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"decrease™¥cal decisidn~-making power. However, property-poor P
districts that receive insufficient state equalization funds are

. restricted in ways in which richer districts are not. Not only does -
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Local™Control of Bchocls: Two Views Of' its Nature
as Foungd in the Rodriquez Decisiton Rendered by
the bnltec States SLpreme Court ™.

GREGORY P. MALTRY
New Mexico State Upiversity

>

Abstract

-

LS parer will examine the 1973. Unit States Supreme

Decision - San Antonio School Qistricf v, fTﬁﬁE?’”aﬂ~f’””f

b ) N 3 3
ror the purpose of extracting two different and conflicting

views of the nature of local control of schools. These two
views, (in a sense definitions) will be examined in light of

contemporary research and profess1onal”jud§ement to sge’ Y

_ which, 1f elther, is most realistic, glVen the varloaS“agh

sundry organlzatlonal constralnts operating on all local

government d@/151on -making 1?/Egg;£mperaryftlmes. -
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Local Qontrol of Schools: “Lwo Views of its Nature
as Found in the ROdAriquez Degision Rendered by
' ~ 0 the United States Supreme Court .

£
In the 1973 decision--San Antonio Schoel District wv.

Rodriquez--the United States Supreme Court de;}t\yith the

-

matter. of local control as an integral part of the mosaic

. " [ . . \
of issuyes related to th&-examination of the structure and

fﬁnctibniﬁ§ of the Texas system of financing- public

Among the questions of education (schooling)
as a fundamental rlght and cost/quality arguments, the

najorlty dec1s;on and mlnorlty dissents each in turn re-

>

flected at length upon whetheripr not the system of funding
schools under consideration by' the Court was,necessary to

maintain and ensure local control of theé schools. As ‘ar-

gued by the State of Texas and accepted hy the majorlty (a 5-4 da351@n
]

" of the Court, local ‘control, off schools was -the "compelling

L4

state 1nterest"‘for the system of fund1ng¥used by the state.

I -

The dissenters also. found that Iocal control was a "légiti-

rate state purpose”, but rejected the notion that.the Texas

»

system of funding adequately .ensured local control for all

school districts in the state. 1In fact, it may be safely

\ -

-

1. See the partlally anhotated blbllography at the end of
this paper for hasic source material dealing with both the
Rodriquez case and Serrano case. The Serramo case was the.
forebearer of the Rodriquez and many other like cases Stlll

in various. gtate couxt systems.
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pointed put that those who dissented found the system of
funding 1rrat%onal to the purpose of local control in that .

it favored property .rich alstrlcts and disfavored property
poor ones. x . .

- Hence ‘the point of disjuncture between the majority.

view and minority dissents on the issue of loca% control
¢

revolves about tne‘quantity of money available to school

./
\

districts. Tw0\factors, in a sense, 1nterscct tc .translate

! R

§ .
gquantity of money into "quality of local control" often =

referred to in the case as. local déﬁ}sion making., These
: : ’
two factors are 1) -the Minimum Fouadation School Program

. L )
which provides, on a noderately sliding scale, a guaran—

.
.

teed minimum of. fundlng for each alstrlct cons1den1ng ﬂpgfr Nx}

dent popufatlon and local dlStrlFt efr t in raising m ney

through property tax and 2) the Va\gous functions allowe );

or conferred by_the state on the local school district.

’ ~

Translated, this means essentially thosé areas over which '

the Board of education in each district exercises final

]
A -

decision making. \ !

oplnlon and mlnorlty dlssents assumed the merlt 8& local

»

control, the arguments centered about the funds avallable
to each district for implegenting decisipons made at the -
‘ o .

local level and the distribution of .functions as set forth

[

in the Texas Education Coder that i's, those powers reserved

S

i

to the state and those granted to local dlStrlCtS by statute.

“ v




- ro) .
i R R T Tk Tk I T T S S G

S

e

Using the(@exasjiducation Code Justice Powell wrifingy
for the majority and Justice Marshall,writing the .most -

detailed of the three disseg%ing opinions, found in kturn
—~ ¢ T . ) .
that genﬁiné:iocal contraol did exist or that it was a
‘\ } - . e
pretense.™- ..

It yould ke well to cite both Justices' exact words (foot-

! ~

notes included) to aid in the analysis that follows. First Jus-
. - , . L
tice Marshai;‘who referred to the whole matter as a "mere sham."

...it is apparént that the State's purported con-
cern with local control is offered primarily as
an '‘excuse rather than as‘a justification for:inter-
district '(monatary) inequaigty. ‘ : ;
, In Texas, statewide laws regulate in fact the
most minute details of local public education.
For example, the State prescribes required courses.®8
All textbooks must be submitted for state approvdl,89
' . and only approved textbooks may be used.?0 The State
established the qualifications necessary for teaching
in Texas public schools_and the procedures for ob-
taining certification.?l fThe State has even legits~
lated on the length of the school day.92 Texas' own
courts have said: - :
- . By
"As a result of thé acts of the Legislature
- our school system is not of mere local con-
( | cern but it is statewide.. While a school
\L[, . district is local in, territorialllimits, it
\ : is an'integral {part of the vast school sys-
tem which is coexten$ive with the confines
Lof the State of Texas." fTreadaway v. Whitney
I~ Indepe&gent School District, 205 S. W. gg 97,
99 Tex.” Ct. Civ. App. 1947).

e

“~—.--" See also El Dorado Independent School-District v.
Tisdale, 3 5: W. 2d 420, 422 (Tii. Comp'n App. 1928) .

”

88rex. Educ. Code Ann. §821.101-21.117. Criminal
/"~ ‘'penalties are provided for failure to’ teach cer-
{ tain required courses..~"Td.) 8€84.15-4.16.

v

T

. é/ﬂn .
A

Fave.

o
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8%14., 8612.11-12.35.

Qgég,; §12.62. R .
l1a., §813.031-13.046. °

,-§21.oo4.2 -,

LT

. Justice Powell responded in a lengthy footnote. Aft r‘:E

e *

/

a review of the argument set forth by Justlci&Marshall cited

above, Justlca Powell stated: =

. - '

/;J“\\ " Th1s assertlon, that genuine local control does )
& ), not exXist in Texas,,simply cannot be suppdrted. It
e is abundantly refuted by the elaborate statutory

division of responsibilities set out in the Texas
.Education Code. Although pollcy dec1S1onmak1ng and
. <. supervisjon in certain areas are rederved to the
. _ : State, the day-to-day authority over the "manage-
- ment and trol" of gll public elémentary and sec- ‘
ondary schoo i squarely placed on the local ’
‘ school boards. Tex. Educ. Code Ann. 8817.01, 23.26
- *(1972) . Among the innumerable specific powers of
. the local school authqrities are the following:
the power of eminent domain to acquire land for the
.construction of school facilities, 1d., 8817.26,
23.26; the power to hire and terminate teachérs and
other personnel, id., £813.101-13.103; the power to
designate conditions of teacher empioyment and to
establish certain standards of educational policy,
ig., £13.901; the power to maintain order and dis~
cipline$ .id:, §21.305, including the prerogatlve to .
’ ) suspend students forsdisciplinary reasons, id.
- 821.301; the power to decide whether to .offer a
klndergarten program, id., 8821.131-21.135, or a '’
. vocational training program, id., €21.111, or a pro-
gram of special, education for the handicapped, id. '
§11.16; the power to control ‘the assignment and™
“transfer of students, id., 8821.074-21.080; and the o
Py power to operate and maintain a school bus® program,'
. id., 816.52. See also Pervis v. LaMarque Ird.

School Dist., 328 #. Supp. 638, 642-643 (SD Texs
1971) . reversed, 466 F. 2d 1054 (CA5 1972); Nichol

® " .«
z o
e

l'

» 2. San Antonio Independent School DlStrlCt V. Rodrigéez,
411 v.s., pp. 126-127 (1972) ’ )
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Y. Aldine Ind.-School Dist., 356 S. W. 2d 182 (Tex. .
27N Civ. App. 1962). Local school boards also deter-
; 3 ) _mine attendance zones,, location of new schools,
LA ‘ closing of old ones, school attendance hdurs (with-
I in limits), grading and promotion policies subject,
. +to _general guidelines, recreational and athletic
policies, and a myriad of other matters in the rou-
tine of school agministration. It cannot Pe seri-
ously doubted that in Texas'education remains largely ' ’
" a local function, and that the preponderating bulk
of all decisions affecting the schools is -m ge and
executed at the local level, guaranteeing the greatest
participation by those most directly contexrn; a.3 '
In addition to the specifics mentioned above y both
Justices Marshall and Powell, other powers were mentioned
) by one or both of them. Specifically, .the local dis rict o
could "indept itself for capital improvement but withi
limitations set by stdte statute; (Fnimuﬁ salaries wér < v .
’ /”"s§t by« the state for all teachers“ but distri¢ts ar '
' <»Mg/ranted the right to exceed these lémits. 1In dition, i
{ . '
the State‘if Texas mandates compulsory atten ance and
the scheme for funding edpcati6; through the Texas Minimum .
- <
Foundation Program. Clearly, the same set of state laws o
' e
were being utilized by both sides in this particular mat ter
to support their separate contentions.
A careful reading of the evidence that both the maj—. »
- S ' . )
~ority, and minority opinions offers in the legal aspelt of
- local control--powers confirmed, shared or denied to the
- > * - N \
-~
local district by the state--suggests no exacting guide as

_» to how to defipe the presence or absence of local control.

-

’;.The best one can abstract }s that the state grarnts to local

3. 1Ibid., pp. 51-52, fn. 108. ‘ x .

. .
.
‘" -
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authority some functions and powers. There is no sug-

4

gestion, '‘except possibly by im@lication for making a

-

*judgement, as to which functions or powers are of greater
L ! M ——

—

importance or of a more critical nature.’ The only con-.

clusion that appears valid on the basis of an examination
[ . 7z

of the Justices remarks is that each of them found a

N -

sufficient number 'of functions or po&ers granted or .denied

(or cir;ﬁmsgxibed) to warrant their separate and quite

opposite opinions about thé "quality" of local control.,

Justice Marshall's contention (for the minority) that it
‘ was a pretense. (a sham) suggests that, in his’judgement,
. 77 .

local control existed,on'paper,‘that is, in the statutes

of the State of“Texas, but, in reality, nowhére else. N

Justice Ppwell's_citatio

or the Majority) of a‘selective

number of ﬁg?ctions and powerg implies that those cited were

-

sufficient evidence that locdal districts have a fair. amount

of discretion or latitude in decision making. Hence, for

Justice Powell and those whq-concurred,with him, localk

bontrbl was alive and reagqnably healthy-in Texas.

The second aspect of the:opposiné views over local-

control had to-do with variation of money avail@ble to

each of thé sc¢hool districts_ in the state. For those in

the dissent»from the majority opinion, their view was in-
v - . ) AN . .

fluenced by the variation in funding levels amorng the dis-
’ *-
_tricts of the state as conditioned by state law. Of the
. . . Y

AP three dissenting apinions'(Marshall, White and Brennan),

s
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Justice White presents the most cogebt argément.' Homing
> P . > . [‘
his statement in on the demonstfablekandqfubstantial - |

. .+ dollar_inequalities’ among school districts in Texas, he

—

« " . levels his judiciaIrbroadsidq.gpythe laék‘of "méanihéful
options" and "realiétichphoice." Simply, in his view, _ )
o, ' the system of funding'schéols iﬁ Texas did not_permit
such gptéons and cHéice§4¢ither practically or legally. .
'That is,, the system-was so structured by statute that poo?
distrigts cannot within the limits imposed:by the‘state, "/
‘raise ré&enue that Eomes,anywhere close té what propeéty /
rich districts cah rqise,“eQen when the more wealthy disl
-E}lCtS ﬁgke lesszfiscal effort thHan the ;oor districts.
In the process 6f his dfécqssion, Justice White states- -

fairly the basic contentions of the State of Texas about

/ . . - o
local control. (This is the same set of contentions

e

- accepted -by the majoripy.f Then, in the judgemen£ of

this writer, Justice White demoliéhes thoée contentions

«

with facts accepted by éli\pa{ties concefnedtgﬁWhat‘ /

follows is the text of Justice White's gnalysié‘(foatngtes
_ .2 O
included) .- 9 oo

- N
-

The Texas public schools are-financed through
b a, combination of state funding, local property tax
. revenue, and some federal funds.l Concededly, the:
s system yields wide disparity in. per-pupil reveéenue
among the varidus districts. ,Ig/a typi;zl year,

for example, the Alamo Heights dAistrict had total
revenues of $594 per pupil, wh%le the Edgewood dis- R
trict had only $356 per pupil. The majprity and
the State -concede, as they must, thevi;istence of
major disparities in speridable funds,” But the : —
Stdte contends that the disparities do not invidi- ‘ T
ously discriminate against chiygren and families

s ’ .

4

-
. .

,
. . L 4
.- 5 P .
.




in districts* sucl/ as, Edgewood, because the Texas’
scheme is designed "to provide an adequate educatlon
for all, with lgcal autonomy to go beyond that é
1nd1v1dual school districts desire and are abl S
It leaves to the people of each district he choice
whether to go beyond the minimum and, wf by=how
much. The ajorlty advances this rataonallzatlon:
. "While assuring a basic education for-every chil

in the State/, it permits and encourages, a arge
measure articipation in and control o- eagh
districgt's /schools at the local level." /

. cannot disagree with the proposition that
local control and local dec151onmak1ng play an
1mportan§ part in.our democratic system of govern—
ment James v. Valtierra, 402 U.8. 137 (1971).
Much may be lefts to local option,.and this case would
be quite different if it were true that thé Texas
system, while insuring minimum educational expend-
itures in every district through s; jate funding, )
extended a meaningful option 'to al’ local districts

. to increase their per~pup11 expenditures and so to~"~
rmprove their children's education to the extent
that increased funding would achi eve that goal.

The system would then arguably pL%;iéE@3&gggrgnal_-7wu~___.___¢,r
and sensible method of achieving e stated aim

of preserv1ng an area fordecal initiative and
decision. 2

i
1

The difficulty with the Texas system, however.,

/%5 that it provides a meaningful option to Alamo
eights’and like schools districts but almost none-
to Edgewood and those other districcts with a low
per-pupil real estate tak base. In these latter
districts, no matter how desirous parents are of
supportlng their schools with greater revenues,
- is impossible to do so through the use of the r¢a;
‘estate property tax. In these districts, the
system utterly fails to extend a realistic
to parents because the property tax, whi
only revenue-raising mechanism exten to school
districts, is practically and 1 ly- unQVallablé““
That this rE’ghe—eitﬁEtio ¥ be readily demon-
stratea«r’/ ‘ A -
o
‘ﬁ6€51 school dlStrlCtS in,Texas raise their

portlon of the Foundation School Proyram--the Local
Fund Assignment--hy levying ad valorem taxes on’ the
proper;y located within their boundaries. 1In addi-
tion, the districts are authorlzed by the state
constitution and by statute, to levy ad valoxem ~




property taxes in order to raise revenues’ to sup>
port educational spending over and above the’ ex-
> penditure of Foundation School Program ﬁunds

e Both the Edgewood ‘and Alamo Helght dlStrlCtS
are located in Bexasp County, Texas. Syudent en-
rollment in Alamo Heights is 5, 432‘r i Edgewood
22862, The per-pupil market valueg f—the taxable /

. propertx in Alamo Heights is $49,07%, in Edgewood .
$5,960. In a typical, relevant yeaf, Alamo Heightg -
’had a maintenance tax rate of $1.2¢ and a debt senL
vice (bond) tax rate of 20¢ per $J00 ‘assessed
evaluation, while Edgewood had a Mma: ntenance ratg
of 52¢ and a bond rate of 67¢. ‘fhese-rates, when '

» applied to'the respectlve tax bgses, yielded.Alamo 7.
Helghts $1,433,473 in malntena ce ddllars and /° e

1n malntenance dollars and $279,023 A bond ollars.
A% is .readily apparent, becayse of tnehvarl ce in

A)tax basess between the di tr'cts, resufts, 1
of revenueq+,de~not ‘correl
termss of tax rate. Thus,
base wpproximately .twice ¥he. size of- Edg
base, realized approximaely six times’ a

. _haintenance dollars as

* .only approx1mately,two

Slmllaply, Alamo Helg s ‘realized s1li tly fewer

‘ bond dollars by u51ng'a bond iax rate léss. than

" one-third of that uséd - by Edg wood.

2

/\

7] compared with lamo Helghts
orthy East Distriét has taxahle propert Wi

fger -pupil market /valle, Of approximats ’I?Xg*_

but total. taxab

one~half times #hat of Edgewood. Applylzg a main-

tergnce rate of §1, North. +Eagt yielded $2,818,148.

'Thus,'because  f its superior 'tax base, Noyth East

‘was able to a ply a tax rate sllghtly les

twice that applied by Edgewocd and yleld

~ than* 10 tlme the maintenance dollars.

North East, with a bond rate of 45¢, .y »
. $1,249,159-#more than four.times Ed ewood‘s yleld

‘with two-thirds the rate. . :

XS or North East, to
apply the 'Edgfewocd tax rate to its tah/base, it .
. would yield/far greater’ revenues than 'Edgewood ist °.
able to yifld applying those same rates to its -
base. Cohversely, were Edgewood to apply the Alam
HelghtS'or North East rates to its base the yleld

) . ‘ ‘,




-10-, ,
would be far smaller than the ‘Alamo Heights or ’
North East yields, The disparity is, therefore, )
currently operatlve and its impact on Rdgewood is
undenlably serious. ‘It s evident from statistics
in the record that«show that, ,applying an equalized.
tax rate of 85¢ per $100 assessed valuation, Alamo
Heights was able to provide appreoximately $330 per ¢
pupil'in local revenues over and above the Local
Fund A551gnment In Edgewood, on the other hang,
with an equallzed tax rate of $1.05 per $100 of
assessed valuation, $26 pez pupil was raised beyond
- the: Local Fund Assignment. As .previously noted,
in Alamo Heights, total: per-pupil revenues from local,
state, and fedgral funds was $594 per pupll in
EdgeWood $356.
|
In order ' to equal the hlghest yield in any
other Bexae County district, Alamo Heights would
be requited togtax at \the 'rate, of 68¢ per $100 of*
assegsed .flua lon. Edgewood would be required to
tax at the ohibitive Xxate of $5.76 per $100.
,ﬁBut state -1 places a $1.50 per $100 ceiling on
%he maintenance tax rate,\a.limit that wogld surely’
be reached long before Edg -wood attafhed & equal
yield. Edgewood™Ts ‘thus p ecluded in law, as well
as in fact, from achieving a yield even tlose to '
that of some other dlstrlcts )

.
v
.. ¢ M
.
. .

lThe heart of the Texas system i% ‘embodied in an in-

tricate series of statutory prowisidqQns which make
. up Chapter 16 of,.the Texas Educa,V, ode,'Tex. Educ. \
. Code Ann. 216,01 et §eg. Seeralso\’ \gguc Code
eq

-~

§L5 01 et seq ~and §20.10 et

2The flgures dlscussed are from Plaindiffs" §?1b1ts' ‘
7, &, and 12. The figures are from the 1967- -1968 . .
echool year. Because the various exhibits relied . Lo
upon different attendance totals,” the par-pupil ‘re-
sults dpo not precisely correspond to the gross .fig-

ures g ed. The\dlsparlty between dlStrlCtS, rathex.
. than\the a ual figures, is the 1mportant Nactor. ?g
o . ' h

= TR

¢

3Brief \for hppellents.ll—l3, 35., N :

4variablé asséssment practices are.also reygealed in ‘
this recoyd. Appellants do not, however, contend that
' accounts, even to a small extent, for\the

v e
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5The per-pupil funds received from state, federal,
and other sources, while not precisely equal, do
not account for the large differential and are not
directly ‘attacked in the vresent case.

)

The .majority op;nlon was based partly on a review of

N

the Texas Minimum Foundation Program. The review led to the.

conclusion’that the program assured an adgguate eduéation for

.

each child in the state. Nowhere does the majority or the,.

- - «

< T Ak

State of Texas dispute the facts cited above by Justice >

. \ ' . €
White; only the implitations &f those facts for the larger

constitutional issue of discrimination based on wealth.?>

| Justice Marshall, in his own dissentin§ opinion, after

in Texas,

6

g a myth. In the Serrano\case, the forebearer of the

:a "cruel illusion. "7

I T T T T S S S S S S S S A A RS

by the court related to local control--the powers and/or

&

) . We have reviewed thé major components as dealt with
‘ .
!

fdhctions granted -or denied local school districts and .

.

{ . the question of the amount of expendable wealth available

to implement decisions at the local level. Some additional

.4

4. 1Ibid., pp. 63-67. ; .

'5. Ibid; 'pp. 18-29. '

6. 1Ibid., pp. 129.

2d p. (1971) . -

7. Serrano v. Priest, 487 P.

-

1260

~———

"an analysis of evidence with ;eférence to the funding scheme .

decided that for many districts localiconfrol waS"Y

Rodriguez and other such cases, the California State Supreme:

) Court declared that flscal freewill for poor dlStrlCtS was '

14 L |

s

|
)
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«

points need to be clarified, however,\before proceeding '

» N \ »

wfth what other sources reveal on thlS matter andy frnally,

to an attempt at a deflnltlon of local control
==00 9%

-

o N . ‘&

) .Flrst, 1n‘the case of dollars avallable or functlons
E) N -

( ‘. Y

, conferred, it must be kept in mind that we are deallng in

.

',a.relative area. There is no model;t

. local control within the'legal‘framework of rican - ' o
. ) . . ) . P
>~ saqciety. Even historical examples may be ‘distortions of °

. - v ' v . N . .
reality.8 ‘ - " g

Q * -

, , Second it 1is the assumptlon of\thgs writer that

essentlally the same problem of'déflnlng local control ©/

exrsts when_it comes to guestiong about-.all local govern- . &\\‘_\;\
. -, (Ng , ,

* men't, given the structure of funding and distribuytion of powers

) -

'iﬁgall states. Therefore, ,arkswrelatedfto local qdntrol

.

ﬁ!n‘schopl'distribts 1y well be: relevant to 1lbcal govern-—

» .

ment in generdl.

v .
.
’ - .

S R S e S S S S S U SR St S St S U OIS

. What literature is évailable is generally végué im%f///////’"
" terms of any operational‘definition of local control. is

- . evident from the literature review that the two cefipon-

ents--statutes and funding--are prime elemehtS‘in,apyhdis—.
) v ) S

Pl

. cussion of local control. !

[} -

R 8. See: Bgrnard Bailyn, Education in the Forming of Ameri- .
PRI can Society: ‘Needs and Opportunities Ffor Study (Chapel Hill:
: ’ The university of North Carolina Press, 1960) for .an inter-
pretive history of the orlgln of schooling.
. \
s I
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Campbell,and others9 make thé traditiohal péint
thatfschool districts, llke all local government, are a
creation of the state and their llmltS are set by statnte.
.They also suggest that the coneept of loca}.control 1s_a
part of the fabric of omr value system and by implication

» N ¢

the degree of localbautonomy vavles from state to state b

on h1story and tradltlon But begause of the growi in-
volvement at the federal as well as state Lev in local

affalrs (financially and thrxough statute), local control
N L3 // ’ (' \\
is in, their 'view as much a folk;pré/as a fact. There is,

" in addition, the very com%}éi network of an informal
nature, that impacts and constrains local decision making.

It is this last p01nt that Wirt and K:LrstlO deal w1th at

4

.length. These p01nts are examlned throughout Rosenthal ll
But while these.sources set the context of the larger

questlon—Jbest summed up by“the questlon, "#ho runs the \&\\

goni2

school —~they offer llttle ‘in the way of an operatlonal

<

definition that rdight résolve the dispute over the issue

PO
raised in the Rodriguez case. ’ s f
- L ' _ ;
S ; < . o m ] . \ ) { ’ ¥
T 9. ‘Roald F. .Campbell and otHKers, The Organization and Con- s
" trol of American Schools (3d ed.;. Columbus, Ohio: Charles 3
. E. Merrlll Publlshlng Co. %975 pp. *76~77 . , ,f’
- . . ’
lO Frederlck M. Wirt and Michael W. Kirst, The Political
X © We f American.Schools (Boston Little, Brown. & Co., 1972), K
' “.see esps . 5. y - - % o

.
3

, ed., Governing Education: A Reader on
ublic School POlle (Gardén City, N.Y.:

11. Alan Rosent
. Politics, Power an
Doubleday & Co., 1965.

12, Ibid., p;‘vii.
]




: state control over loca

, N 14— -( | s ‘ . . ’ ; , .

Ll xe J

. ™~
A search ©of the ERIC systen revealed little of a < O
.
direct afd to the §roblem Four'entriés do' deserie ‘note, \§\»

however, because they 'deal with a related point raiséd in: '

- . . . ~ N

the majority d;cisionw’ ) Ly

-
N . N

<
{ .
One writerl3, after rev1ew1ng the ﬁactors that 1¢m1t ?\\F\\\

+
!

local control (school dlStrlCt autonomy is “the search
deflnltlon) Wthh included 1ntergovernmental aid, pro—
feSS1onallzatlon-(and unlonlzation), court decisions'and

. ’ “
state sthtute (and various admlnlstratlve restrrctlgn),

suggests that all ex1st1ng eV1dence does not 1nd1cate that ,(

loss of school dlstrlct'dec1S1on maklng. it 4 slnot_ﬁollow

that as the state_changes its structure of funding,

. .
. . . . . o -

raises its share to local school disti}cts, state control . 4 \\\\‘

-
I'd

* pver educational matters increases.

-Another studyl4 loo§ﬂng'at ten states with differenx
levels of state aid and- examlnlng eleven components of

£ 4
decxs;on maklng . g pef%onnel

and budgetary-patters, réached basi ly the same conclusion

‘e

as Ruhrman, that is, there is no relationsh etween degrce

of state control and level of .state contribution
. ‘\ ' N\

districts. Further,. the Levin study foupd little relationship .

* ) » ‘ . : 5 S
. : ) ¢ A [ . ;% o, . r
13., Susan,il. Ruhrman, "Lgcal Control: Fear or. Fantasy, A -
Report of the New Jersey Education Reform Project". (ERIT #
ED095653, April 1974). See also by the same author: "lLocal- ’
Control Fear or Fantasy?" New,Jersey School Leaﬁer,yquly/_
August 191 : pp. 7-10. Cs e :

Jocal

.

14. Betsy Levin ‘and Mlchael A Cohen, Levels of State Ald Re-
lated "to State Restrlctlons on Local School District Decision-

Making (WasWington D.C.: :The Urban Institute, 1973). AlsO
listed in ERIC -~ # EDO??LpS ‘ e
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\ between degree of state control on these same components
\ y . ;s

and the rate at which innovations were adopted.

-

‘But the
study dicd find a positive relationship between higher

. 13
levels of state contribution to local schodl districts

and a higher rate of innovation.

Leading to the conclusion that full state funding
and some greaterﬁdegree of equity in the availability of

educational funds for all local districts not de- . :

. d ~

® crease local control/decision making does not follow, -

may

»

T ﬂhowever.

The best that one can suggest 1s to accept the

15
point raised by Charles B\ensonj . In d1scus51ng the _many

varlables/th/t need attentlon in a scheme that «dncludes
full state funding (including a more equitable distribution ~

>

s of money amogg all dlstrlcts of the state), he concludes b
O’

e that more 1nformatldh is needed than is ndw available.

) . It may be said that we are still data poor 1n the area of

L

) desrgnlng falr %undlng schemes. /
- k
X But settlng a51de the question of é&mngkaklmiof:ﬁmdn@

»

--scheme that is best, (1f such exists), the matter of»whether
> < *

——

/

. ‘or nqt higher- contrlbutlons by the state to local school

districts decreases local decision making. is a moot point,

A

»

»

/15.

What eV1dence there 1s does not suggest that it does.

il'

Yet,

{
in the magorlty dec1s1on, Justlce Powell acceptuithe notion

) P R \,V'
v ) . . o .

~

58 !
« 4
’

Charles S. Benson, "Equity in School Financing:

State Funding," (ERIC # ED103984, 1975).

Full
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that, control follows' money in arguing dgainst challenging
(( - s e _,;’/“

o P 16 <

—;//;///////the Texas scheme of funding. - ; \.
. _ | \ }

Summary T

s ‘ Two 1items are~1éft: 1) extractin the two
= - J

_—:5:22;;5;’definitions of local control impliéit in thé Rodrif@gg

- 75? case and 2) rendering a- judgement as to which definltion

is most realistic,given the various and sundry institutional

and organizational constraints operating on local school

districts in\contemporary times. It should be eVident at

—t = .

- " this p01nt that on the basis of the data availabﬁe, nOv

- exact operational definition can be stated. . 1*4”
. ¢ ¢ [}

~ For the majority of the High Court,g}t abpears that - .

B

. . . s ’ .
a minimum amount of funding per student set at approxi-

- hately $350 and the powers and functions set by state

‘

statute was sufficient to ensure'adeqﬁate local decision

.

making. On the basis of weak data, the majority concluded

»

. . . LRI
that any substantial increase of state support would de-

vl

. 3 » ’ . A
crease local decision making (and one must assume this) by

increasﬁng legal restrictions on chal districts by the state.

For the minority, the legal restrict*ons already in
e

s exfstence along with the variation in funding, stryctured .

- by law, were sufficient to conclude that property poor

school districts had little or no real decision making power.

- -
264 - “ -
W™
.
]
L] «

16 . Rodriquez,lgg. cit. pp. 49, f£n. 109. :

- 19 :
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How, for example, could such districts compete meaning-
fully-with relatively wealthy districts for the ndst com-

petent teachere (a generally assumed criterion “for quality

of education) in the state. While all districts had the.

power to hire teachers, which districts, it may be asked,

are likely to obtain the most hlngy quallfled if wealthy

districts are able to ‘offer higher salaries. i@e% the

4

L criteria that the profession and lay public allke’éccepb as

~ &7ﬂ - indicatofs of guality educatlon (e.d. [teachers//alarles,

R student/teacher ratio, physical fac1l£tles and other llke
1nput varlables%, the minority had a powerful argument to

‘. " sustain its‘¢vigdw.

\ So at this juncture in. the evaluation of research on

l{
¥
AV & . .
\&\&Aﬂf the question and the logical arguments that can be made
- . . <
<on the fact of dur knowledge base, insufficiept--though it

’

may be, #it must be concluded by this writer{ that e min—.
\

. ority c@ntentlons related to local decision ﬁﬁﬁihg come

{4

‘f"closeﬁt tp reallty Lack of adequate funds negardless:of -

z

the féy.or many legal constralnts set down by the leglsla~

N ture.Weakens, if not effectlvely eliminates, local dgc131on

maklng. If numerous legal constraints ‘are added to insuf-

ficient funds, then the matter of local control may well
be relegateg to ‘the category of a growing number of myths

in Amékrican- society. , . AN

. . * "
. .
A} w \ * ‘ * '
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