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.f,thaf thew edugational opportumtues wnII bg fo
: fjever marred because -of where’ they live, =
oo There are many stéps on.the rqad to educa

}tnonal finance reform. Th‘ss ‘pamphlet discusses

| the inequities, deséribesithe steps that

5" altsrnativ

and sctncﬁ, we have warked towsrd the dema PR '"cc:mstructwe solutlgms. SR ,
' cn:ratu: goal of- public educ:at“bn free. of  racial R “There are ‘places.in the South where the’idea'
dlscnmmation for -all childrén in" the South e of reform in jts newer- meanings has taken-root

Msny stncjes ‘have been made fow'ard th_gs asyet-» T S” and where sngmfu:ant advaﬁces have Qaen][,_f
Tunreached - goal. Each advance towar O é\made Eut ‘for the most vart, the states of - the: -
SChIEVEFﬁEﬁt brmgs awareness of furthar stn%psi__” Ve “region-have-not adva‘ncad n*\ur.h from: the. early,

that need-'to be taken. ; = ./ : ey e ’formulas fD_‘I:mlted equallzmg “of expendltures -
This pamphlet analyzes ‘the proble of fi-v -, . .among school districts. .We hope that this. - -~
nancmg public education and urges that’ equity PR pamphlet can cantribute  to -understanding by -~
-~ in educational financing be .a major priority of- - - citizens, professional educators-and government:
state gavernments Eut equity  goes’ bezond R v_,fouslals ‘of the “issugs nvolved We seek. to 3
- merely. providing’ equal do‘lars pen pdpil; Jt.goes- ! .- stlr‘nulate new. thmht the states of the re- -
- beyond eradlcatmg the differences in. ‘educa- ~ - gion. Above a‘ll we hape that staté and.local
tlapal expendltureébased onthe propertywealtw o groups of “citizens will, organize around- the .
.-~ of.aschool district,.although.this_is a- :necessary . issues of schbol financé reform and seek con-_,
o -and, tremendously rmpartant pagt of school. fi-. ’ . crete changas in their own states. ‘
. nance reform. Equity requires that we be sensi<  ""%,."v, -The cost.of past neg]est interms of undevel-f ,
o ~ tive also to the dlffenng needs of c‘hnldren Some - NE 2 oped human potential. ha praveﬂ grgat indeed. .
'+ . of 'these may involvé" coat dlfferencérs ‘Urban .., "+ The value: of achievingfgreater equity in educa-. ',
educatlon for éxamplé in some‘places may cost |- " tional finance, we belibvé, ‘will be found in the .
_more than rural education, Vocational may\pe ... '~ tives of our-children and the kmd of sr::c::ety we i
»* 7 - more expensive:than general education. Making Lot .make for Qurselves ‘
. ."up for current and - past han‘ﬂlcsps— entai ‘ Ta o R co A
N educstlanal physical—may reqmre highér than -~ -~ - . . - GEORGEESSER -
M normal expendltures , o R e T r“"’ o - Executive Director . L
! _A humane society can see the need for gwmg‘_. T
c;hlldren their fullest educatlaﬂal opportunity. "~ ;- " - - . "HARRYBOWIE ~ "¢« -
x “"Such a society can’ recognize the inherent- un- .7 de o+ Associate Director .
fa;rnass ;n_,saymg to chlldren in a. pm;r districts © -, 0T 0 Mo o e
.’i ® " % V T . 7' A : : ;
s . i‘ : H A . P * : ’!
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. Parems Iwmg in the Edgewood ﬂélghbcrhccdt ;
'of .San” "Antorfo, Texas, have no- choice but to - .

send thenr t:hlldren to the. poorést pubhc school i ‘

T syStem in the area Local schagl money 15 ralsedi‘

. .however, gives’ all the advantages to the chlldren

1 of Alamo Heights. Alamo Helghts residents. raise:

"*Edgawood c!tlzens c:are deaply ab@ut edusa- o
~tion, and are willing to_pay high taxes for it; cxn_’ v

'l EVEFY $1,000 worth. of property they own they . .
+ pay'$10:50. Alamo Helights citizens pay less thap- -
“that: $8.50 per $1,000 of property. The result,”

"$333 'per student from.the property tax . (ahove -

‘theeir - contribution tc} and returned share of the

“state- fundmg plan) while 'Edgewood: remdents;

ralse omy $EE per student.

“That situation seems unfair to Edgewc@d pars. .-

— ents _and- ‘taxpayers,. Several _years. -ago.-a.cou-
v ragecus man named Hodrlguez tiled suit against
state’ and county educatien c:fflmals charging

Ly Got{r‘t demdad ta IEEVE demsnons abcut change
T to the state- Iaglslature, : RN

, Cyet t:grne to a palmcal agreemr
»able change. © ‘

/ Officials and Ieglgﬂators m Texas breathed E
5|gh of relief, Théy ‘are mc:stly in agreément that
the situation. needs umprovmg.z_but,they&have not
it "about agc;ept= .

In other states around th‘é country, WIth and

"wuthout court cases, school fmanca Is aarge :
:polmcal issue. The case for reform is clear but ]
P t’he chdlce of remedy is stlll u‘ndeclded

Thls pamphlet is des:gned to give c:ltizens ”

~ someé of the information'they need to bring about '~ '
-c;haﬁge It first describes the presam systems of* . -
.raising. and' sﬂendmg school’ rnoriey, W|th specnal T

emphasis .on the South, It then gwea the. facts.

about how unequal suc;h systems now are iﬁ C

that his chlldren and-other: children,in Edgewood v
-were being denied a furidémemal rightto equal

nal Qppfortumty "The - federal district’ ~

.,j ‘courtfa, réed with Rodriguez, and the other par-..
~ents wha joined*him. In March, 197’3 the United -
/ Statés Supreme Court dlsag[eed A narrow mas

if.uionty of the justices said the sys!em was doubt=
less unfalr—but it was not uncaﬁshtuuaﬁaL The -
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alternatwes Fmally, there |s : _
mg reforgns going on all over/the’ country, gain. ‘. '
al attention to Southern ststes o

_7|ty is possnblé Gltlzeﬁs ‘and parents |n eyery
_ - state need to Ioc:l-t at the: inéduities, an then -
“wark: to pdeUca a falrér system of eﬁucgtmnal
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' anzenry m‘the paw . af popular. eduealum Itwas a failh
o widely - sha;ed by the generation that founded the republic
LT and-it has been an essanﬁal"arhela cf American helief ever -
.. since.. /. Education has been . .. America's instrument - _
.- of socia prngrasg ‘and reform, and ll has ecommanded su:h e .
“Wwidespread . papular support that -D. W.- Bragan Was. Once - ST S Y
*rm:wed to refer to the public schnﬁl as Amenea s ‘farmally ' '
' unestabhshed national church’.”. =
Lawrence Cremin = = .7 "
) ) : " The Génlus Qf American Educatmn
X .- e x T ! Do A : . ]
S noom ducallan ls perhaps the most lrnpi:rtant funciinn of siate
v o gnd local, guvernmenl ...'% it is doubtful that any child
‘ T < / may reasonably b, expee.led to succeed in lifeif he is demed ,
”g’f’f—'f;—"f'ﬂ‘——'—ﬂ'—f-—f_i%—'f——f—ﬁﬁ—r/ -the-: nppar[umty of* EdUEEﬁEh ey , —— .
R _ S, & . Brown v. Baard of Educgliﬁn ) R o
S B " .United States Supreme Court, 1954 =

i)’}
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, well as dollars

F‘ubllc school\s beggn to spread m Arﬂeru:a

' eaﬂy in ‘the nineteenth century, but even then

the argumem went on for -decades: should -
. citizens-who have no chlldren—rrr;:mblic schools
‘be required to pay. taxes. to suppart education?

early advocates that finally c.ﬂnvmced the Ameri-
-can.peo Ele They described a comman school,
open to all, which would be the agent of national
development along democraﬁ: Imes produc:mg
so;nal harmony and equal opportumty, and -in
time ellﬁ"llﬁa;{ﬁg poverty altégetheraTo this-end;
control would be placed in the: hands of the .
people, throygh school: boards and state legis-
latures rathér.than in the hands of professlonals

' There was a strang belief .that ccmtnjl should-
- not go to the *‘politicians’’; thus, pOWer went to
mdependent school districts rather than govern- :

§

ments such as cities and counties. \
It was not easy to establlsh a universal' publlc

- .system; Southern states were last to accept the,

“It-was=the-vision- of- Horace Msnn and-other-=-=-

" "idea and even then it took pnvate ‘philantfrophy
“to' include black people-even partially .in the -
" - system. But our public education has by, now

become remarkably inclusive. It is a vast enter-
prise whn:h employs five million people and .
spends nearly $50 billion a year. Schools are -
-one of the major public institutions in American
Jife, consuming sugmfu:ant polltlcal energy as

alWayé bean' fhat“publi‘c"sch'ools would produce.

a”more- just and. equal ‘society based on indi-

vldual merit. There have,always been other goals
—for example, the need. for a literate, informed

=.'c?ti§enry to make democracy possible. But the
. goal of individual improvement and advance-

f@r_:this huge investnf\em has :

*

ment through education has been :a strong . ¢

article of faith. Suc¢eeding generations of Amer-
- ican parents believed ever more strongly that -

schoollng was the key to mobility and SUCCesS

for their children.
The national goal of equal educatlonal oppore

, 'tunny arﬁses from' this fundamental faith in the

c

i

#

.
. l..
i

: value of publu: edu&atgqn In‘the last few years '
. however, we have been. challenged to questton .

whether. our ‘original faith in the social benef:ts .

.- of education has been mléplaced , ‘
- Waves of crltlclsm of course;, wash over pub-
~lic: educahon in- every géneratlcn “But: Iately the:
schools are bemg rogked by.a whole series.of .
aftacks whmh seem-to. undermine - further.at;
tempts to equahze edugatloqal resources fot all .-

children, - - L,

Perhaps most astomshing is thé praposnion_ e
from some zsomal scientists that tha quality of " .
education itself does not dil’ECtly influence life.
A'opportumty or income distribution, Those who
""believed that more and better schoolmg ‘would.
_insure mobllny and EEODGITIIC success.{(and who

perhaps thought that this was the primary justifi-
CatIOD for publlc education) have- been shaken

. by a number of recent publicatigns .
~ The most. publicized is a book written in 1972
. by Chrlstopher Jencks and others at ‘Harvard
“University called Ing gual ty:"A Reassessment of —

‘the Effect of Famlly and . School in ‘America.

.Ushg a wide range of research material, Jencks .

'found no visible connection between the’ qualny
_+of schooling ‘and -future economic success, a

~ finding that Eould just as well be taken as
grger society’s acceptance of
mediocre educatipn as it could criticism of the

criticism - of the |

economic utility ¢f education. Jencks stated that

the quantity of schooling certainly seems to.

determine credentials, and, therefore, access to
jobs; he.concluded that the ability .to last long

in school seems to. be related both to socio-
- economi¢ background and'to a cultural commit-
- ment to do so. But the quality of-éducation, ac-

. cording to Jencks, dogs not seem to be a vital
- factor. He suggests that the opportunity to get:
—equal schooling does little to equalize incomes
-',__'in society as a whole, or to produce equal life .= :
‘chances.. The goal. of .social . mobility. through.... ... ...

" education, argues Jencks, may be a.myth,

. The impact of this kind of research depends

-on whether -one . accepts the assumption that

a



'1.

,'&.

-+ who seem to beneflt from school —

thé héhe of mobmty tthQh sc:heolmg_ :
-be"an ‘illusion in large statistlcai terms;: lt
lllusmﬁ" that works for many mdwlduals‘

cmg as there .are §0 many exaanlgs of people
-in’breakin

through race-and- class barrlers oﬁ for that: mat-,
ter, in malntammg them—our educatlonal bahefs
" will not change. - -

‘We should-not cwerlook the fact that mQOme
redlstnbutu‘:n is not’ necessarny the- prlmeﬁ*aim
c:f educatlon It wculd be héalth f

ba nurtured thers, ancf_ S,,ecause a chance for. .

f"per pupil eac:h?yeal‘ and ﬁobbdybféiéndé
the-zlack of- rmoney. lS unimportant to quallt'y;"

ity of educ:-atio i clearly relate*
' funds It may'v

or example, -

: ?"ghildren s educatlon

eIl be true that, be ’hd'é
] tthe lmprovement of

i

,,that p nt it |s cruel tQ suggest

o '_’mo ey does not. rﬁatter F‘éw parentsj,n wea Fy_: h
,;.msuburbs are gcnng to. take sencusiy the notion
. oo that? they ,‘?a'? glve up. thalr h;gher Iavels of_’f_

- Nor shouid we get trapped in the ncmon that(

|'so msngnlflcaﬁ to educational quality, it is

Q

ERIC

L R

‘| *have no Tegal obligdtion to argue in supportof

learning SkI”S should be freely avaulable to sll

"; . - 1 I

”lt |s dlffn:ult to beheva that |f the chlldren of
Texas had a free choice, they would choose to’
be educated in.districts with fewer resources,
and hence with. more antiquated plants, less
experienced teachers, and a less diversified
curriculum: in fact, if financing variations are

difficu)t to understand why a numbﬁf of our
countrys wealthlﬁt school districts, who

-the' constitutionality of the, Texas litigation,
have nevertheless zealously pursued |t5 cabse
before thls Court.” : :

sJdustice Thurgood Marshall
U. S:Supreme Court’.

-'of human factors mvolved in educatmn is
'murky fueld of- research at.best. It would be foo

Dissent, San Antonio v, Radr uez | - : e
) ng 1 lssues, ‘but SOCial sclentists ‘with limited tools .. _

March 1973

lThera is, ln fact cagidﬂrabla avidence atmsslr\g thu aconomic

value of sducation, )
In” human capital” many .economists ‘have ussd a strict co i
analysis to emphasize the.impettance -and value of educa For
lufthar  discuasion -of this perspective, 3ea:” Exiernal Benefils of

- Public Edugatlon: An Economlic Analysis, Welsbrod, 1964; Ediucallon
. and Poverly, Ribjeh, 1968;: Iavestment In Human ﬁlglm Sehultz 1971;
. The Economic Valuﬁ al Edu:allan, Schultz, lees, | 7

Vlewing Investmant In education az {' investment . . .
t t-benafit "

“educators can never change. There “is amma_;,ﬂ, ~

evidence- that- speclfu:. ‘school - prggrams can:- -t

‘work for low-income. ‘children even when farm-' ,
- lies and environment are’ dlsadvantaged * Even . -
“though - some statistical -studies may indicatet ™
" that money has- not- always been wisely appliad C
" this, obviously, does not have to be the case. }- '

- It should-also be noted that much of+the data .
used in social sciénce to' determine-“achieve-- -
ment’’, and the relationship of money to results, -

are -based on aGhIEVEMEﬂt test 'scores. .« This -
measuring tool is clearly su5pect the mterplay o

ish nat to support helpful research into all these"

::annc:t produce all our answérs or commitments, -
The question of whether mefe mondy really ' .
Iaads to bettéf ‘educationris Eurrounded by

it B 8 s ey 2 e

G . gmas S El al; l of Educational Qpparluﬁlw Waahs e
ingten, 0. C. Sg Govarnmant Prlnting Office, 1966, S :

: 3§uch research ls ‘gontindally :staioguad al the EHIC Center for the

Edu;gllan of thu Disadvantaged, Cﬂlumbla Univarsity, Néw Yark.
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of that stupeﬁdous nse in échoul expense'
s due to_the fact that' we are trying to educate
. more children (both a ISrger prulatloﬁ and a

arger.. percen

:dsngerous |r4dulgencei

7 Such crm ]

educatlon is both: more’ effectlve and enjayable

" insome_of the,§mall demonstratlon experiments, -

. and such, gxperimeéntation should continue for:
. its Iearmﬁ,g value. But.to deprlve the large num- -
“ bers of Jow-and middle“income children-in. this.
" coyntry. of public .education in favor uf sophisti- -

cated alternatlves thIC‘.h wauld draln Eway of-

7 ,'='benef|ts bunldmg cDﬁstruchon S TE . ]
_ . -Many taxpayers are fiot ccnvln\:ed that such -
- increases have.produced mur:.h wnprovernent in’

“educatioh, and although it is likely that there, . =
“are-sqme” whc: ‘would be willing :to bgar Iarger» S

- tax- loads ‘ifthey could see.dramatic |rnprove-

-

~———-8erious- predictuaﬁs ‘about: the-next- decade, _
indicate that.costs may et keep going up at -

' 'efflcnency and better school management x:ould

. ment, the sad truth is that'many more are’ slmplyv-"
- concerned about the growing size of - the ‘total

. langer) but,‘'more important-causes are hlgher_f
 costs. of lnsﬁ‘uctlonal ‘materials, -salaries, frmge

education. bill and its effect.on their. taxes This~

school tax mcreas‘es in-recent years.

sttltude—especlally ewdent outside’ the SQuth’_
i where r:osts aré already high~can, be seen in:
the: reléc:tmn ,by "voters of school bands or.

such a steep rate. Inflation, of course, will doubt- -

less be a devastating problem for some time-to
come. But enrollments should .do*down due to

the decline in population growth.. Tea8her short-

past. One can even -hope that new attention to

' appear Many proposals to make schools more

_equal involve raising the total financial mvest-’”

" ment. Dppasmon to such proposals t:sn g ex

pec;ted frarn ‘many and varying quarters

T #*

i vcome a way of- hfe for. many. school djstricts.”

2n recent years the grc)wmg scope and nsmg
costs. ok edutation. have so -overburdened '
local revenues that financial crisis has be-

" President Richard M. Nixon

January, 1969

[ : T -

But even so, the s:ost controvarsy wnl not. dIS-‘

State of the Union Message |

‘ages, moreover, are pretty much a thing of*the

- rlgh—aurcammltment should be-dlrectéﬂr téward
quallzmg and m“iprovmg the preseri‘t systerﬂ

‘egually-available to all children,

- :
.)‘;,;‘.,‘ \

-but. i n :
There iS no doubt that.

fundamental and’ as unnversal{@as educatl n
‘demand justification, not Because they icause’
educational. harm, -but rather because they

laration ‘that the
resources as. are.the rh:h U e

Kirp and Yudof-
Yale. Beview of La\'y and Snclal Aclmn

“Iﬁequmes in- the - prowsucn of- a ser\nce ’5 s

_represent a continuing political insult, a deg-. -
poor_are not entitled to-as |
much of the larger cammumtys educ:atnonali :

In- shoft,,equanzing school finanée. will not '

fguarantée sacial or economic équahty But a

commitment to equal educational opportumty 15 '
.a key plece ina Iarga puzzlé

The queslmn ﬁf equalizmg publu: schnal re-

sources is a moral and pammal issug as much

as an educational one.-The goal is justice in the

Wlnter1971 S _ G P

L

dnstributmn of educatmnal funds in a. cuunlry

that strives to be a democracy. As long as there' *
" _is 4 large and important public education institu: -

tion;; its benefits, however imperfect, shoyld'b

We do not need to prove that wnhhaldmg ;ub-
IN: funds fram a graup af chlldren changes lheir :

“.by all classes ‘of sludents tc: srgue far mare -

eqmlable funding. - AN
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Chapter P
 Equityand Eq‘uéliiV:-Séméf Dfm’u

. wuth that argumem |s thst a dollar t@ dlfferant
1 thmgs indifferent, plaées Anptherftr le is, that S

dlfferent chlldrEQ need ﬂlffereﬁt resourcés lf

; ./denc:rnmaitt:r R B AT , dlstmctidoes, |t Gught 1o’ have'more rnoney"tc:
- Actually, fmanclal equuty means sqmethmgi LT get ”equal”'—le to buy more buses: Ij a sc'hool ",_;{_';
‘qmte ‘different, ‘It begms with the idea that the : _district. has many more. Ilngual chlldren Hving ’

" accident of birth/into a property -rich schgal dks; . ~in- it who ‘heed. 'mb
 trict should not entitle .a- cfnld ‘to more- gducaf N should have m@re mo
- tional resources and thus. an advantage unre-x -
lated: to” his bnhtles This 'is the concept of a La ch|ld is. cheaper-

] wealth free or “fiscally -neutral” school-sys- ‘' - that shéuid be taken
S tem, It s the*mlmmum ‘standard’ of equity. =" -
Beycnd that fuﬁdamental notlon lie - hlgher .ok PGWEE EuUAL,z,NG é- o _ ,e's'
4 standards of equity, ‘boncgrned V}:'th making . . Thig-definition is based oi'the present SYétem S
R qual resouregs available to each child, or com- of letting. local jUﬂSd|EﬂOI’jS decide how much - -
o pensatory EdUGatIOﬁ to those 'who need it, or™ ~ education they are willing to pay {6 above™a . " ..
“more money 10.schools in high-cost areas. .~ =+ . - “minimum guaranteed level. Under this arrange-
it _A_key point.to_understand_bere is the diffef- .~ t;-school funds-would-be equal-amongsdis- -~
an:e between inputs in education and- the nut-r_! L tnc@s which. voted Equal tax rates. The money e
comes of education.- Iﬁputs are simply- ‘the things. C recewed by one district ‘would be no more- or -
that a child brings W|th him in: the ﬁrst placé : '53 thar others at dny given rate of tax effort.s V‘.!'
_(family background, social envifonment, expe- Ti: échue@e thig, the state o¥ federal government '
riences) blus the thmgs\that Are made available 8 wauld have to give funds to the poorer distrigts

‘to the child for. le‘armnﬁ ‘purposes (teanhers;'
 classrooms, - curticulum, - equipmenty - . trips, .
_* bodks). The outcomes ére thé'résults, USu‘aIIy N
".measured - by :such - tanélbl‘e mstruments as :

fcannot raise. the established amount:of .

y rn for'a given tax effort, and take away (re- " . .
2 ture) money - fiom the richer districts whu:: g
/fatdg more than the established amount of.

~achievement test scares or; fu’ture ncame but. . ) !"gﬁr? Afor the same tax effort Eut the : adulf X-
© “sometimes also thougtit of in terms of opportun- . . % pagers in- each district could. choose (by fhe T
z . ity or trammg ar happmesz aath sides of the o ‘Alocal 'tax rate)” & lower or higher- |evel gf i'a- “‘*"ﬁ
;mput autcome equatlon can bé con5|dered in ..\ '.fsourges én thls equallzed scale* 1’ R
desngmng a more equftable system ‘There are . [ j » S h '\ _' o
. several possible approachés, all of which would .\ ¢ 'EQAL OFFERING -~ CL R R
r’nee{ the minimum test of. “flsgal neutramy © " This definition concentrates on. thé resaurcesf‘w : S
' ‘avanable to each chuld takmg accgum f dif- - '
ALTEHNATWE DEFIMTIQNS OF AN BN ferent prices (such- as. betwaen cities an@rural RS
T, EGUITABLE FINANCE SYSTEM “1 . ] N areas) ar\ﬂ of! dnfferent km‘d% of needs (such as. -
'+ ONE SGHQLAH -ONE 'DOLLAR: EQUAL DOLLARS .~ "« i ¢ iequrpm it-for handicapped:children). The idea -~ *-
Some péople think that a simple dallar equnty o \\\ js'that the: startmg point-should b‘eeq;utable for
would. be firie; every school.and every- s,chool '*éach ichild. It should ‘not be a function of the . :
‘»dlstruc; should have exactly thé saﬁne Emount o weakth r.:f ‘the Ioc:al d;stnct hor of the moods or

T
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aepnratuona of the local taxpayere nor af the”
vagaries of a local economy. .
ACHIEVEMENT EQUALIZING

This more ambitious idea eaya that we should

aet levels of readlng, computing, and, other- ‘
"general knowledge and see to it that each child-.

comes’ up-to that standard before our school
obligation is ended. We should spend on each
child whatever it takes to reach a certaip out-

‘come. While this. sounds like an .extravagant .

goal, spme ate,p_af are now being taken" toward

it; the dratnbutlen of .compensatory education
- money. to . disadvantaged children mgans that
more resources are gwen o’ children who bring T
less with them to school. Also, some’ states, for

example, California, are beginning to "accept

:aehievernentaatandarﬂa as a public obligation.

WHERE EQUITY CAN BE MEASURED
Whatever: standard of equuty is.chosen can be

applied in’ different placea within our national
education system. This pamphlet ig chiefly con- .

cerned with equity among school districts within
edch state, but there are.three levels of school
finance equalizing .which require. attention:

equity.Among schools, equity among dlatncta.‘

- and equity among states.

&

Q
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

. EQUITY AMONG aenoa;a Ve :
‘The idea. that resources within each school ..
district should be fairly distributed among indi- ..~
idual schools first arose durTng the early strug=

gles for desegregation, when it was obvious that

‘schools ‘which black children attended in the
dual school system .in the South were being
7 schools which white -
_children attended. This provided one additional

cheated in favor-of the

renaen for mixing the children: part of the theory

was that with desegregation the white parents
would add their support to see to it that all
schools had more adnquate ‘resourcos.” This
sometimes happened, in fact, although in both

Nar!h“_and South numerous examples still oxist )

schools attended by mlnnnty ahndren which
hnve fewer resources.

However, racial des égrngation even “where'*
accomplished, did not change the problam of
cconomic class divisions, Es pecually in large
cities, some neighborhoods frequnnﬂy continuo

_’io nave middle-class black and white childron
and low-

attending schools with more resources
incomo studonts nunmhnq schools with fewer
TSOUNGHs, :

Somao ¢ (.hnnl boards Hmuqht that Titlo I L)f tho
Elomontary aind Secondary Educatlon Act of
1965 (whlnh providos Federal componsatory

aducation funds) would solve tho problom of
parity. Thoy thaught that they could simply uso

—_

: ;‘aomparabm% requirement.

.

in 'Iawei_neame'ineighbnrhéoda up to the level of
' thoee' in “upper-and middie-income -neighbor- -

hoode This is actually illegal.’ Federal legisla-
tion requires that children in each school re-
ceive equal amounts of state and local resources
first, and then get-a apemal aupplement of
federal money because of their extra disad-
vantages. ‘This legal provision is Rnown as.the

-This very fundamental reform. equaltzlng the™

spending of money among’ the schools in a given

- distriet before using federal’ money, is proving

auite difficult to achieves .Some.of the difficulty

Caet .-is due tp problems of measurement how are

-

résources to be. cnmpared‘? Part of the' answer
may be fo *treat school apendmg in basic cate-
gonea no eehnnl‘rnay have all the: expenenced

‘teachers, ‘while others have all the first year -

teachers; no elernentary aehool may have sig-
- nificantly marg_;extbgoka or library boake per
pup:l than others.

~.One of the chief difficulties jn meettng com-

parability requirements yp to now “has been the'

~ difficulty’ in getting information. Schools have
‘operated for years without any clear data on

what is epent in each one. But beginning in 1973,

Title | requires that such |nfarrnat|on be re-
poﬂed for each school. .

A number of - lawsuits baaed on’ mlauae of s

Title | funds have recently been filed, ‘and the

first successful landmark aomparablhty decision

-.was in a small district in New Mexico. A round

of new legal cases, within individual’school dis-

tricts, is expected over the next few years.
QUITY AMONG DISTRICTS

Even if the schools in each: dlatrn:t were'

spending money - equitably among afl -the chil-

dren, thé problems of the poor school district
and the high-cost school district would remain.
School -systems .in the same state are able to

‘spend vastly different amounts of money on their

children, depending .on their resources and.
costs. These money differences result in great
differences of -real resources: books, supplies,
curricular offerings, teacher salaries.

Over the past few years, alot of attention has
heen given to the possibility that these differ-
ences hotween districts are unconstitutional.

‘Considerable attention has also been diroected to-
loglslative and administrative remedios for those

disparitios.

&

-EQUITY AMONG STATES,

If oventually states should roform school sup-
port within their own borders so that rich and

. poor schools and districts have an cqual clalm

on .oducation funds, we would still bo left with
tho problom of rich statos and poor states. This
mattor is of particular”importanco to Southarn
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states, which have the lowest income ‘averages

of any region. School spending. in some South-

ern states ranges around $470 a student, while
other states can average up to $1,000. Even
though they may tax. themsglves as rigorously
as other states, poorer states cannot Support
education as generously

A few people believe that the way tc: equallze

spending among states. would: be to make’

. education a federal function. Others have begun
to work olit ways of “compensatory funding” to
poorer states which ‘would not make such a
drastic change in the basic system.! While the
p@ssmmty of rncwmg to true national equity
seems to lie well off in the future and is.beyond

‘the scope of this pamphilet, it is, nevertheless, a - ’

) Ioglc:al extensiorf of equity arguments.
' SETTING A GOAL

Equal;la'lars is a totally madequste ccncept v

and tax .effort equalizing leaves too much

latitude in the hands of local taxpayers to decide” -
the fate of. c:hi'ldren ‘What about a retirement .

'nc interest in quahty gducatu@n’? Should we.

~ allow them to downgrade the offering for the
children of that district? What about the com-
munities (and there are still many of them) wHere

school board members send their children to

‘privaté sehools and seek only to have the most

14

1inimal’ public school system with the lowest
mssible taxes? A .flexible scale (unless it has

a 'very high mlmmum guarantee) denies the’
- rights of children even when it is not based on

wealth. -
But. the more arﬁbltlous plan of mvestmg in

. high achxevement standards for all children de-
. serves contmumg consideration. Parents and
publn: offu:lals rmght well begm to ask educatorsi '

that wculd_ rn_akg E?u,t:h a plan posslbl_e, And they
should certainly build into state support plans
some experlmemal programs mcvmg in this di-

.rection.

- Our bias in thls pamphlet is in fave:sr of a true~

* equal offering standard as a goal for school, fi- -

nance reforms over the next few years. That is,

' thé educational réseun‘:es avaliabie to each child’

need ﬁifferences. e
¥ L . : ) ) i

]n summary, the basic iacus of this pa ,'phlet :
is how to assure that each school distridt%n a' -

state provides an equal edycational -offering to
each child, i.e., equal resources after takimg

account of differing costs and Individual needs.

=

‘Tiﬁu l of the Elamantary and
already demonstrates this idea In a small way. The formula for dis-

tributing the funds gives extra benelit to states whose educatlon

spending is below the natlonal average. Othar new proposals -for
faderal ald to poorer stotes are discussed in Chapler VI

4 d

Secondary Egducatlon Aet of 1965 '



LS
o

.

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Chapte m .
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“How The Educataon‘Fmance System Works o

Befgre r;:onsndermg how to get more eqmty in
educational “finance, the way the system as a
whole works must be understood., Also, differ-
ences from state to state need to be explained
so that local people can plan their own stratei
.gies for the changes they want. L

First of all, .two issues must be separated
Public 'schools in every state‘are paid for by a

[T

combination of taxes imposed on the public: a. -
money raising system. Each state then has an -

. entirely distinct system of money spending on
- schools. Both parts of the system rieed to be re- -

formed for more fairness and equity,” but each

part must be studied separately.”-
Secand

it'should be remembered that there
& are considerable dlfferences among state sys-

“tems. Each divides ils dnstrn:ts differently;.each -

has its own way of fmsnc:mg schools; each has
a degree of wealth or poverty and a degree of
“urbanization ‘and mdustnahzatlon ‘which makes

a difference; each has -an administration more -

or less involved in the political processes of the
particular state, The common: schools have Iess
in common than we tend to think. e

This chapter will first describe the administra-
live arrangements for governing schools in
Southern states,
money, and then the systems for spendmg
monay.» : : *

GGVERP&AHGE AND ADMINISTRATION

* Responsibility for providing . public schools

rests most directly with state governmants in this

country,
- In order to carry out their m'%pOl‘ISIbIMIES in

" aducation, states have created schoof districts.

Ganerally, oither an elacted or appointad school
board has the governing power for education
and providos for the administration of the school

systeam. However, in many areas, tho actual rals-
ing of monoy for school purposos is tho ro-
sponsibllity of u local unit of governmont such
as o city or county. Novortholoss, becauso
school boards have great value in the Amaorican

then the systems for raising .

TP

. mml!n!)la aschool. Hnanchig.

. education system and because they"are local,

many people speak of “local control” in educa-
tion as if it were an absolute rlght occupying a
sanctified position. However, the issue of local
control is much misunderstood. State boards of
education and legislatures exercise imporiant

educational powérs. Indeed, legislatures create:

local school districts which: they can abollsh

" re-create, or t;haﬁge s%fany time. . .
And there  are - other powers- which states .

generally exercise regarding education:
« States set the geographic boundaries of
school "districts, .and determine how

-school boards are-to be appomted or

.. elected.

T . _Many Southern states set Ilrmts on the
for educatlcm. and maﬁy rec;uure Imcaln-
ties to raise “‘matching” sums of money
toward the state finance program before
they can raise “supplementary’” money to

spend on programs of their own choice. -

« State legislatures set priorities in their
additional programs of categorical aid:
they fund various combinations of voga-
tional education, special -

- driver. education, nutrition, etc.

_ States set salary scales for teachers, and
cartification requirements which deter-
“mine the training of peopla that, local
districis can hire.

= States frequently determine th*’;!pproved

list of textbooks which schools may buy.

« Stales establish the number of days, and
somatimes the hours, of schooling:

. But in addition to the powers-which the states

hold onto, there aro furthor limitations on local

boards, For examplo, courts havo oxorcised °

powar undor tho U. S. Constitution to limjt ac-

Many people, Ineluding newspapar writers, fall to maka the distlnes
* tion, ilum A feadling ﬂ'r\nmluiiln\j A F8cidil

salif HProporty Tas Uphald,” The valldity ol the praporly tan {a
monay-rafalng achaemm) was pol an lasts §n the casn, Whal wan 1o
b doclidod wan whiather a alale could ba agulied Do providae

“priporty wealth among Ha districts with of without propaity inxes.
¥

education, -

fagrinme Gourt declslon -

lakliig inftu account ther disparitles v,



tions of school boards which deny racial equality
or-the beere rights of students -or teachers: In
addition,
and the requrremente of college entrance tests
often define the-subjetts which must be taught

- in hlgh schools. A more recent restriction comes -

the eeaderme standards of colleges”

frorn the organization of school employees into
unions which affect the ‘budget options of

. school boards,
Another basic kind of eohtrol is denied to dis-

tricts with low property value; they are too poor

to have any choice about.the school funde that.

can be made available.

“Thus it is clear that what is eommenly called
“local control” is,
LDceI dletnete can arrange referehdume for

’deerde whether to provrde eehool buses,. g.roup

ehd wrthm bounde euepend etudente They can

heavrly mfluenee the quality, tone and spirit. Qf
ornunity. .

F‘erhepe the mostEritical aspect of local con- :

tro! llee in the mtengrble area of Ieederemp Ir\

thre eholee is probably the emgle moet im=

in fact, a shared control.-

»

portant act of a school board. The pee]eibjiity-ef {

_responsiveness and openness to local’
parent wishes is the unique virtue of the Ameri-
can school system, and is a continuing responsi-
bility- of both the local superintendent and the
local schoo! board. }

- HOW THE MONEY IS RAISED
: School districts typically get money from
three levels of government federal, etete and
locel

three sources differs greatly from state to state.

deas and

" The division of the school bill emong these

s
They can hrre end frre pereonne! wrthln Irmlte Lo
They can provide (or Hot provide) lots of extras:
‘sporis, clubs, band -uniforms, art supplies, trips."
They can transfer students to different schools,

Lo

Nationally, local governments pay about half the

bill, but averages don't tell the whaole story.

Compared to the rest of the country, Southern ,

and re-

states make fairly high comributions, ;
federal

ceive particularly larger amounts of
money.

LOCAL TAXES ' ‘ _
‘- The local sharo of school money is usually
paid by taxos on property within cach school

rjietrieti" Controversy over properly tixes has

heated up in recent yoars, s lpcalitios havo-to
. koap raising tho ratos to covor increasing school
costs. It Is probably the loast popular of all taxos.

Actually, Southornors pay less in propofly
taxos than do citizons in othor parts of tho

¥
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" State

‘usual- political decision in the region is-to keep '~

" than in
: einglef mlly homee are: velued far below the
Some Southern

*In Loulslana and Tenntases, substsnllal amounts ars ealasd feom
. counly-wlde snlaa taxes and from savarance taxes. A suveranca 14

AN TAELE A,
Soureee of Revenue For

F’ubhe Seheele ‘Southern States, 1870- 71
F‘ereentege of F{evehue Receipts -

Federal _State Local & C)ther
Alebame ' - .189 ¢ 605 208
Arkaneee . 18.5 ;442 - 373
Florida® 10.6- . 55.0 34.1
Georgia -10.9. 547 - 344
‘Louisiana 143 . ., B6.2" 29,5 .
- Migsissippi 281 478 242
North Carolina 150 . 662 .. .18.8
‘South Carolina - 17.7 7. 56.3 26.0-
Tennessee _ 14.6 44.5 409 .
Texas - 9.1. 479 43.0,
AVrr nia 10.5 - 338, 55.8
.50 States & v

Qletrletef Lo o ‘
Columbia . 7.2 40.0 52.8

’ Source: Hehenel Eﬂueauen Assotiation, Estlmnte; of Schoal Slali;tle;

1371 =72

' eeuntry Thre is’ pertly beeauee state govern-
rnente and ‘federal programs, pay more of the

Sotth’s education bill; it is partly because the
South. jUSt spends less money on schools. The

property taxes |ow. All property tends to . be

valued at less than market value, but the level .

of assessment, by law or practice, will vary for

v rural land, industrial property, neture‘ resources;

and in some localities for commercial prﬁperty'

In’the South, property is frequemly assessed at- .

values even lower .than the national practice;
agricult fal farm. land is valued ‘at a lower rate,
7the plains states,- for exer_hp!e and

states velee provrde gehere! homeeteed exemp-

tions, fend it-is the tax on houeee thet usuaily -
. eeueee the greeteet resistance.
F‘r, pertyg texetlen eeuld be greetly lmpreved .

whe would he Ieee vulnereble to Ideel preesu‘ree

than untraiped, elected officials. Consistent and, " -
' proper assessment standards could be enforced . -
. to iron out the huge verietione whieh now meke, Fon
" the. system unfair. '

e

=

laws that give rolief to E'dérly peapre with fixed <

incomes, or to

of valuable timber, oil, and coal lands,
as- corporate agricultural land, could bo cor

reeted Many states already praetlee one or:
- moro of thaso improvamants, .t

In short, the local share of-the school bill l
pald through proporty taxes, which are not s
s shargod to thoss taking natural resourses outl of the ground, am

Is often uaad |n places rich In oll and natural gas m mlm Ir;cc
hmyu !

both renters ‘and -low-income: .
home owners, The scandalous underassessment:
as well:

&



%

o value on which taxes are based. If a district

i
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s - -

heavy in the: South, bt aré'greaiiy ‘in need of *

reform, and which inevitably produce an‘uneven

~ and usually madequate ‘base of funds for educa-

tion. - : _ ! ‘ .

A

Local Effort means the rate of taxation which
a'locality is wnlllng {o levy on itself for school

the state, but a locality can choose to-make-
more tax effort—that is, to levy a highertax on

Local ability, like local wealth,. means the

has many profltabla‘ industries, rich natural
resources or expensive homes the property
values will be higher. The school tax is asually:
‘based on property value, but could also be
- based on perscmal or cprporate incomes.

o - i S =

TATE TAXES - : §
Since state governments spend -more on
‘education than any other social service,

how they raise their tax revenue is very import-

ant. It is even more important in the South,
where the states carry a more than average
share of the education load. The fact is thatthe
taxes used by.most Southern states not only put
a greater. burden on poor people, but do- not
take advantage of many available resources,

. A state’s total tax-policy normally determines
" where school money comes from. In most South-

- ,;‘ Fj. = - -
Some definitions of terms . -

funds. There is usually a minimum required by:|- -
each dollar.:of property value and to insure - \
'| that valuation of property is realistic,

medicine, fi;}m‘the sales tax. In the South,:
only Texas :dnd .Florida exempt both;
Virginia and North Chrolina exembt medi-
cine only. Louisiana taxes both at a ‘lower
rate,

Some states also mprave this tax by giv-

ing a credit or rebate c on income tax for sales
tax payments. Southern- states  have . lag-
ged in-this reform (Gec¥gia now allows a
credit for. low income families, but has not
seen fit to pay- a rebate where incoma is too

-+ + low to require income tax payment) The

ern states, education money comes from the .

*gkneral . state treasury, rather than any special -
fund.” State funds .come from the fo1|owmg

' sources: -
1) The ma]Dr 5tate source of revenue in the
= South is the sales tax.* This consumer tax
: hils pocr peap!e’ the har’dest It is generall'y

'people spend a hlgher proportuon Df theur in- )

" come on consumption items subject to sales

tax than do the rich." But it seems that the
- poorer the state, the greater its relignce on
such taxes. Mississippi, for ‘example, which
. has the lowest per capita income in the
nation, raises mare than 47 percent of its
taxes this way — far ﬁbov’e e national .
_average of 29 parcent, ’ ' '
Somo states oaso the rogrossiveness of .
this form of taxation by exempting food and

Fhome varliluna o Alabamuy (which ralses all e school money
!Im;uuh a stitewlds proporty e amd (Hieon other  small tigos
apoclally sarmarkad for aducation puipuses), Loulalana (which ralasa .
two-thirds of ita achool funds thiough enrmarkod !nma& Tatihieasud
(which aarmarka caftaln sales nnd tobacco taxes tu provide B7% of
Wa sducatlon manay) and Gouth Carcllng (which oarmarkid A flquor
tax fur schoolas untll reconily).

slnfermatlon on ainte {axan |n lnkun Iram Dr. Eva Galambos, Stats and

Luc-l Takes In the South, 1973, Southent Neglonal Councll,

In umlnml Is tinssd on  ablilty-to-pay. Hm

A Uprogrogsive  tix!

rdta |uuun§na nn Inmma Inrronsna,

P 2o
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" FEDERAL TAXES

net resultis that.in ' Southérn states, with -
their generally Iawer incomes, people.pay a "
_higher $hare of their incomes through these
regresswe sales taxes. N
2) On jop of this heavy dependence* on
regressive’ tdxes .some Southern states-
make little use of progressive personal -
come taxes. Only Virginia ard North Caro- \
hr\a approach or exceed the national aver-
age of revenue ?‘rom this source. Texas and
Florida have no persopal income' tax' at all,
and the tax in Fennessee Is: |nsign|fn:ant
3) Taxes-on business generally have lag- "~

ged in the South, a reflection_in _
effort to attract industry. Corporate income -* -
taxes. are imposed at about’ the gverage‘

- _national rate, but- the total’ buanhess taxz“ﬂ. )

" structure has favared suness refative to .
individuals and jamm in” order. ta 5ub=(.; o
. 'sidize growth, . A
. 4) Finally, states charge iaes ‘for. many
'dlfferent kinds of- services (licenses, high-
way tolls, etc.) Southern states.get from :
_ ten percent to 23 percent of their JIncome
m this way, about the national rsnge

Thus the major shére of school money in- the )

" South Is raised by states from tax sources that.

do not do nearly enough to di§lfibulE the bur-
deﬂglrly among all lhe cnizans : {

" The share of schgol m@ney that comes from
the federal govarnment which is generally small
but especially.significant in the South, is not paid

- by any SpEGIfID fund, or tax, but. from general . -

troasury sources..This means chiefly from the
fgderahncome tax, which is considered the most '
progresawa f:.urreﬁt tax.. CLoe .

HC)W’ THE MDNEY IS DISTHIBUTED

STATE AND LOCAL FUNDS

erginnlly. lc.sf colirso, Iocal monoy wns the
only-form of school support. But in tho twoentioth
cantury tho statos camo into tho picture, under-

* taking, tholr responsibility’ to ‘provido oducation

by making stato grants to school districts,
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The fnrst prmclple was a s:mple gne a number

district; Tl:us there wnuld be a minimum guSra-?'-
antee, a flat grant, for every student Gradually,

w

"however, many states came o realize that this’

‘system didn’t take ‘account of wealth dlffegences v

" —poor districts-couldn't add on as much as rich

* districts nd matter-how hard they tried. Thus!the

ldea of éguahzmg grants came along.’ :
The. _piorieers of ‘equalizing -school fmance

" were George, Strayer and Robert Haig, who e

1922 worked out a formula that goes ljke this: (1)

) each distriat must tax at®a:certain Ievel “(2) each
. dlstnct‘is antltled ‘to a certain amount of money

- pew. pupil; ( if the local’ tax does not raise that
per-pupil- a owance, the state mahes up the
dlffergnce, Fhis becarme known as a minimym’

wy CTiE

Q
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' foundation plan (MFP).Each:districf is able/ to

SE
PROPERTY VAL-
UE PER PUPIL

HICH
DISTRICT

~RicH
DISTRICT

. . POOR
DISTAICT

+ disguition among diutricts
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] thatg“locai leewa o csometlmes c:slled Enm:h-; : _
~ment _or supplementary funds)- allows the dis=.

ComE

ralse the same amounL of funds per pupll wnhs,
‘the same-amount-of effért up to the guaranteed;=
rqmimum To that pt:unt It IS an equahzmgr
farréngeméﬁt - , o,
'\ "The minimum foundation plaﬁ (MFF’) however

allows each district the rlght to add other funds.:

: It must f4r$t contrlbute its taxes tc: the MFF‘ up to .

trict tt: tax itself and spend whatever it hes'
in -addition to .theaEsn: requirement. Thus theg
rich district:still. has much more-ability to exceéd,‘

. the'minimum than does thg poor district. Where
_the required tax rate is very low" abv:odsly the"

Gppcrtumty for “local leeway”-and the resultrﬁlgf

.'1_'35

lﬁequahty is much greater. = - -

Ey now évery State plan has been revrsed'f‘
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\antt amendad m many waya '50 .that the ayater;na ‘

are
Th
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a Southarn atataa attll use a ftat grantv

_formula: (North and South Garoltga, and Arkan—fv

" ment.

aag) but they make some vdriations. m-‘the pay-.

shlaries of a given numbar dftéachers per class-

:';room +they provtda morg teachers for a high

. school than an. alamaniary schopl, or.twice’ as:

“‘'many téachers for;pamal education tlasseés.

. All the other SdUthern states use .a form of_"
'.-atquahzmg Minimum Fauhdatton Plan. Somé of ",

T them, like Gaorgta and Tennaaaaa -‘have frozen

) !-_ the dollar’ amount which €an- t;t{ga aotle«:tad frgm'
' Iatal taxes; §0-that the state share of the guar-

" ‘'some -‘®f the
.gnothmg towar

" Purposes Grants are alwaya for a apaclftc pro=- -
- gram, auc:h as dnvar education, or textbooks. "
" They ara naarlCIwaya based on the number

F

A

For exar‘npla although thay pay the = . -

T of 1965 growdaa over a}nlttOﬁ‘ dollara
compensatory aducatton money far: poor and

ah‘taa"gata htghar and htghar and the plam be- ©

oorest rural districts aoﬁtnbuta;
the MFP: This ‘means: that the
richer districts (ffequently.the: cities, which are

comes soma?at mora equalizing. In Georgia, =

'daaapttvaly ‘“rich’ in property, but overburdened -
.in other ways) subsidize the poorer districts

without much consideration of costs'or educa-.

 * tional needs. Dep hdence on a minimum founda-
. tion ptan may also mean that some .scHool,

boards, those with morfa- mtareat in low tax rates
than in'the needs of chttaran can run a pathett-

' c:ally minimum level of: achoolmg wtthout aupple-?
mentary Ioc:al effort at all. .

~ Most atata plans have baan amanded over
the years so that fn’ ‘addition 'to 'the basic, MFP

' for operating funds, there are different. kinds of

flat payments for special purffoses, The Speclal.

.of students enrdlled in the special program, and
no attempt is made to consider the weaith -or ™
ability to pay of the local district. These grants

‘dre usually for a much amallar total amount than

the MFP obaratmg funda
FEDaRAL AlD" ’

Tha faderal mvaatmaﬁt in alamantar%d sec- .

ondary adugattgn isa falrly racant dev Iupmant :

f

e e

" s .
-

really bagmntng on a significant. level in- tha_ )
Iate 1950's. It is a amal4 share, although it oc-

’IQEE fadaral rngnay paid eight percent of the

put:ltc: ac:hool'b)ll tha Iar,a‘at garcent avar SIHCE‘_ .

Iaaa i SRR AN ~
Federal atd is Ieglalated to Yneet particular
“nationally raaogmaad problam&and can be .
apent Oﬁly on, apactﬁo programa Thua Tttla I

a year in-

" low-achieving cHildren. Vocational education
support and .aid to “federally tmgacted” com-
munltiea 1 are tha two, other'. Iargeat ltema of
fetzlaral atata@‘c e b )

Therearé still- rnany who argua that tha probs

he aolved through fedaral fundmg It is only in

" the last few years that the system which ‘itself

.produces the inequalities— the ayatam of’ ratamg»’,

and dlatnbuttng state and Ioc_:al money—haa baan .

challangad et .

I . s L

E 3

Thua the majur alamanta in typn:al achoal ﬂs
nance’- systems now arar‘t) A _division of the
“state- into school districts, wnLh a local aehoolf' A
board, for administrative purposes; 2) A com-
-/bination of ‘state, local and.fedetal taxes to
raise school fuhds- angﬂj,A distribution of funds
which guarantaas sqmie minimum amount of
state support for aachghltd but which also takes
into. account how much effort local taxpayara”'-
araﬁakmg and is closely related to the wealth

ot tha diatru:t all aupplamantad by some fadﬁral '

Seo Anpandlx ¢ and D for chartz of - stats ald in tha South The
cammun special purpose of calggorical grante In- these slates ara

* ler spseclal uqunullun vocalional education, aduli education and

school lunches. A faw _Southarn  stalas have ostablighad publie
klna‘mgsrtana Suma atataa uutslda tha auuth prgvhja «:nmpan;atary
" ment gmnta of spacial ‘urban cosis. -One state (Mnryland) Yuﬁda
. all canstructluﬁ and building “ renavatlon “costs.

"Theza. are schaol dtatttrzta which have larger foderal installations, and
tharetdre much tax-exempt property and tho rosponslbllity to educate
- children of pnmnta whao live an or -ara umplayad by tha Inalallattan

ugh to.seem. largeY. In .
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d Chapter'lv s

HOW Uneqaal Is The Present Syst?m’? -

C e 5 C -
vtl'i:'\ *

_‘ : L \? ';f v'_: i - i

» ;

same facl:

tate tremendou  dlif-
ferences ;n the ameurrt spe’ﬁt n"each child. he
accident.
determmes how much

1 chlldséducanon . \

s s . Lt - 3

wuthln e.:u:h state reveals the’

3
quI be - mvested-m a

“Afﬂuent dlstrlcts can hava thE| cake and eat |
"it, too; fgr they can prcmde |
.educatlon for théir . children’ While “paying
lower taxes, Poor d|strlcts by cantrast, have’
no t:ake at all:”
! Gsllforma Su, reme Court
Serrsna v. Priest

The table béldw‘shﬁws jthé_facts fo
states."’ sy o
A TABLE
Tmal Elementary and Semndary Public School

Expendltures Per.Pupil, By Shté 1969-70
Schaol Year /

. Nm&ha‘h ) v' Ak T
. : High Pupil ‘Low
State - District "Percentilen - Distret
Alabama $580 $473 5294
Arkansas 1,005 512 2094
Florida ° X 1,036 824 ag2-
Georgia . 735 706 364
Louisiana 922 730 499
Mississippi 825 541 321
North Carolina. 732 675. 467
South Carolina 610 562 397
Tennessee 774 629 - 315
Texas 11,096 668 ' 197
Virginia 1,159 776 441

a/-Thi ninetinth pupit pmeontile la_lhg orpanditure lovel at which 10%,
gl tha studonta I = atato have moro  spant on tham than that
amaount. 1t s commanty usad na a Ylop™ - figure for ¥ luvullnu up'”
ind oliminatos oxlrema  akpepditure patterna from vory  ginall tir
unustial districts whose sponding Is not dypleal. .

Sourco: FRoview of Exlsling Stale School Finange Programs, Vol 2,

Gtall Aoport Submitted 1o the Preasidont's Commiasion an
School Finnnea (1972), pp. 19 1., with carrectiona. Aa guotod
=in Robort O, Aslschouer and nmuul W, Hariman, Refarming
School Finance (Tho loukinga limlllmhm Washington, 1. C.
1973). ' .
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\ A
C:Dmpanson Df schodl district ex%enditlgés
inevery

of birth:into a rich area or a poor _akea -

“high-quality -

' Sc’:'uthern_‘

a smaller number of d|str|cts more, nearly the B

s same size tend to even. out the; disparities a7
: httle ‘But the range is stilt staggering. "School

districts spend ‘anywhere from $300 to $3, DDD_

per pupil, semetimes within the same state,

. as great as in other .regions.. ThlS is because

*- Southern school systems spend on‘the, aversge

e ¢ countfy, and the pmpornon of state-funding:is

larger. There are few very ‘rich .suburban dis-

. to ofher states. Nevertheless the differences are

-shocking: up to five tlrﬁes as much money is
spent in some districts as in others.'

Why do these mequltles exist? Since we

‘pay, for schools in -part by local' choice, and

local taxes, it might be that districts which “care

tricts, Spendmg over $2,000 per child compared.

The Southern range of meqq,,allty is not qulte‘, .

ifar.less rﬁoney per child than ofher parts of the”

H

ma e" abaut educ;atmn which want to tax them- *

selves mofe, are
In fact, it is fthe“degree of local property wealth
‘which produces the dlfference not the degree Df

-1 local tax effort.
" For\ exdmple, look al & chart from a recent
study of South Caroljna which shows that al-
‘though the poorest districts (those whose prop-
j " erty is worth the least at market value) tax them-
/. selves at a much higher rate than the richest
districts; their resultmg revenue Is much less;
thay slm
' very I|m|tad patentlal to raise sufficlent maney

‘Cunu\nl smll;llm shaow that Hmra hava ~ lumn ulun”lu‘;nnl Incransas
i per pupll expenditures Ja=avery stale I rocent) years, The
agatlmmtnd oxpandituies por pupll In ADA for 1972.73 aro: Aln, $590:
Ak, 3651;
G, C. $751; Tenn) $730; Toxns 3778, Va. :*r'u (Statlstlcs of Publle
Elnmnnury ‘and Bacendary Day Schools, Fall 1972, Depanimeni of
HEW, 0. E. pubileatien no, 73-11403) Tho fnet romilng, noverthaloss,
that thoro cenllnuss to be A wide range in expendiures botweon
-the hlgh nnd low. distriets, and belwoen hlgh and Igw alitos,

1iThe et -that the ‘Bowthern differsnces .aro nat 86 groat as In
othar roglans may maka rolorm oasler: The palitlcal and sconomle

.costs of reform may bu lower, as there are towor diatrleta with a

strong vostod intereal In prosorving - the ndvantags of "mll great ©

local waalth, . 5

DURNEN

e the ones which spend morse.

ply. cannm squeeze, enough from their

FI*I SEB; Ga. $782; La. $B897; Mias. $689; N, C, 5802}

17



TAELE c o ' greater equaliziﬁéeffeci)i the differences 'réa

- 7 state-Local Revenues and Tax Effort of fmain significant: from $732 .to $467 per pupil
.. South. Carolina School Districts, 1970 * " in 1969-70. And theseinequities match almost N
o o . perfectly the wealth of the districts. = )
| cg:ég;?};fﬁ'ﬁége'ﬁy Eﬁg‘fgéﬁz 000 -Etﬁaéfel;,?f;' Evéry state that has been studied. shows |
Value (Market Valuation) Mﬁfkel\’fiﬂﬂi@n 7. Per PHPII - sgimilar” patterns. Of course, not every distnct‘“\{
$50,000 or more ., .. $2.94 - $510 X *  taxes itself heavily. Some of the lowest spend-
per pupil « . S L - ing districts are-both poor and unwilling to try
. $40, g%'ﬁ%_ 49, ggg ) 3.38 . 484 ~ very hard to raise education money. But the -
_perpupil " - S e o ' ' point is that districts do not have the free choice
$30,000 — 39,999 . 392 - 447 A , 'f '
S “per pupll L A ’ o ‘
+ $20/000 — 29,999 450 " 406 | " TABLE E
- pérpupil o " /. . North Carolina
LESS than-$20,000"" . 6.63 . ] 393 . - i Total State—Local Per
" perpupil . : . N et Pupil Expenditures, 1968-69 - -
auurcé Joel 5, Berke and Robert J. Guenel Flnam‘:lng Public Educa- - - L :
. Sﬁ?m'r’;.5“‘%:‘2‘;52?“"&5'3&?.‘52" Sé‘ia?f‘i‘é?%“ Syracuse ‘ o = ' i
_ . Districts Grouped
The'Tean ‘situation. has also been docy- . by Per Capita ., _
mented in materials prepared for a-major court Income. R T L
case. As Table D demonstrates, the richer dis- L ———
tricts; with a high market value of property per . . - OVer $2500 { -

pupil, tax themselves at a rate much- lower, thanj e e
) the pooret districts (column :3) and -still ralse:- ‘- $2250-2500 | . -
L muc;h more monéy (column 4).

v e $2000-2249

Loc:al Revenue Per. F‘u il, and Total Ex EﬁdltUFES ' .
P P . $1500-1749

IR TABLED. -~ .- =
Relatrcn of S«:hr:njl District Wealth to. Tax Rates o $1759’1999 : »

: F‘er Pupil, 41‘15 Texas School Districts,
' 1955 ‘67 SEhOOI YEEF e -
: D w R _ - under $1500 ,

Market Value - Equall;ad Tay Local Total Exp : S = P4 L i 1 Sy
of Taxable Number: Rate $100 Revenue Per Pupll. - . - . o i o
Propertly per of Scheol . Va on - Per Pupit State and . 5400 425 450 475 500 . 525 550
Pupll (Egllarg) : Districts - (nullgu) (Dollars) - Governmant P . . -t .

, ! ollers) - Qov Per Pupil Expendit
Above 100,000 9 031 610 856 Per Pupil Expenditure
100,000-50,000 %» 26 ,+0.38° 287 @ 610

Betsy Lavin, Thomas Muller and Willlam Scanion, Schtmll and

SQ 000- -30 DOD 3 E—g 055 224 529 " %?urﬁﬁ Taxzes In Herth Carolins, (Tﬁé Urban Inztituto, ‘Washington,
30,000-10,000 41 0.72 166 546 ' B.C.. 1973). \, :
Below 10,000 =~ 5 . 0.70 63 . 441 . : c
Sourca: Jeel 5, Berke, Altidavit, U. 5. District Court, Weslem Dlstrict
2 szgzccﬂnﬁ'gs:::ﬁﬁs;';ﬂ.;'%;ss,:’aﬂa,.&‘,?:;g- *of an adequate spending level that local con-.
Aeforming Schicol Finance (Tho Brookings Instltution, Wash- © o trol ImpllES Théy are dEEBndEﬂt on ‘the praperty
. fngten, O, G 1973). N .
" : ' S “value in their district. Their children's education-
Even in North Carolina, where the state pays = al resources are determined by that wealth. This
; a larger share of the school bill than nearly any , is the inequity that is being challenged in ccurts
other state in the country (which should have a and Iegnslatures o .

(- FH .
T : M [
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A
”
' THE RICHEST DISTRICTS
" Greenwood #52, K
- . Prbperly Vaiug Per Pupil: $138,387
Tax Effort: $263 pdr $1,000 -
L Local Héveﬂu&éﬁr Pupil: $385 . .
v
Property Valug Per Pupil: $111,450 &, - __ : ) '
Tax Effort: $2,14 per $1,000° - - _ o
Local Revenug Fer Pupll: $238 L s .
.
£
: ) ot . ¢ E23 ET
SOURGE: Financlng  Publlc Cducallon |n fSouth Carolihs: Problems . - _ . \
and Prospetis; fyracusy Universily Niseareh Corpofotion] . . ) }\
: . Octobar, 19 , - "

[1{lc | g2 o

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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Chapterv

Inc:ent! eSTé ChangeThé System e

-

.

To install a more equitable system of educa-

tion finance requires the will to do so-

At the state level, the job of achlevmg equity '

amgng districts falls to state legislators and to
the governar and state school boards. The idea

thaj chlldrEn in different parts ‘of the state should‘

have equal access to education Is not new, nor

is the knowledge that present state programs

“work only imperfectly toward this end. Some

Ieglslatures are working steadily to reflne and

Jr’nprﬂve their systems. _
, éut dunng the last decade when |rnpat|ence
- WIth the schools ability to provide a good quality

-of (or even’ pometimes adequate) education to
poor arid minority children burst upon the na-

tional scené, the question of legal rights has

"been raiséd more and-more frequently. At the

same 'time, the federal government (including
Congress, the administration, and various com-
missions) has been considering an array of plans
to encourage and underwrite reform. In.addition,
the objections of taxpayers to rising local educa-

tion costs and taxes—resuylting in voted-down -

bond is5ues and bankrup} urban schools—have

made the need fc:r _systematic change; more

and more urgent.. - . : . e T
LEGAL CHALLENGES ‘

¢

Legal challenges to lnequitable_staté‘eduisaaf,'
tion finance .systems started in- 1968, after the' . .

-publication of some academic articles and a

series ‘of conferences .among constitutional.

Jawyers and inferested _‘g’roups. A couple of early
state casds were rejected in state and federal

district courts, Then the Calrforma Supreme

Court,ina pn:-hrnnmry ruling on Serrano v. Priest
in 1971, declared that the state's school finance
stheme violated not only the equal protection

~ clausoe of the U. 8. Constitution but also violated
-, similar prnvlsic’ns of the state constitution,

+ Additional suits were quickly filed .in other

™ glﬂt@

" Judgments on other state systems,

0s; within a yoar state and fedéral courts in
a hi—"llf -dozon other [urisdictions made similar

20

' and mora

—

w .

LI ]

-

~than fifty additional lawsits are in the courts. Be;-
" cause the State of California did not appeal the
Sérrana case, lt dld not goito the Umted States L

Anlunm lnd Schcnl Dlstnct v, Rndngue;) was'
filed in_federal couri, and became the flrst im-
portant school finance suit tp be accepted for
hearing by the Supreme Gourt In March, 1973,
the Supreme ‘Court ruled agamst the Egdriguez

plaintiffs. Shortly thereafter, another important
‘state case was decided in New Jersey (Robln-

son v. Cahill); that state's supreme court found.-
that the New Jersey system of school fundlng :

_violated, the state constitution.

The state and national constitutional argus .

'ments are -important to understand, both for -
- what the judges in these key cases dld say, and _

for what they did not say.

5GME GDNSTITUTIDNAL DEFINITIONS
‘The Fourteenth Amendment to the United

* States Constitution provides that no state shall

“deny to any person within itg, jurisdiction the

“equal protection of the laws.” In the course- of

interpreting this clause, courts have come to

. use several key definitions and tests: .

Fundamental interest. means that the
aqual protection clause will apply to rights
of basic constitutional importance to citi-
zens, such as legislative apportionment, in-

’ terstate't;avel and rapresentativa junes In

guaranteeg of the GOHStItUtIDn outweigh or

i forb;d restrictive state agtions unless the

state is persuasive enough to justify ‘such
‘action. If .a matter is not a “fundamental
interast,”” the state has wider latitude to
regulate the actlvity.' :

Classification mearis the way in whic;h

states. group people In publnn‘pohclas or

i

C# - . . )

tiMlnnaacts, Arifons, HKansas, How Jorsoy, Michigan,
Wyomlng,

wEgcepl, ‘ol couras, Ihat It may pot Aot cantrary 1o othar constltullonal
standnarda (lof mmmnlu by rn@lnl disgrimlnation) or in mblhmy or,

dnpricioun wayl

Touns and ¢



L F . : Co
~laws for special treatment. For example,.
.children are, grouped for. education pur-
pose# into school districts. States may
make °
to treat different groups differently, if they:
have some legitimate reason to do so. For
example, families can' be classed as poor
in order to receive welfare aid. But the
classlflcat;on and the different treatment,
must not discriminate sgamst the class ex-

.. cept ‘when justified by“a legitimate state
interest-and must be related to the treat-
ment or regulation the state imposes. Some
kinds 'of classifications such as .race,
religion, or national origin, are thought to be
always dubious, ‘and are called “inherently
suspect!’. States must go further to prove
_why"they need to use such classificdtions.:
For example, the dual school system made
race a classification for assigning children
to seégregated scﬁools and ‘was eventually

ruled unconshtuﬂonal L ;

~ Compelling state interest is. a term usad
10 justify a state's classification or treatment'
“of people in a certain way. If a state's sctu:»n _
is challenged on the grounds of using a sus- .

.. pect classification, or denying a fundament-

al interest, the burden is on the state to
* prover what compelling interest might be
served by the action. The common state .
defense of the present school finance sys- .
tem is that it preserves the ‘'compelling

~ state interest” of local control of education.

2 the wealth of the;state as-a whole.”

“THE SERRANO CASE!

“The Ievel of- spendmgufonza cmld 5 educatla
may not be a. function of wealth bthgr thElB)

—

Van Dusariz v, Hatfield |-
. 334F, Supp. BTD 872
Federal District Court
Minnesota, 1971

The Gahforma Supreme Court was asked o’
rule on the application of the- equal protectign
clauses of the U. S. and California constitutions °
to the state' education® {finance system. Haviﬁg

'réad thasxfactual evidence that the amount of

money spent on children’s schooling directly

followed the pattern of wealth and poverty in
‘that

state, the court said that the state did,
indeed, run a system which classified .on the
basis of wealth, and that this was a ;'suspect

classification.” The quality of educatiqn ‘of the * -

“child.depended on the property value and local

tax revenugs of tho dlstrn:,t in-which. he lived;-
the state did Iittla or nothing to offset thase local

e R

“‘reasonable” classifications in order -

if!*s e

24

differences, but rather alfDWed the state pro=
.‘gram to further them. - ~
The colrt went on to declare that educatlan
‘is a “fundamental interest™ becaﬂse it is" s0
imporfant to an individual's, ability to" ccmpete'
ecanomlcally, becayse it is Umversally relevant,
because it has such a long and sustained contact
‘ with people, because it molds the personality -
of .youth, and because it is compulsory. '
) Finally, concludmg that local determimation
- of expenditure -is a ‘“‘cruel illusion” for poor .
*‘dIStI’ICtS rather than a compelllng state interest,
'the Court ruled that.the state system’ of finance -
uld be unconsitutional if further, Iegal ar.:tlon -

_upheld the facts in the case.!’

7 “Serrano has made s;gmfn:ant ref@rm pos- -
| sible: it has not rendered it mevntablé
"Yudof and Kirp
- Yale Review of Law and Saclal Achon
Wmter 1971 ;

’THE RODRIGUEZ CASE“‘ ' -
When the Texas case came before the Umted
 Stafes Supreme Court many of the Serrano legal
" arguments were repeated. The facts.inthe Texas
. case were Similar: very great disparities in ex-
. penditure closely related to the wealth of the
district—and the state did not dispute them. The
state simply argued that.it w‘as provuglng an
~adequate minimum. educat;onal level for all -
children, and that it beﬁeved local choice of .
.'expendlture level. was an’ |mp0rtant practlce,.
" to continue:, ‘
Ey a sllm

Togne

r’ha;ohty csf 5 to 4 the SUpreme.x:

(A

P mg of unc:c:»nsmuhonahty whifz‘h had been
-~ handed 'down" by,.the lower: federal court. It
', declared that educanon although an, |mportant .
social service, is not a'“fundamental interest”.
because it is not explicitly or implicitly declared .
to -be so in-the U. S. Constitution. The ‘majority
.also found-that the state does not classify on
the basis of wealth, -because the people lwmg
within a st’:hoo‘l district are too vague and varied
a group to be considered a “harmed class.” The
Court was_ evndent[y persﬂaded as well that the
{mportance of lochl tontral provided a * compall=
. Ing state interest". However the Court added an
.. interesting’ postscnpt s@ymg that Texas and:
ther states ought to reform thEII’ present school -
finance systerﬂs

'L“nrv(|nn, y. Prinst, 5 Cal.*3d 5604 (1971) .

Vi The Bofrano casa wiia roturnod to the tewar courl for a dnmrmlﬁnlluﬁ
ot the {octs. M the alloged facis ‘ara.wpheld, then Ihe Calllarnia
Suprama Court’s proliminasry rullng Ihat tho schgol Hnnnra syatem
violated the state constltutlon would bocoma tinal,

t*fadrigusz v. San Antonle [ndspendent School Disirlet, 337 F. Supp:

n thls capo nnd Ita consoquancos Ia Tound In Linda Matlhaws
Arilels “Rodriguoz. and Friondla™ Iu the Race Rsalations Rnpurl-r
uly 1\173

LS
n P

80 (1971). An excollent aummary of (ho Suproms® Court’s doclslon



[“The conelderehon end mmetlon of- fu;‘lde-
mental. reforrne with respect to state taxation
and ‘education are matters reserved for t,he
Ieg|e!at|ve processes of the vencus states.”
Justice Powell
" United States Supreme Court
San Antonio v. Rodriguez
March, 1973

ylc|et7e the Fcurteenth Amendment

| THE ecemecn cAee“'

"~ in the Serranc case,

S22 - _:,'.‘;‘- !

The djssenting judges_ generelly euppcrted the
conceptl | of education as a fundamental interest,
and th unccnetrtutrcneluty of cleeemcatlon by
‘wealth 7Three of the dissenters went even further
“and ee d thet the Texee eyetem |e en erbltrary

“Th Memrlty 5 ho|d|ng can cnly be eeen asa
retreat. from our " historic commitment to
‘equality of. educational cppprtunlty and as
unsupportable acquiescence
which deprives children in their earliest years
of he chence to reech their full pctentuel as

e

- ."l'-_-_ Merch 1973

in_a- system |

i 'Dneeent Sen Anlcmc V. derlguec !

Thus there is ho Supreme C:ourt mandate at *.

present to require refgorm of echocl finance eye-= -

tems, which would call for an upheevel as ngnlf-
i¢ant as the Supreme Court's mandate in the
954 Brown school desegregation case.

» There are, however, several states under Obll-
;etren from their state courts to devise a more

eqplteb’le eyetem end cases pendmg in meny
‘other. states, -

This case in New Jefsey. is elgnlflcent in thet
its decision was announced in April, 1973, three

.weeks after the United States Supreme ‘Court .

decision in the Rodriguez case. The New Jersey-

" Supreme Court rejected the eppllcetlon of the-
. equal prptectlon clause.-of both the netIOneI*_
'and state conetltutlone to the state ‘school fi-

nance system, but found that the preeent eyetem
_woletes another aspect of the state ccnetltutlcn

1 _-wJ‘nch cel!efcrc“thprcugh and -fhclent” system
T crf ‘aducation. :

many ;tele ccnetitutl'ne

es the door

“open for litigation of thIS kind in other states. .
In the South, school finance suits \pave been
filed in Georgia and Florida, but nond seeks 0.

bring about the comprehengwe chenge sought

RIS
2 Fody F.;\

v *§mrz mcluding
EAr,ken as end Virginia, have a similar education-
c|epcc, ‘the New Jersey case led

As - B e =

' FEDEHAL SUBSIDY

Gdurt rulmge are not the only pOSSlble incén-

tive for change. Federal legislation Could be
.much more specific -and more_ far—reachlng in

the plans it.encourages. ¥
The political likelihood. of elgnmcent federal
Ieglelatlpn is rather: low at *the moment,

- present edmrnuetretronreeerne determlnerj c.t to

" and has only shown interest in’ somea

" children who attend privateé school; :
The influential Adweory Ccmmieemn on lnter- :

increase federal spending -for social- eervucee
odest

property tax reform and \?ehef for.p fermllee of

¥

- i

governmentel Reletlcne recently: rejected Iederal

-equalization incentives as well, eteﬁng that the

Zetatee should manage. the equehzetlen prcblem
and that ‘they had plenty. of eveireble tax res
sources to.do s0. : »°

On the other hend the F'reeident s Gpmmle-

. sion oh-Sthoot Finance—in a generally cautious

report-in 1972—did suggest that a billion federal
.dollarg:-a year be epent over five years to en-
_courege states to take over full fundmg of educa-

tion. Senetcr Jacob Javits has. introduced 4 bill
mcorporetmg this idea in the current Congress:
There are a variéty of ways in which Congress

;',br*the U.-s. Office of Educeﬁon ‘could assist in

;_w .kmg for-solutions to school finance reform.
-‘They could provide. pubhc mfcrmenon 011 plene

"already studied and rnmete epproprlete new"

studies. ‘Ahd _additional” legislation could be
ccnerdered over a wide range of eclutlpne For
example, federal Iegleletlcn could addreee in=
equalities among etetee as wall as within states.

- It could provide funds- to ease the states' as-

-, .sumption of local costs if- that proved to be the
4. - most -popular solution. Or- |t could undertake
smorehrmted aims.. P !

« Some epproecﬁee try
‘tax relief, on the the ry that:the property-:
tax is ‘too burdensome.’ Gcngreee could
make subetentlelly motre federal funde :

,'ﬁaveuleme in existing categorical aid pro-
 grams or enact.a nnew" general aid bill

. (raising the present federel ccntrlbutlon

- to education from 7 percent to 33 per-
cent) . so that states end_ I_peel districts

- could reduce their tax retee :

. Dr Congress could give specmc property

© tax relief to individual .taxpayers: for ex-
ample, a tax_credit to elderly pcople or.
low-jncome eiderly pecple who pay mare
than a certain percent of.their income in-
property tax or. rent, Such proposals are

* aimed at prowdlng a better minimum floor,
under educetlon ependlng, end relievlng

TeRobinson v, cn“mr 62, NJ CA "fm $73 (1973,
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bt a"

the mequmefs for certain taxpayers They_ S , pr:zsal to pay states ten parcent of all thew
' would not. of ,themselves remove i -7 local educ:atlon z:osts if,they establish an '\
*  equities based‘on local wealth. o 0 Equallzmg plan. _\.- o ‘
¢ Some perDsed appraaches uséaformula 0 Most such federal IEQISIEUDH pr.oposals are -+
which gives more money lo poor states . ' ~_-introduced for discussion purposes, to tredtea -
(the number of childrén combiried with the . . forum for hearings and. natiphal attention. Politi-
* per capn:a mc@me) orto states which try =~ - °  cally they-have not gained substantial supporti
. harder (ﬁ‘lCiEE money to states with hlgher_ . However, if many. states .want to ehrnmate local.:
: ;ftax rates) ThIS kind of program would B ; support- fDr\(edL{cahon and replat:e it with full"
““refluce the inequalities-among states, but . T _"iState funding, it is likely that the. pressure wauld
not among dustrn:ts within a smgle state. . . 7 -increase for scme federsl help to ease the transi-
. Some moye amb:tlou‘s plans’like the bill - v L _thn e . T Lo
introduced by Cangressman Carl, F’erkms", . . . CITIZEN ACTION '
' (Ghalrman ‘of the House Educatlan ahd Emzens in any state with the polltu::al wn% and
=, Labar Gommattee) or the tmr E'rcduced L _ mus«:le to. cjo S0 gan of course, cause stale of- o
, - by’ Senators. Waiter: | nd -Adl S ficials, to !:ac:k school -finance: refarmawnh or . .
Stevensan wc\uld reward!sta d5.-W o “x‘f'wuthc\\, ‘court . mandates or -federal SUbSIdIES.

_'_, per capita income .i»:i _Some ststes-have already begun major reforms.
.gwe extra help to citi ) -(see Chapter-VIl