the findings of the

0ffite of Education survey (Coleman, 1968: 26). And it is a view sup-

ported by the research of Martin Duetsch, Jerome Bruner, H. M. Skeels,

and-earlier works such as that of Jean Piaget (Morgan and Hayden, 1970:
136). The programs that follow logically from this perspective were de-
veloped to compensate for deprivations of the child's early years and
ultimately, through reconditioning, acculturate the child into middle-
class values and behavior. In its pejorative form, this approach views
the child's home culture as essentially 'pathological."
Brischetto and Arciniega (1973a) reviewed the literature on the
education of Mexican Americans prior to 1970 and found the compensatory
education model cast in terms of a ''‘pathological' view of Chicano life
styles to be predominate. The implications of this view are that
. . . when carried into the classroom, (it) has had the effect of
defining the minority pupil as inferior and placing the responsibil-
ity for his failure on his home environment and group culture. The
application of this perspective to public policy has been to create
programs designed to intervene in the child's socialization process
and even alter the child's home environment (Brischetto and Arciniega,

1973a: 40).

The operationalization of this 'pathological' perspective is
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found in most compensatory education programs. One such program, Head

Start, in the estimation of Stephen and Joan Baratz, ''has effectively

disregarded or attempted unknowningly to destroy that which is viable

cultural system. . . . Head Start has fu!led because its goal

correct a deficit that simply does not exist'" (1971: 481). Faced Wit
the realization that compensatory programs have until now failed in at-

tempting to close the achievement gap between minorities and the dominan;
group, Baratz and Baratz suggest three response that might be anticipated:

1. An increased preoccupation with very early intervention, at
birth or shortly thereafter, to offset the allegedly 'vicious'

, effects of the inadequate environment . . .; -

2. The complete rejection of the possibility of intervention effects
unless the child is totally removed from his environment to be
cared for and educated by specialists; .

3. The total rejection of the environmentalist-egalitarian position
in favor of a program of selective eugenics for those who seem
unable to meet the demands of a technological einronment——sci~
entific racism (1971: L84-485),

<
It is only recently that an a!tgrnative perspective has been

articulated which, for want of an established title, might be called the
Yeulturally democratic learning' model. Rather than attempt to compensate
for a culturally deprived home environment, this view attempts to develop
an educational system which adapts to the cultural differences of minority
group children and encorporates these differences into the educational
program. The promotion of cultural differences is recognized as a legiti-

mate educational goal necessary to develop the full potentialities of the

culturally different child. Thus, cultural schools with bicultural
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curricula are considered essential elements of schcol systems with bicul-
tural pupils. Both Englis: and.Spanish are encouraged and utilized a.
all levels with the specific purpose of developing functional proficicney

in both languages. According to this approach the school would be changed

to fit the child rather than vice versa. A pluralistic educational system

; +

with community control of schools vould be develbped vwhich addresses it-

self to, the unique problems of culturally different pupils (Arciniega,

1973: 177-179).

Whether or not this new model will be adequate for achieving re-

sults in school will depend on a number of factors, not the least of o

-

which is a serious, well-funded commitment to making radical change$ in
the current system of public education. The evaluation of the various

alternative pedagogical approaches will require extensive and well-designed

!
i

social experimentation.

The goal of economic equality

Whether the goal of achieving equal educational results is a rea-
sonable one within current societal arrangements gives reason for pause.
What reform efforts in the courts and in the legislatures have taught us
is that equality of educational opportunify ir. _.e fullest sense of equal
results of education is a complex problem to which there is no ;imple
solution. To understand the complexities of the issue requires an under-

%

standing of the interrelated character of our basic social, economic,

153
154




%

political and educational institutions. Thus, to change in any funda-

mén&gl way the educatiogal system requires that changes also be made in

~

the social, economic an@ politiéal spheres of society.

A quite different view of the relationship between schooling, and <~

social status pervades the literature on equality of cdueafﬁonalloppor-

. . ) v
tunity. Typically, the school is-Viewed as the independent variable in

the status achievement equation. Horace Mann over a century ago saw
education as the ''great equalizer,'" a view vhich is still very prevalent
today. Equality of educational achievement is somehow expected to pro-
duce equality in the economic sphere of society. But to the amazement of
their investigators, these studies have generally found that differences
in educational attainment explain very little of the variation in eco-
nomic success causing many to abandon efforts to reform the educational
system altogether. John Porter's critical comments on the iypes of re-
search efforts addressed to the prediction of educational and ultimately
economic success are to the point:

It appears that some American liberal educators have had a deep-
seated if naive conviction that public education was the open-
sesame to a beautiful world of equality. Hierarchy and stratifica-
tion rest on foundations which are not likely to be demolished by
education. Schools are very much the creatures of the societies in
which they are found, reflecting and reinforcing the interests,
powers and inequalities that exist. On the other hand there was rea-
son to suppose that something called equality of educational oppor-
tunity would facilitate upward mobility by giving disadvantaged
social cla~ses a better start in the .competition for unequal re-
wards, a condition which does not seriously threaten the existing
order of privilege as long as the supply of higher-status occupa-
tions continues to expand (1973: 463).
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

But what happens when the supply of high-status occupations is depleted?

While social mobility may occur for somé members of the disadvantaged
class, there is certainly not room at the top for all members.

What the tremendous emphasis on equality of outcomes has accom-
plished is to create a h0mogenei}y or aspiration in a competitiye game
wherein winners imply losers and ° equality becomes ah'qccepted fact of
life. Thus, ultimately the social division of labor within the hierarchi-
cal structure of production would seem to be a more impértaﬁf target for
chaﬁae efforts to achieve economic equality. The elimination of inequai-
ities in educational opportunities is no panacea for solving the more
deep-rooted problem of inequalities in the economic sphere of society.
Jencks waé probably giving sound advice when he suggested that ve acknowl -
edge that economic success results from non-educational factors and go on
to attack economic inequality directly (1972: 84). Of course a frontal
assault on economic inequality does not preclude the need for attacking

inequalities among and within educational systems directly.
SUGGESTIONS FCR FURTHER RESEARCH

The focus ¢ the present research on inequalities in educational
revenues, expenditures and services should nat be construed to mean that

money is the only measure of equal educational opportunity in the equal

&
inputs sense of the term. One must keep in mind the three-dimensional

\
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Y
mode! presented in Chapter 1 (Figure 1-1) for identifying the various

¥

inequi .» in cducaLiQQ?l inputs. There are other types of inequities

\ -

that deserve investigation if all the avenues to litigatio:r are to be

explored.

Inequalities in educational resources L\‘

One basic limitation of most of the res-acct on inequalities in
the distribution of educational resources--this study notwithstanding--

. . - ~ .
is that usually the only unit o” analysis on which resource data are

-available is the school district. School districts, especially those

large districts in urban areas, are not very homogeneous and disparities
within districts are masked in interdiftrict analyses. For states such

as Texas, where disparities among districts are great with respect ko

both educational resources and ethnic composition, the patterns of di§;
crimination are more readily apparent. But in states such as California,
where districts contain a more heterogeneous mix of racial and ethnic
groups, the discrimination is less evident. What are needed are stud*gf
of inequalities in the distribution of educational resources among school s

.

within districts. If differences between schools and even between pupils
were revealed, the results would probably show even greater inequalities (//_
than are apparent from district-level dz.a. The existence of large in-

tradistrict disparitics was acknowledge by the U.5. Office of Education

in 1970 by an administraiive policy guideline which requirved that a




of

o . é’;" -

~

4 - N . . -
school district in order to qualify for additional Title 1 funds att&in - N
NN - N
”:ompardhrfltw'\betqeen schools of the diftrict with regdrd to the dis-
. - Lo

e . N - {

. . LY :
tribution of educational resources. f

L
2 ;s'lc

. s , . . .
There is some legal*precedefit” for trying casesion intradistrict

inequalities. One of the earliest school finance suits to be introduced
”~ y) ., R 5 .
was Hobson v. Hansen (269 F Supp 401 [DDC 1967]), a case .ipvolving .in-

-

tradistrict inequalities among schools in Wasﬁing;bn;‘DlC.

suit Judge J. Skelly VWright opifed that a $100 per pupil dif
. . YA P o ..
tween pregéminate]y (85-100 p&rcent) Black-schools and predominately .
N ’ ‘ ’ .
Whit  “schools constitutedﬂéﬁgunacceptable inequaldity and was prima facie *~— |
-5'-.. tow \-.1 . ; " ‘ .
evidence for racial and soiiii?ong ¢ discriminatign (Kirp, and Yudof,
/t s . - s
& -

to7h: 567-583). . ¢ . gy

Another area for future research on disparities im educat?onal ;
. i ( E *¥5%§ ) el

resources is the determination of tks\iziige impact of~schgol firance

i
? .
equalization on central cities.. vallahan and Wilkin report that gprT?F\L
. £ L - - S ' B
. school finance reforms--namely, full state funding, s istrict power equal- .
& . ~ L
, izing, and percentage equalization plans--would disadvantage central

"Citjes 'unléss these reform plans were modified to take into account the
. - .

.pgr capita wealth, total tax éffort, educatinnal need, and educational
P
>~ 3

s -
//ii costs affecting'urgan school finances' (1974: 42). The determination .
) / . M

of urban-suburban-rural differences in these factors is essential if
]
\

v

<chool finance reform-plans are to be properly implemented. There is .

.
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every reason to believe from the preliminary research that has been done

v

that the property wea]th of urban school districts is not truly reflec-
\ A . ’ -~

tive of their fiscal capacity to bear taxes given tHQ,higher'muni;ipal
0 ’ . . -\.v N . ’.

overburden of non-school taxes (Sacks, 1973), thé higher cost of educa-’

.

. " 3 - 3 - v‘ \‘ 1]
tion in cities (Levin, ! v.lery and Sandoval, 1973) ,-and the greater pro-
w- ; . ) &
portion of pupils sith special educational needs in Urban areds.
! . ‘

Fin§119, the identiﬁ}zﬁtién of differences in fiscal capach

bear taxes is not poﬁsible wj}hout mo¥e accurate and p%e;isg data on’

A

school district “wealthﬁ'\“vt;gyst be realized.that real estate
a1 N

property does not provide the best estimate of the total ‘wealth of a

* .
school district since it omits the major type of wealth, ""human capital"

-~

. (Morgan and Hayden, 1970: 73). The;|979 cemsus data on personal income

~ * o
by school distfict,Boundaries provides an importent additional sourceftﬂ; )
f . ’ Py
data for estimating total district wealth. But additional data are needed
o/ ' L ‘
) to separate out the different types of ‘'wealth. With better estimates of
- <

fiscal capacity to\bear taxes, more adequate research can be conducted on
- '

the disparities in tax burden as they affect different econonic and cthnic

/ "\\\igroups.‘ Previcus research on tax assessment disparities indicates that

-~

assessment practices are notoriously erratic (Morqan and Hayden, 1970:

. jj. 73; Due, 1959: 390; Netzer, 1966: 165). Farther research efforts are
By ’ e
needed on thid topic on a staf&-by-state basis. The major problem with
.

this type of research, of course, is that it is very costly anal thus,
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e often politically unfeasible.

Inequallities in_educational practices .

A second area in which further research on inequalities i du~
q I’I’T\K

*

" cational inputs is needed concerns the educatienal practices involved in

. the delivery of educational resources. Equal educational opportunity in

-~

this sense means that each child has the chance to participate to his
fullest capacity in the educational process }egardless of his ethnicity
or the wealth of his parents. 'The assumption is that different children

. have different needs.and educational practices and programs must be flexi-

ble enough to satisfy those var lous needs. The gentral research question

)
14 * *

~guiding the analyses in these research endeavors vould be: To what ex-

tent are educational practices and programs implemented in a manner which

has the effect of egc]uding‘cu]tﬁrélly'diffefent students from full par-

RN

ticipation in the educational process? '

"The Office for Civil Rights of the U.S. Offi of Education prior
| s of th el

/ to 1970 had received a number of comp]aiﬁts by community organizations -

’

- and individuals indicating that it had failed to investigate discrimina-

tion based on the cultural and linguistic characteristics of Chicano

youthg in school. Upon closer investigation, the Office of Civil Rights

A 4
found 'massive evidence of the systematic lower achievement of minority

— group children and the existence of largé nupbers of segregated homogene-

-

ous ability grouping afid special education classes. . . ! (Gerry, 1971:

-
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e

5). After reviewing much of the educational and civil rights literature
on thnic discrirmination, the conclusi;; was reached that ''Mexican
Amgricah children were, as a group, in many school districts being ex-
cluded from f@ll and effective parficipation in . . . the educational
programs operated by such districts" (Gerry, 1971: 5).

In response to these findings, J. Stenley Pottinger, Director of
the Officg for‘Civil Rights, on May 25, 1970, issued a departmental
policy statement In the\form of a memorandum to school districts with
more than 5 percent national origin-minority group children. As a policy
document the memorandum was designed to create a set of principles which
would serve '"to clarify D/HEW policy on issues concerning the responsi-
bility of school districts to provide equal educational opportunity to
national origir-minority group children deficient in English language
skills" (Pottinger, 1970: 1)

The legal-basis of & May 25th memorandum was Title VI of the
Civil Rights Act of 1964 wiich provides that no person ‘'on the ground of
race, color, or national origin, b; excluded from participation in, be
denied the benefits of, or be subjected to discrimination under any pro-
gram or activity recei:ing Federal financial assistance." (Sec. 601,
Civil Rights Act of 1964, 78 Stat. 252, 42 U.SlQ. 2000d). The substance
of the memorandum was that schocl districts should develop eduéational
probrams and practiccs whikb werg\tu}turally relevant to the studénts

“2
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enrolled and which were sufficiently flexible to allow culturally dif-

ferent pupils to share in the full benefits of these programs. Four major
<7

areas of concern were specified in the memorandum:

1. Vhere inability to speak and understand the English ] anguage
excludes national origin-minority group children from effective
participation in the educational program offered bty a school dis-
trict, the district must take affirmative steps to rectify the
language deficiency in order to open its instructional program

to these students.

School districts must not assign national origin-minority group

students to classes for the mentally retarded on the basis of

critaria which essentially measure or evaluate English language
skills; nor may school districts deny national origin-minority
group children access to college preparatory courses on 3 basis
directly related to the failure of the school system to inculcate

English language skills. -

3, Any ability grouping or tracking system employed by the school
system to deal with the special language skill needs of national
origin-minority group children must be designed to meet such
language skill needs as soon as possible and must not operate
as an educational dead-end or permanent track.

4. School districts have the responsibility to adequately notify

-minority group parents of school activities
Such notice

N

national origin
which are called to the attention of other parents.
in order to be adequate may have to be provided in a language

other than English (Pottinger, 1970: 102).

in short, the responsibility was placed on the school system to

develop educational practices which relate to the culture, language, and

learning style of the children in school. For future research efforts,

the May 25 memorandum @y serve the important function of providing the

termining whether or not certain practices are perpetuating

-~

inequalities in educational opportunity.

guidelines for de
From the findings of survey re-
\

search by the U.S. Commission on Civil Rights (1972a, 1974), it is evident




- &
that Title VI violations are quite common in the Southwest. Vhat is

needed is a systematic attempt to identify the type and extent of cultural
exclusion on a state-by-state basis.

if one i> to judge from recent court decisions based on Title VI,
this approach provides cne of the rost promising future litigation strate-

gies. On dJanuary 21, 1975, the U.S. Supreme Court ruled in Lau v. Nichols

{412 U.s. 538 [1973]) that non-Engiish-speaking Chinese students in the
San Francisco Unified Schooi District vere effectively being excluded
from schooling since they w;re not provided instruction that would ailow
them to comprehend and benefit from classes taught in English. This rul-
ing has been read as a legal mandate for bilingual education that)may be
a;plied to Chicano pupils as well (Alcala, et al., 1974). Since Lau was
based on a legislative rather than a constitutional standard, i.e., Sec-
tion 601 of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 (42 U.S.C. 2000d), thevenforce— -
ment of this provision is in the hands of the Office for Civil Rights of
Department of Health, Education, and Velfare. Failure to comply with the
HEW guidelines may lead to discontinuance of federal funding; but to date
there are no reported cases of such fund cutoffs (Alcala, et al., 1974:
21).

Other cases have ordered bilingual-?}culturgl education blans as

remedies. In Serna v. Portales Municipal Schools (351 F. Supp. 1279

[D.4.M. 1972]) the court found that Chicano pupils did “not (in fact have

162
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equal educational opportunilty and that a violation of their constitu-
tional right to equal protection cxists" (Alcala, et al., 1974: 1h).

In an intervention into United States v. Texas, Judge lustice ordered

that bilingual education te included in a conprehensive education plan
for the San Felipe-Del Rin desegregation casz (AMcala, et al., 1974:
12). Research is needed to provide the facts for similar cases in
court.

Inecualities in ethnic influence

Related to the problem of cultural ex~lusion in the schools is
the issue of ethnic representation in pésitions £ influence in the
school system and the larger issue of commuriity control of schools. A
successful bilingual-bicultural education program can not be implemented
without sufficient bilingual teachers. Yet the number of Chicano pupils
per Chicano teacher is extremely high, almost insuring that any program
for bilingual education will, no déubt, bz only superficial. HEW f}gures
on enrollment in public schools throughout the U.S. in 1973 show there
were: 22.5 Anglo pupils for each Anglo teacher; 31 Asian pupils for
every Asian teacher; 35 Black pupils for every Black teacher; 86 Native
American pupils for every Ngtive-hmerican teacher; and 107 Spanish-
speaking pupils for every Spanish-speaking teacher (Alcala, et al., 1974
5) .

Other research comparing the percentage representation of




minorities on school boards and in ulministrative and other decision-
making positions is nceded. The inforration might be provided to bolster

cases based on Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 196k,

It is interesting to note that stondards for judging violaticns

of Title VI, included in an carly version of the Hay 25, 1970, memorandum

"by Stanley Pottinger of the Gffice for Civil Rights of HEW, were stricken

from the final draft. These included, among others;

1. Failure to provide bilingual personnel in schools with significant
Spanish-speaking enrollment and in other district contact posi-
tions;

2. Failure to undertake affirmative recruitment and developmenL
through in-service programs for teachers, counselors and adminis-
trators .who possess a sensitivity for and understanding of the :
cultural background for the minority pupils (Alcala, et al.

1974:  28).
Whether such standards will again be introduced may depend on the extent
to vhich such jnequities in ethnic representation in instructicnal and
administrative positions are vell-documented in future research efforts.
Segregation

Although this questicn has received very little attention by
social science researchers, it has recently become a topic of concern in
the formulation of educational policy affecting national-origin minority

&=
group children. This belated concern follows almost two decades the

Brown v. Board decision of the Supreme Court. The Brown case declared

that practices separating chil -en of different racial groups--ev.n if

physical facilities and other educational resources were available to

6l
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both groups-=violate the equal protection clause of the Fourteenth Amend-

¢ . he B

ment to the Constitution. Prior to 1270 no action was token_ by the fed-

eral governaent or the courts to apply the Brown case to ethnic minori-

ties. During the sixties, court-ordered desegicgation plans in the

\
Southwest, by classifying Chicano children as Whites, accomplished

I)de_

segregation' by bringing together Black and Chiceno children. 1t was

\

not until the 1970 case of Perez v. Sonora lIndependent School District

that the Department of Justice intervened to attempt to desegregate

Chicano children in the schools of that district and to end discriminatory
=\
practices (Gerry, 1971: 2): Desegregation plans negotiated by the execu-

N\
tive branch also ignored the problem\of discrimination against Mexican

American pupils. As Martin Gerry of the Office for Civil Rights of HEW

notes,

\

between 1954-1970 neither the courts nor the Executive -anch seri-
-ously attacked either the segregation of HMexican America , Puerto
Pican and native Arerican children or the invidious discriminatory
practices utilized by school districts in the operation of educational
programs within schools (Gerry, 1971: W),

This marked lack of conéé(é\ijth fhe probiem of the segregation
of Mexican Americans is also evident in the sparcity of studies of ethnic
isoiation. Such a gap in research caused the U.S. Commission on Civil
Rights to address the segregation of Hexican Americans in the Southwest

as the first of a series of reports on the findings of their Mexican

. F
American Education Study (1971a). Their findings estimated that in 1968-69,
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45.5 percent of 411 Chicano pupils in the Southuest wvere attending

schools in which their cthnic group in the wajority. They also found
considerable variation from stuate to state in the degree of ethnic iso-
lation. Texas was reported to have the greatest extent of ethnic isola-
tion and California the least. |In Texas, one-fifth of the Chicano pupils
were found in schools of 95-100 percent Mexican American enrollments and
two-thirds of a.1 Chicano pupils are located in schaols which are predomi-
nately Mexican American (USCCR, 1971a: 26, Table 7).

These findings are consistent with the data presented in this
study of data for 1971-72. Although the central focus of the present
research vas not to examine the degree of ethnic isolation per se, the
major "independent' variable was the ethnic composition;of school dis-
tricts. In Texas, where ethnic isolation was found to 'be the greatest;
the problems of segregation and low educ.tional expenq%tures were found

!

to coincide to o great extent. Although considerable interdistrict dis-
parities in ethnic isolation were not found in Caliernia, further re-
search is needed to investigate the degree of ethnic isolation withip
large school districts and, beyond that, the interrelationship between

intradistrict segregation and disparities in the allocation of educational

resources among schools within districts.
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FOOTHOTES

Tsee Brischetto and Arciniega, 1973b: 11 for an illustration of
the educational attainment gap between ethnic groups.

Alise identifies nine different definitions of equality of edu-
cational opportunity in terms of different means of allocating educational
resources (1972: 142-159). These are: ''(1) The negative definition is
the one most commonly in use in the courts. Vhen the gquality of a child's
education does not depend on such ‘arbitrary' factors as his parents’
economic status or on his geographic location within the state, then
equality of educational opportunity exists; (2) The full opportunity
definition, on the other hand, is a more idealistic standard by which to
judge whether or not equality or educational opportunity exists. Accord-
ing to this definition, educational resources would be allocated to each
student until he has reached his full potential for achievement; (3) The
foundation definition has been operationalized with slight variations by
ost to finance education. The foundation pregram provides for a 'satis-
factory minimum offering' in dollars to each school district within the
state. When a local school system is unable to provide the minimum of -
fering at the tax rate required by the state, the difference is made up
by state funds; (4) The minimum attainment definition reguires a minimum
level of educational achievement by every student. Educational resources
are to be provided to each student until he reaches the minimum level of
attainment. Such a standard necessitates an unequal distribution of edu-
cational resources in favor of the educationally deficient children. Thus,
if a student fails below the norm, additional resources and attention are
provided to bring him back up to the minimum level of performance; (5)
While the foundation and minimum attainment definitions specify minima,
the leveling definition is not limited to a fixed minimum. This defini-
tion provides for the allocation of resources in inverse proportion to
the student's ability in order to equalize differences in educational
outcomes of students. Students, according to this definition, would
ideally leave school with equal educational equipment and with a.more
equal chance for success. The less advantaged student would become the
focus of educational resources and programs in order to approach equality
of attainment; (6) Just the opposite of gbhe leveling definition is the
competition definition of equality of educational opportunity. This
definition would necessitate the allocation of educational resources in
direct proportion to the student's ability. The uggerlﬁing assumption
is that students will benefit according to their differett capacities
for learning and thus those who are more capable*?ﬁould'be provided ~ .
greater access to educational resources; (7) Unlike the competition —




pupil definition arques that ability

definition, the equal dollars per

vate basis for allocating oducational resources. Instead,
hould be allocated equally to all students. This
nds of resources to be allocated
ding on individual needs; but the

is not a legitin
educational resources s
definition does allow for different Ki
for different sorts of students, depan

amount of resources per pupil should, in the balance, be equal; (8) A
slight variation of the equal dollars per pupil definition is the maxi-
mum variance ratio definition which allows for educational resources to

be allocated such that the 'maximum discrepancy in per pupil expenditures
does not exceed a specified ratio.' Variations allowing for differences
in cost, in educational needs, and economics of scale viould be taken into
consideration in allocating resources for education; (9) The reasonable
classification definition sects standards for pupils of different inter-
csts and abilities and applies these standards statewide. Thus, if $600
a year is considered suitable for college-bound students of average abil-
ity, then what amount should be allocated statewide for students of
average ability who intend to go on to college. or, if $1,200 a year is
a reasonable amount for disadvantaged students in the primary grades,
then that should be appropriated for disadvantaged elementary pupils

statewide.

3For a more detailed discussion of these_ schémes, see: Johns
and Alexander, 1971; Garms and Smith, 1969; and Berke, Callahan and

Goettel}, 1972: 64-73. '

hMorgan presents a thorough surmary and assessment of the various
reform options in response to the principle of no-wealth discrimination
(1973b) and discusses, in another source, the -arithmetic of 'no wealth
discrimination’ (1974). See also Gilmer, 1973, and Gilmer and Morgan,
1873 for a discussion of the impact of alternative forms of funding edu-
cation. Coons, Clune, and Sugarman (1970) give @ thorough analysis of
the minimum foundation program approach to funding education. And see
Johns and Alexander (1971) for a review of the various alternative forms

of school financing.
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