~ . ’ . . N -
. . - ’ .9
‘ : DOCUNENT RESUME » ,
h Al
.

- . ’
izxn 151 902 - R .95 010 A8S
;:IUTHOB - . Brown, lavrence l., III; And Others N
TITLB - » - - ' School Finance Beform in the Seventies: lchievenents
A _ and. Failures. Technical Analysis.Paper. -
IIS!ITU!IO 'eDepattlent,of Health, Bducation, and Welfare, ' . )
RO <;;_V;~ Washington, D.C. Office of the Assistant Secretary
} ;a_ 4 " .. for Plamning and Bvaluation.;’ Killalea Associates,
EAR Inc., Arlingtom, Va." = e
?UB DATE T30 Sep 17 “ - ’ '
IOTB ‘ 63p.; HNot available in papet copy‘ﬂue to larginal

.-
.

legibility of original document; Tables contain very-,
- small ptint . o

. 4

BDBS PRICE _MF-$0.83 Plus Postage. HC Not Available fros EDRS.:
“DBSCRIPTQRS Educational Finance; Elementdry Secondary Bdncatiqn~
3 *Bqnalization 2id; Bxpenditure Per Student; *Finance
' Reform; Progras Descriptions; Property Taxes; =

r

f%_.? C " Resource Allocations; Schodl Districts; School . )
I T Systems; State Aid; ¢State;éroq;ans;‘!ables (Data);
oo .#Urban Bducation ' .

. \WBSTRACT ' S ’
N is a base fot evaluating the need fot turther federal
e nvolvelent in school finance, this study examines changes that have
" {taken place in. the distribution of resources within the states. It
sjexanines the effectiveness of school finance reform solely in' teras
‘of resylts--the resource levels made available in the school
* ﬁistricts of a state and the’relation between resources and local
g vealth. The section dealing vith the changes in disparity is .
iorganized around three -questions: What changes have taken place
I/ betwaen 1970 and 1975 in overall disparities.in' the states? What
: kinds of distrdcts have gained and lost from those changes? What are
' the costs of further equalization? The secticn discussing the refora
-states suamarizes the results in all twenty states and then discusses
;ﬁhe characteristics of the reforms in each state, Although reform . «
vcfforts appear to have been swimming against a national tide of S
.=incr0asing disparity, mcst of the states in which disparities showed
_Substantial increases were nonrefora states. nost of the states in PERLY
‘'which disparities were suhstantig%ly reduced uerz reform, " and lost of’
T

the states in which resources to lovw-wealth "and urban distri
dec:eased were non:eforn. (author/IRT) g ’ . ’ N\
\_ { \ B ‘/
\ \\ . 1Y - . l ‘ . i ' ,‘ - ‘- -
AN . . M ' \ ' . ‘ )
N - LI -

N - -
t##t###ttt##tttt####t#tt#t#*tt#t#t#ttttttttttt#tﬁtt#tttttttttttttttt#tt
* Regrqductions supplied by EDRS-are the best that can be made *
* from the original documer't. *

g **“#‘##‘#\‘Q###‘##t#*##*#######t‘#‘#t##“t‘##########‘##t#t##‘#“*‘##t

. \ Lol .
. .
Vo
¢ ‘

) 4
. \, X . °
. ..

Q

-
1, Rl e ey




.; 3 . . \ . w
N o ) R . {\’
) v * ‘ “ U S. DEPARTMENTOF HEALTH, i
. EOUCATION & WELFARE v
. . 2 NATIONAL INSTITUTE OF N
- LN ! s . EDUCATION =
T o o ’ . THIS DOCUMENT HAS BEEN REPROq |
‘ ) L) » DUCED EXACTLY AS RECEIVED FROM
) . D , THE PERSON OR ORGANIZATION ORIGIN-
s ‘ - ATING IT POINTS OF VIEW OR OPINIONS
Voo Technical i "R 2R AT MR T
ool ’ ’ 0 cinic Analysls Paper o SEED':JYCngo‘N:t)SIHONOR POLICY .
, ! . . . * ' ] '.
. . a - -
L . C -
Jeoy, L : ‘ .J". ‘ ’ N o - ) ! ’
A SCHOOL, FINANCE REFORM IN JHE SEVENTIES ~ | . )
T . - . .,
) A ACHIEVEMENTS' AND FAIL ool
- ? , b \
- : A Lawrence L..Brown III <o
' Alan L. Ginsburg .-
‘ . v ' J. Neil .killalea . .
. _ e Richard A. Rosthal | . .
, o Esther 0. Ttron - = - A
k , . X - B ,
1
~ " 4 3 ]
-~ September 30, 1977 ‘
L “ *
\ * . .
) . 3
. ) . , .
S A Joint Project OF
BT . Office of the Assistant Secretary for Planning and Evaluation .
U.S. Department of Health, Education, and Welfare .
- v and ¢ ) .. ’ - .
. . ' - .
) @ ’ Killalea Associates, Incorporated ' -
‘ H .
o . ' :
oy \ . « -
g“ | ‘




. 1 . '

-

X ' .
School Finance Reform in the Se$ent1es:
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Achievements and. Failures
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The 1970's have marked a time in which increased attention has been

directed to disparities in resources among districts in the States. These
disparities generally arise because education revenues-deoend heav1ly on
the local property tax; and, becausg local weflth varies sharply in

dlfferent places in a State; so do educational revenues.
some | 20 States — in many cases, prompted by their State

In this period,

ts — haye ' -

reformed thelr school finance programs.

1.

co
( N

——

-

-

—-‘

. The sthool flnance reform movement has been tudled 1n$°n51vely. "Thus d
far, these has been only scattergd ev1dence’§f‘the impact of reform in\the
. nation as a whole, because most studies focys on one or a few States. e
, . 'present study examines changes between 1970‘and 1975 in the distribution of
" educational resources within all the Statesj with particular teference

those that effected some kind of reform. 'THe analysis considered both the
disparities in expendltures and the relatiog between disparities and local
wealth. The costS of acn1ev1ng a range of equallzatlon goals’are also .
nresented %

t 3

4y
The cerceptlon of the extent ‘of expenditure isparities depends on the

measure employed. This study uses two measugps:

(1)’ the ratio of .

expenditures at the 95th Dercentlle of stude
Sth pergentile; and- (2) the average variatio

to expenditures at the
E%Kstandard deviation)

exoressed as . a percentage of average qxpendityres. Results according to
-~ ‘the two’ megsures are very similar in ranking- étates with respect to one
another. ,The prevalence of interdistrict dlsparltles 1n per-pupil

expenditufes in 1975 was found to_ be as follow%

{

-
.

In 40 States, high-spending dfstricts

Z‘e

nt at least 50 \\f.

percent more per ouoll than the low—spe

1nq dlStrlCtS.

In 4 States, hlgh-soendlng districts sneqt at least twice
as much per pupll as- low—spendlng dlstric@s in 1975.

.‘f; . In 18 States the average varlatlon in per—pupll
-3 ] expendltures‘was at least 20 percent. \\

. N

Dlsparltles are only one crlterlon on which to judée the equity of school
e finance arrangements. Another is the extent to whlch\per—oupll=°xoendltures
* :depend on local wealth, a deoendence that some State courts have insisted
must be reduced or eliminated.  Resources to low-wealth districts ifyreased
in 23 States between 1970 and 1975; but, in almost all the States the low-
yealth distrigi#s remain at a distinct dlsadvantage relative to wealthier

\\ places. e , . o

<
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" viewing the nation.as a whole in 1975 then, substantral dlsoarltles

' Of the jother 8, st were already airly well equalizeﬂ

when the measure of ,fiscal c

remain, and their llnk to Yocal wealtdf continues. We should: expect
that g ¢ifferent plcture would emerge/ when we focus on the 20 States
that passed school finance reform législation. - In fact, however, i
of theke States disparities actually®increased between 1970

wealth per pupll : Inotnls regard, it is noteworthy that in 8 of the 20
reform States the centef c1ty istricts received a lesser share, relative
to districts of other ki 1975 than, in 1970. Our findings also
suggest, hoyeyer, that the regdurce advantage of-the cities may be more
apparent than r®al: center ity advantages are reduced con51derably
city is shifted from propérty per pupil’

to property per capita, whigh |is an approximate way of reflectlng the

" service burden placed on citieps by all s rs of the population.

. Center cities may have les

reforms that take these added
burdens into account. ‘ St .

[ ]
»

The lack of overall progress does not mean that school finance reform.
efforts were entllzly without effect. Reform efforts appear to hate
been swimming against a natlonal tide-of increasing dlsparltles
Specifically: /- -
Of ‘the §tates in ‘which dlsparltles showed substantlal
1ncreases, most are non-reform States.

of the Statbs in which dlsparltles were substantla-ly
reduced, more were reform than were non-réform.

The‘ﬁtates that reformed were, in 1970, those most in -
need’ of reform. By 1975,.however, the reform States had ..
rev;/rsed the situation, and the non-reform States exhlblted
the greatest dlsparltles as a group A -
Of /the States in which resources to lowgwealth or urban < \S
. districts decreased, most were~nbn-tefZ§$\Statesw\\ ' N ;
AN . Y - :
The costshof equallzatlon obviously depend on the level of disparities
that are ob be permitt Levellng up all loweér spending districts to |
achieve a '40 percent disPwrity in each State would have cost,$2.5 billion
in 1975 leveling up to a 10 percent maximum disparity would have:cost

" four ti as much, $10.4 billion. For all levels of equalization, costs

as a-pergent of current State and local outlays have risen between 1970.
and 197 Equalization is now a relatively more nsive prop051tlon .
because|disparities have increased slightly over five-year period in
question. The results of. this comparlsdn confirm our earlier conclusion ,
that re has beén no progress in. the natlon as a whole in p1051ng

disparity gaps. . . / N
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The Problem in Brie

local schood districts.

. community can make avallable for education.
the mostfpart,'by taxatign_on property wealth; and property weglth is

- fistributed honunif§rmly throughout the distficts in each State.

e Lssue in several ways. The long—sLandlng Federal Impact aid
1mbprses 1ocallt1es for theﬁtosts of educatl chlldren of Federally ‘

-aid ® ‘school dlstrlct's 1mpact ald grant,’

* Io 4 3 :,' .'
/ . , »,.‘ \J"a .
\ - L) 4 0 . " .
l - N . .

~ Although-almost every State constitdtion makes education a- Stat° “
responslblllty, in practlce ﬁuch of th respon51b111tY‘1s delegated to
By virtue of prox1m1ty to the p01nt at which™ | .
educatlonal services are delivered, the scnool systen is presumaoly in ‘ “ T
the besé,oos;tlon to.make dec151ons on the form of educatlon aooroprlate ,.

to the needs and preferences of its community. - But its dec151ons are *
also subject to the constraints lmposed//y the level of résources thaé th4
That level 1s‘determ1ned5 for ;

+

A nhumber

of State courts have ruled”that substantial disparities in educational ,

resources, ﬁwhen traceable to Garying\;eggké of local ability to'oay,
v1olat= thelr constitutions by falllng to orov1de egoallty of educatlonal

Opportunfty to all children. , ‘\

fr

The Congress has already recognized the- natlonai “impor tance -of thlS

L

Program re-
¢

’ >
connected workers. WLthln that’ program, T ulatlons now permlt States
that have adequate school- flnance equallzatlon programs to c?:zt ds State

More . recently, the\Condress has

Ld

©

authorxzed grants to assist States in plannlng for egdalization, It is

not tlear what furi?er role the Federal goyernmen ought to play 1n school

~ .
q
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finance within the-Stdtes. From at least one perspective, however, there
IR i .‘ - . . e . N 5 . . O . .

is a pdtential'motivation stemming from the Federal drive to eliminate "

\discrimination in schoolinﬁ and “o. reduce the effects of educational

. P ¢
. system suffers roader and more pervasive fo
J s
. available to children in less wealthy dis$ricts Moreover, the drive

disadvantage~ these programs would be Qf littl:Lavail if.the educational ,

of shortfall'l— in resources

*

to eliminate discrimination in the core program is consistent with the

current Federal focus on- equalization of opoortunity \@ ‘ v
\

_ This study examineés changes that have taken place in,recent years in

»

-

Ve v

the distribution of resources withi; the(States, £o serve as a base for

“ 4 . *

. evaluating the pOSSible need for further Federal involvement in school

. N L4 ~
finance.ljf ‘ ' . .

,‘ LN * " ’ ’ a8 /
Struczure of the Study i i . -
R ) -~ ’ » ¢

- States have reacted in various ways to the concern for equalization.

- -

Some have MOdified the bas¥t form of their school finance system, others
~have increased the peﬁgentage.of tptal funds that is collected by the State |
. rathet than by the localities, and'others are studying the oroblem. OQut of
" this mix of activities, it is Aiffidult to discern the effectivensss of < @

school finance reform. This study examines the effectiveness of school ‘
o finance reform solely in terns of'results‘—- e resource levels made'

" ' available in the school districts of a State and the relation/between

resources and lodal wealth. In contrast- to other analyses, the present

study examines all the States.2/ = |

* Notes appear at the end of the paper.
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A sgapshot of thx.j dlstr ibution of resources at a gindle tlme could, -
however, be mlsleadmg. At least as J.mportant is the extent to Wthh the .

. situation has changed over time. If the sltuat,lon has improved, it may

. : . ‘ Q@

i . not be uﬁrea‘sonable to-assume that it jwill continue to’do 'so. If there :
- 2‘ .
;o has been, llttle change and J,\f‘ there ar severe dlsparltles at present,

' . . there may be n for stronger remedla actlon &

g .

g : > ; This study therefore describes not only the recent sltuatlon but
also thg changes that have taken place over the past. Ideally, for such

¢« - a study there would ‘be data- avallable for each of a number of years

\/ ‘

b mcludlng the most recent.- The real world 9\:&: makes such data aVallfble-
but for the purposes of this analys15 there are two comparable data bases -—

- @

‘one For 1970 and the other for 1975 — that conta1n generally adequate

~

data for all the States. 3/ The movement to reform State school fJ.nance o

programs did not get under way untll aften‘ 1970 and 1ts i 1 unpacts‘

-, could be expected to have reglstered by 1975 Lob e -

The study begms by e:tamnmg, in Sectlon II, the charges in

a.
dlsparlty in the States, the benef1c1ar1es and losers from the changes,

L

RS

;‘ Cx "and the costs of fur‘,:her equallzatlon. Ip Section III we relate the

+ ~

changes 1n resource alIocat< to activities that various States have taken

4

-

in.a presumed effort to, reform thelr school flnancmg arrangements. A

.- ' sumnary of the- fmdmgs and conclusmns is presented in Section tv.

‘ol
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II. DISPARITY CHANGES: 1970 to 1975
ri. R , . ‘
This sectlon presents the changes that have taken place between 1970

and 1975 ,1in the dlstrlbﬁtlon of educatlonal respurces. 'Ihe d¥scussion 1s

s

-
-

-,orgahige? around three basic questions: S Cf

.. What.changes have taken place between 1970 ‘and 1975
in overall disparities in the States? °

+

What kinds of dlsarlcts have galned'and lost. from those
changés’ ¥
/

Ld
[ 4

\.
. . What are the costs of” further eguallzatlon°

, - Tobe able to address these questions, two; methodolqglcal matters must

be'declded. (1) how resources are to be deflned‘and (2) how'dlsparltles

- éw

Methodology

\\ Definition ‘of Resources .

_Resources are defined heré as the portien of cufreht operating

expéhditures (COE) per gopil that is supported by non—Federai,sources. COE

_ is chosen for several reasons: it is & comprehensive measure of educational

resources; it. exciudes capital outlays which could otherwise make resources
appear to be very\hlgh in the year°of outlay; and it is readlly avallable -
in natlonal data‘bases. COE as reported in the data flles are based on,
revenues collected from several souices, 1nclud1ng the Federal government.g
"Since the purpdse of this study 1s to examine the dlstrlbutlon of local

and State funds, it is netessary to adjust COE to remove Federal revenue’, _/
The exception is Federal meact aid, whlch is treated here as local

revenue.5/.




o \\them in the present, study 6/ ThlS shortcomlng affects the analyses discussed

- .

Although many analysts have employed expendltures as though they
were equivalent with resources, they are.not the’ same. The difference

arises principally from the fact that a dollar buys different levels of

edicational resources in different parts of a State. Techniques are
no under study’ for 1dent1fy1ng and adjustlng for the varylng costs of

educatlon throughout a Stats, but it has not beenhooSSLble £o apply Ve

i

below d1fferent1ally, as w1ll be 901nted-out in the review of the results

[y

A \ . All district. ex;englture figures are stated'on a oer-pupll ba51s.

-

\
The States count pup;ls in varlous ways. Some usé average dally attendance

i

(ADA), some use average daily membershlo (ADM) , and some use a comblnatlon 7/

Rather than lmpose one or thedather of these measures on a}l States, this

stu Y employs whatever measure the State has used. ’ ' T

)

Measures of 'Digparity %

v Z‘/’\_’_’)J R
Sever%l methods are used to display the effect of~resource

s allocTtJ.ons 1n the States. b

First, it 1s helpful to have a simple measure for assesslng overall

dlsparlty in a State” — that is, how much dlsparlty there is, w1thout
o
reference~to the incidence or causes of the’ dlsparlty There -is no wholly

]

satlsfactory measure ‘of dQsoarlty, and the oerce1Yed lnequallty can depend,

sometimes quite strongly, on the meagure employedi Thls study emnloys t%o
v .od
. - . : b % .
JEN S
. , . Y
. . 95:5 Percentile, The ratio of expenditures at the 95th \
c percentlle of students to expenditures at the Sth \

. . percentile. The measure is employed here because it
. is a measure of extreme expendlture dlsparltles *and

‘measures: . 2

) . &

.
-
. . + .
— - . A ?
noos “ .
s > . . ' A 9 ‘ .
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«
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T ’ because it'is curreéntly incorporated in Federal
T regulation. The exclusion,of the highest and .
y P ,the lowest five percent-is intended to agcount - . L
. . for circumstances that might justify sa@e extreme
— unevenness in.the distribution of resoutces.8/ .
P : A value of, say, 2.5 means that students at the
- . 95th percentile/receive two and one-half times
- the expenditnres per ‘;g)upil of those at the Sth
percentile.. T : T

< . .

; .., Coefficient of Variation. This measure, which is g
T the-standard deviation expressed as-a percentage , .° e
' .+ of the‘'mean, orpvides a statistically meaningful oo
. ¥ characterization of  the entire distribution of -
. expenditures in|a State. Although' it is more . e
complex than the 95:5 measure, ‘it has a felatively .

- . L simple 1nterpretat;on‘ a vaige of, say, 12.4,

. means that approximately on 51xth of the students
in the State recelve at least 12.4 percent more
expendxtures than.the State average and one-sixth
receive at least 12.4 percent,less than the average.

To measure change for e1ther of theése measures, the value in*1975% 1s szmply
dlv1ded by the value in 1970. Thus, a value of 85 pould lndlcate that the
1975 disparity is 85 percent of the 1970 dlsparl o B —
. To & dress the second questlon — the gainers and 1osere from
- changes be een.the two years — school dl%trlcts are grouped accordmng
to each of two characterlstlcs. A prlnc1pa1 issue. in school flnance, °
is the extent to which expenditures depend on a locallty-s wealth'or
.ability 'to pay. School districts_are therefore groupegtlnto those w1th
the least ablllty to vay, those w1th the most, and those in the mradle _/
Their expendltures are then compared-by reference to the average '
- ,expendltures in the State. School dlstrlcts are also gronpéd aCCOIdlngﬁ“

to whether they are center c1t1es in an SMSA, other dlStrlcts in an SMSA,

or_ not in an SMSA.10/ Agaln, the expendltures ﬁor each such grouplng are

then ccmpared "to the State average. ' ' . \




| Tl . The resources in each distict are compared to the (pupll-welghted) average

in a State of all dlstrlcts In some Statesv every dlStrlCt serves

J
chlldren in both elementary and secondary grades. In _others, some’

dlStIlCtS serve only elementary or only secondary gradns. Betweén N

LS
.

~elementary dlstrlcts and sec0ndary districts there are often strlklng

dlfferences in the excendlture levels per pupil, dlfferenCes‘that arer N
Ausually~3ustr£1ed'1n terms of the hlgher leVelS of expendlture 1ncurred
ih advanced courses in hlgh school.* In this studydgdiaccount is takenf f
Eor "credit".given) for such differences; the di;parities as stated here'.

“may therefore oGerestiﬂate-disparities in some,States (while possibly

pnderestimating disparities iq.éthersﬁ.i;] s « s s

- A

v Usiﬁg these measurds.and- presentation methods, changes in,resouncer
distribution between 1970 and 1975Tare presented in three secti%ps:if

N »
v

. The first analy51s is of variations in resources
* within eacH State, w1thout reference to characteristics
'ﬁthmumw . \/

.

. . / - ‘ . N
\Néhaa, ' The second is.of ‘the characterlstlcs of tHe districts -
) . that have galned or lost from 1970 to 1975,

L3

. The thlrd sectlon presente estlmates of the dOStS of
further equalization.- SN . -

>

‘.~ ‘ .‘ ) '~r . ' ' ‘18‘
B One final note on the method, by which.schbol districts ~are compared.’

/ -
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Changes in Overall Disparity . -

P A

Table I‘p!Esents, for each State,.the disparity in‘1975°and the

-

percentage change in disparitiis between 1970 and 1975 Column 1 lists .
- the disparity'ratio in 1975 as calculated by the 95 5 measure, and column 2

shows the ratio of the 1975 value to the 1970 value, a ratio greater -

than 1.0 shows that the disparity in 1975 was greater‘than in l970

.

¢
Columns 3 and ¢ present Similar calculations for the COefficienE of

~

. qariation. Column 5 summarizés the results of columns 2,and 4, indicating
N * ~
whzzher or not\the change from l979.to 1975 appears ‘to exhibit an equalizing
d'o . 4 - ¢ )

' Seueral characteristics of Lhe behavior of the two measures ‘should
first be noted.. The disparities- accordrng to the two measures (columns 1

arid 3) are.broadly in agreement, a.though not in every instance. When

<

either measure 7hows a clear indication of disnarity, the other also ~

does. The percentages of change according to the two measures (columns 2
and 4) are also in\close agreement, exqept for Alagka (which, is an outlier
" in both thé geographic and the statistical sense) and Delaware. When one

measure is ¢lose to 100 percent, however, the other sometumes indicates a

change in the opposite direction + Finally, Ehe percent change in either

-

direction usually appears greater under, the coefficient of variation~ 1f

g the 95: S measure dghows. 102 the coeffic1ent of variation may show 133 (aa_

it does for Idaho), while if the 95:5 measure.shows 89 the coeffic1ent of

/-~ variation may show 63 {(as it does for Kansas). “~

~

'~ —
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TABLE ‘I: Within-State Disparities, 1975, and Disparity Changes, 1970 to
PR 1975, (Ranking by 95:5;Measure) . '
. v - . ’
P e ‘ . Disparities .
[ . sz -
L . ) 95:5 Percentile. Coefficient of Variation ~ Increlsed or
T i 1975 1975/1970 %% ~ 1975/1970  Decreasedt
Lo E Do : @ ® s -~
LI __r.,::,",\ Gdorgia 2.41 ,130 0.28 - 138 wWe
% %1 Connecticut L 2.29 103 0.21 91 -
- ¢ {Magsactiusects 2.19 ‘112 0.23 122 we. -
~ glifornia 2.02 109 0.21 99 -
' Vermont 1.99 S 0.21 ° 57 DEC
. . Montana, 7 1.97 103, 9.21 111 e 2 -
. . New Jersey 1.95, 101 0.20 104 -—
Illinois 1.90 93 0.22 9% - DEC
. C , . Tennessee 1.90 + ° 99, ©0.21 91 - N
. - " " Rentucky 1.86 109 0.20 "~ * 119 me - .
-, ' New York N o1.es ‘113 0.23 . « 10 e -
Y Washingeon 1.83 110 -~ 0.18 108 me .
" Wyoming 1.8 116 Ox 21 125 ic N 2
S Mississippi. 1.80~ 105 0.17 103 wcé .
e Texas .79 - % 0.20 87 DEC
.o Arkansas 1.78 92 0.18. ~ne 99 -—
. + New Hampshire 1.78 9 0.16": Tt es DEC .
. Ohio 1.78 160 0.20 105 . e ¢ .
Virginia 1.78 108 0.27 123 INC
- ¢ Colorado 1.77 101 ' 0.18 o - -
Maryland 1.77 111 0.20 < o 139 INC ‘
) Missouri 1.73 94 0.24 ~ 9, DEC
- , v Nebraska 1.73 106 0.19 127 INC \
3 . & Ardzona 1.71 9y 0.17 8L, .~  DEQ ‘ - e
. Michigan L 95 0.172 ° 88 - DEC
s Delaware , 1.70 82 0.18 112, C e s
« Maine 1.67 107 0.16 101 o -
: Kansas 1.65 89 0.14 - 63 DEC - .
' S. Carolina 1.65 99 0.14 104 .
. . Minnesota 1.62 111 . 0.15 116 NC o
a " . Wiscopsin 1.59 100 0.16 . 9% . . ¢ = .
- Rhode ‘Island 1.58 v 90 0.13 - 70, . DEC
i Pennsylvania 1.57 100 0.17 104 t - - o
North Dakota . 1.53 79 0.14 82 DEC s :
. ldaho 1.51 102 0.16 . 133 NC
¥. Carolina 1.51. 7 101 0.12 103 . - <
. Oklahoma - . 1.51 91 0.20 102 - .
Indiana 1.50 . . 94 0.13 r99 -
) . Oregon -« 1.50 100 AT 118 7 .
Foe vt South DFota ~-1.50 88, 0-13 e 7% +* - DEC . P
. s  Wesg Virginia 1.49 '109 g.13 ~ 9l . - - .
2t T Alabama' 1.43 100 0.12 . 103 ¢ - .
- Yew Mexico 1.41 94 0.13 - .4 , DEC °
AR . s Iova 1.3 7%, 0.09 51 DEC -
.. Louisiana 1.32 99 0.10 . -104. -
« Florida 1.30 85 009 . 67 DEC" L
Alaska 1.29 99 0.16 211 -
Ctah v 1.27 100 ° 0.09 s10L =
“ Yevada,. 1.18 + 98 "0.07 9% - DEC
- H.:;wai! . . 1.0& - " ,0'.00 - - -— o N
. *Decermined .by. two or more percentage point change according to both mgasures ’ ’ N
(columns 2 and 4). t . T T )
p) } ! T o - (“‘ e {
' - . . .
13 ‘ ;
\ . v 4
O ‘ ° 1 ' ,
. , . . . < g’ e - - «4‘-
N N :
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The States with the greatest disparities (columns 1 apd j) show no

regional patterns, including States from every part of the country.

X4

"They

\ \ . .
" L Te
’

L

do include, however, several of the nation's largest States. .The 12‘

- States with greatest disparities enroll approximately 38 percent of the

° . » I3 . ; &

nation's public school studentsx At the opposite end of the ranking,

oot i . .
States with the least disparity tend to be thosé withethe smallest
“ : populations, the only exception being Florida. It is noteworthy that -

-
the’six States with the least disparity also operate reiatively few echbél
systems.12/ ’ - ' . EE
- Collﬁms 2 and 4 show the change from 1970 to 1975, as a percent.
Among-the 12 States with the greatest disparities) only Vermontyexhlblts a

lar?e decrease- in disparitiés —-but it must be 901nted out that Vermont's

]

%tiétlng 901nt in 1970 was extremely unequalized.* -

Column 5 of the table 1s an attempt to use “the 1nformat10n 1n columns

"2 and 4 totarrlve at a summary of oroqress., Such a Judgment depends, of '

course, on how much of a change is required to indicate progress. We use
/ - , '

>
.

the following criterion: if a State's disparities increased or decreased by

+ twQor more percentage points on both measures, it is marked as ‘INC or DEC,

# -

respectlvely, otherw1se, it is con51dered 1ndeterm1na;e‘ On this criterion,

- dlsparltles decreased in 15 States, 1hcreased in 13 States, and wereg

lndetermlnate in the remalnder. The mlxed nature of- the results is not

T e

*

.)-—

strongly depgﬂ%ent on the two—percent crlterlon, as lnspectlon of the table

7

1

*

Tn Vermont in 1950 the 95:5 measure showed a dlsparlty ratio of 3.36, and
the coefficient of varlatlon was 0.38, hlgher figures thah for any other ;
State in that year. ‘ . . J

v P

4 Y Foes,




‘ .. _y‘," ) | -: . g

- ‘ /
} . will show, the’'use of fi;v& percentage points would result in 13 States

-

decreasmg and 10 States 1ncreasmg dlsoarltles. : .
.- }fiqurse, column 5 does not surrmarlze all the information in .
Table I, sifce the Judgments on disparity increases -or decreases dld

.o ' ' not take account of the level of disparity in 1975 (columns 1 and 3). We

‘ . .should fot be overly concerned if, for instance, dlspantles mcre%sed

, ‘somewhat Q a State that was a".ready well equalized. In . fact, this is
not what has happened. Almost all of the disparity increases occurred
in. the 25 States with the most dlsoarlty, these States enroll 67 percent.

of the nation's publlo school dlsttg.cts Almost a!.l of the dlsparlty ‘\"

A

decreases, in contrast, occurred in the other 25 States, those with least

S@y:y in l975 Lo ) . ’

t Thibs far, the study has descrrbed the disparities in the States

P

'.vw1thout addreslsmg the questlon, How much dlsparlty is too much" In .

\‘ Ll on51der1ng this" questlon, it is helpful to charac /{evtwo views that
represent the ends 'of a soectrum i

vl Some argue that local control ‘of the schools is essent1al to (

effectlve dellvery of educatlon services and that 1ocalities must be free

?

- Vto choose ‘the olevel and types of resources appropriate ‘to the

. community's neecli\s and desires. The;:y_would arguye, on principle, that any | !

- >

constraint on a }locality's freedom-to use its own wealth to support

- 49; on gractlcal gro : s, that J.mpo51tron of such a “constraint would lgad to

-

,4-(

- J
TR va w@alth*ﬂlght‘" from publlc schools\l\zke the "white fllght” that is

'-x\l

SOmet;.mes cla , to follow school desegregatlon.-




‘

“In, opposition, others would hold that — aside from justifiable
differencee arising frcm the costs of eéucatiOn:or differibé pupil needs - S

there is no reason o permlt any var1at10n.

&

They would

a State is,.in effect, a large school district that astabllshes local

school districts for burposes of educatlonal effectlveness and administrative

convenlence but not ln order to pernlt school resources to vary from

>

place to place. L
These views do not exhaust théf issues gla? arige in- considering the’
7 ? C e

- Bacl .
extent of perm1531ble variations within a*State. It has been arqued,

<

for instance, that the costs of equalizing constitute a’burden' that the

. N .
already hard-pressed educational system is not equipped to:bear; the

. last part of this section derives estimates of thege costs for varying

levels of egqualization. .

¢

It.

‘It is not therpurpose of this study to evaluate these vikws. -

spffices'that disparities have been and are a concern not only of the

- State courts-but also of the Federal government. How much dlsparlty,
TR

then, is too much’ One source of guidance is a cr1ter10n set by the

Office. of Education in determlnlng now a State can quallfy to be able

e

to count Federal impact aid as State aid.l3/ The Staté must be operatlng

an effective school finance system, when eféZZEivenéss is determined by

whether or not its 95:5 measure shows a dlsparlty no greater than 25 b

percent. According to the results in Table I, only two States Hawaii
N
and Nevada, could meet this requirement’ in l975.

*

o

7
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(; whll the resent study has not separately 1dent1f1ed such funds. Moreover,

[N

measurements would result in-more than a handful of ddditional States =~
qualifying in 1975. . o R N
- . < . -
Disparities throughout the distribution of a State's districts are .

not the only concernm, in school finance. The courts’ and legislatures have

-

also been concerned about the types of districts that benefit and lose from

‘present distributions. The riext part of this section reviews the study's '

findings‘about two issues: The relation petween expenditures apnd wealth —
\ : ¥ M L. _‘
a pr1nc1pal concern Tf school finance cases — and the relative expenditures

¢

and wealth avallable to c1ty dlstrlcts. . ‘ “

\ . f . .

~

* The Incidencé»of’Disparities: Gainers and Losers

.y L 79 P 3 -
»

The analysis in the preceding section portrays the extent to which

overall disparities are being reduced ‘This is of course not the only .
CIlt&Ith(ﬂi%&lCh to ' judge the equlty of a partlcular school finance
arrangement., The pr1nc1pal fault found by State courts is that the level
of‘per1$§pil resources depends on the ability of localities to ralse

\

'revenues to support education; we therefore want to examine the incidencs,
[ 4

of dlsparltles 1n places that vary in-local wealth per pupil. A’second

issue arlses in connectlon with the cities, Many have -argued that -

redistrifgs}bn of educational respurces to eliminate the effects of property

:& \ ¥ : e g . R ‘ . '




wealth would harm the cities, because .these areas generally have high
property wealtht " The second analysis therafore examines the resources

availdble in cities relative to other pldces. Both analyses examine not

only -the status in 1975 but also the,changé from 1970. - i ‘

P

Disparities and the éitllty to Pay

For this analy51s we divide each State's student populatlon into
three growps: the 25 percent of the students attendlng school in districts
with the lowest property valuatlon per pupll the 25 nercent in dlStrlctS
with the highest property valuatlon, and the -middle 50 percent. For each
of thesekgroups we have calculated the level of resources relative to/the’

\
State average.

’

\Table II shows the relation between expenditures and property wealth fj‘{

* , " )
' for each of tgs three groups. Entries in the table can be understood by

reference to Arlzona the 25. percent of the children fnLilstrlcts hav1ng

the lowest oroperty valuatlon per pu01l (EPV/PUP) received 95 percent of
the State's average expendlture in 1975; thlsrrepresents 118’percent °§<‘i
the level of resonrces received by the lowest qnartile in 19%0.0 Data for
this:analysis.are not araiiable for Alaska and Hawaii;.data for 1970 are
not available for Alabama and Louisiana. In additjon, results for a few .
of the less populous States hre 1nf1uenced by the sample. It 1s~doubtful,
for instance, that the children in Vermont's wea%thlest districts received,
in 1975, only 93 percent of that State's averape expenditure;.thie problem
can be}digcerned in the results for Montana-and Tennessee as well. For
most States, however, the recults are,belieyed to be a valid approximaticn

to the actual sij:uation.
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. Alabama
'Pgluka L
Arizona

+ Arkansas
‘Californi&

Colorado
Connecticut
Delaware .
Florida

. ZGeorgia

v

Hawaii .
idaho
Illinois °
Indiana
Towa

Kahsas -
Kentucky
Louisiana
Maine
Maryland

"Massachusects
Michigan ,
Minnesota
Mississippil
Missouri

'+ Montana
Nebraska
Nevada

¥

—m o N Hampshire
e

New Jersey

New Mexico.
New York

¥. Carolina
N. Dakota
Ohio .

Oklahoma
Oregon J°
Pennsylvania
Rhode Island
S. Carolina

S. Dakota
Tennessee
Texas
Utah
Vermont

Virginia
Mashington
W. Virginia
H%sconsin
Wyoming

Resources and Change
Varying Per-
" to State Average)

Low 25% EPV/PUP

i

ENg;iJ. Property Valua

-

._Mid 50% EPV/PUP

digh 257 EPV/PUP

tion (Expenditures Relative

|

‘): ‘m 20 .

1975 1975 -~ 1975
_ EXP/PUP 1975/1970 EXP/PUP 1975/1970 EXP/PUP  1975/1970
0.95 * 1.0L * 1.02 . #
-« * *
0.95, 118 0.95 . 94 1.15 99
,0.90 - 107 0.97 98 1.17 99
0.88 101 0.98 102 1.15 95
0.86 102 0.9 . 96 1.26 + > 104
0.90 110 1.06 - 104 1.02 86
0.89 103 1.03 . 104 1:05 91
0.92 106 1.0 101 1.07 94
0.83 96 0.95 102 1.27 100
* - * *
0.94 102 0.99 98 1.07 - 102
0.87 105 1.06 . 102 1.06 =~ 92
0.90 100 1.00 97 1,10 105
0.95 ’94 1.00 102 1.04 102
0.91 104 Y 0.97 103 1.16, . 93
' 0.82 99 . 0.98 98 1.22 105
0.96 * 1.01 * 1.03, .o
0.93 103 1.00 - 100 1.02° 98/
0.82 88 0.97 102 1.2% = iz?
0. 88 101 _1.03 103 1.0 ~
0.90 105 0.99 102 L.13 9
0.90 - 96 0.99 b 98 1.13 109
0.93 107 0.95 100 - 1.17 96
0.86 103 1.00 103 1.13, 93
0.95 114 1.0s ° 111’ 0.95 75
0.90 . 98 . 0.97° 1.15 105
0.99 .95 6.98 103 1.04 100
0.91 93 1.02. _104 1.04 98
0.92 106 0.99 ?9 L1 & 97
1.01 114 0.97 98 1.04 91
0.78 88 0.97 - 96 1.24 112
0.93 98 0.97 94 C1.12 114
097 117 0.98 9 1.06 98
0.83 102 1.00 <« 102 1.16 94
|
0.91 110 0.97 101 1.15 '93
0.91 97 .1.00 + 97 1.08 * 109
0.87 98 1.00 4 103°* 1.14 98
0.92 * 104 0.99 102 1.11 9%
0.90 104 1.02 102 1.05 93
0.92 103 0.99 95 1.09 108
0.85 102 0.97 e, gg<. 1.20 124
0.85. 103 1.00 102 1.15 96
0.95 102 1.00 99. * 1.05 ~ 100
0.92 105 1.07 116 Ao.Z? 73
0.87 102 0.91, 96 1,31 104
0.92 105 '0.%7 96 1.13 103
0.91 97 .0.97 103 1.14 97
0.93 98 1.01 105 1.04 93
0.95. 111 0.9% 98 1.17 96
* Data Not Available. ’ N ’
. o R
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The table confirms the welI-known-association between resources and. °

*

T wealth "In every State except New Mexlco, chrldren in low—weE}th #
districts recelve 1ess than the State average In general the‘mlddle

50 percent of the children receive about the average, and the .
' ‘ . o . -

4
S
~

" childred .inshigh-wealth districts receive more ~— sometimeS'huch more,
,. @8 in Colorado, Georgia, Kentucky,'MaryIand, New York 'Teﬁﬁeésee, and

“Vlrglnla, all of whlch make at least 20 percent more than the State average
available to chlldgen in high-wealth dlStrlCtS./ T - ‘=~*/

.
w Qe
.? \

The second column under each ERV grouolng .reflects the. change 1n
expendltures, where a figure of more than 100 oercent.lnalcates that the
. group rece1ved h1gher levels %n 1975 than 1n 1970 A comparlson of these
_columns across the three groupings reflec a positive change in 14 States .
in reduclng the link between expendltures and property evaluatlon~'that 1s, o
in 14 Statggﬁthe 1ow—wfalth chx@dren gained at }east a percentagerp01nt .
.per year between 1970 anp 1975. Th;s‘isvseen particularlyfin.New Mexico, .
where the low-wealth children rece1ved 4 percent of the- expendltures
in 1975 than that quartile recelved in 1970, whlle 1ts h1gh-:wé“alth
*children rece1Ved 91 oercent of~the 19 0 levels. Somewhat the same ji )
pvatterns can be seen’ in Connectlcut, Delaware, Rhode Island, Sopth Carollna,
and Wyomlng JIn several States, the owewealth chlldren galned but at the .
of the middle SO.percent of the chlldren rather than at the
he ; thlS pattern is seen to some extent

R
5«{ -

Nt -’
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SERERAE stparitxes and Urban Status, , . Sy - ¢

Admlnlstrators ;n center cxty school distriets have exDressed a

¢ - i

B concern that school flnance reform, if aimed at remov1ng the llnkébetween

- .

expendltures and weafth, may harm the c1t1es whlch génerally have more1phan

_ average property wealth per pupll They argue that nofzas mych of the

wealth can actually be applled to educatlon as in othen.places because

-
i

cities bear dlsproportxonately higher burdens fog}otger.munlclpal fuﬁftlons.

-~ . They also _argue that a comparison based on expendltures is open ‘to quéstion, .. B

because {t does not take into account the hlgher costs of educational,

. — ° S - ‘~
. . nesources in the cities. There are“therefofe twb questaons qf 1nterest.
&_’?‘ » ¢ /\_/ ~ ©

' how do expenditures in center city districts compare w1th expendltures in v
-
iy N -
. s other districts, and what is the apcarent wealth. .in these placés? .

w i f\(

—

Table III examines expendltures ig center c1ty dlstrlcts in Standard

C:f Metropollta Statlstlcal Areas (SMSAs), othef drstrlcts ln SMSAs, and
. t o
dlStrlCtS not in SMSAs. ‘For each district grcuplmg there are twd’ columns- )
/ ¢ P » -

CT A the 1975 expendltures relative to the State average and the change in -

expendltures over the time under study (the i?ﬁs vaIue d&vxded by the /,

b
. . 4 e .,

“ Ovﬂue) - ~ L : ',Lﬁ \ ,E' . TS

- ~ Center city districts in most States spend at ot above the’ State RS

ave’ageq in half the States, spendlngoln such dlstrlcts is at leasfjf

Qu

°

) ;C3, percent hlgher than the State -average, Only 1n Méryland are center city _‘)f
< districts well below the average £6r all places; presumably,'this résult \i—r’((
is domlnated by Baltlmore. Other districts 1n-SMSAs spendlat about the -
--,State average, and districts not in’ SMSAs generally spend less than the | |

average: for their Sta!és5 o . coe -, o -




- TABLE III: ditures, 1975, and Expenditure Ghanges, 1970 to 1975, .
A -0 by ‘Urban Type . - .
o (Expenditures Relative to State Average) . »
=2 s - -2 * - « - ) L°
' ' Center Tities.in SMSAs _ Other fn $MSA . _ Not in SMS§ -
v : s‘n’! /POF 197571970 EXP{PUP 1975/1970 EXP/PUP 1975/1970
. . . 1975 RUUREER -7/ 1975° -
S (L (2) 3) (4) (s) (6)
Alabama 1.02 98 1.03 104" 0.98 99
Alaska ° -, X - -— % - 1.00 100
Arizona ,1.01 - 87 0.99 101 0.98 111 -
Arkansas . 1.17 - 95, 0.94 382, 0.98 101 . T v
California 1.04 99 0.98 101 0.93 * 109 -
"Colorado 1.16 106 0.96 102 091 93 .
Connecticit 1.03. : 101 1.01, 99 0.94 102
Delaware 1.27 ’ 102 1.01 98 3.90 104 .
Florida *0.97 ‘104 1.04 101,  0.96° 100 ¢
Georgia ° 1.24 01 1,06 102 0.86 95 - :
Hawaii 1.00 _ 100 - x = — % - .
Idaho - 1.21 109 0.83 * 101 0.98 99- .
Illinois 1.15 103 0.98 99 "0.85 _ 100 R
Indiana 1.07 98" 0.95 99 . 0.97 102 |
Iowa 1.01 87 , 0.97 ‘103 1.00 104 L
Kansas 0.98 107 0.94 96 . 1.03 9% -
Rentucky , 1.1& * 91 1.20 108 . 0.91 100 g
-~ Louisiana 1.01 96 1.01 103 0.99 102 -~ T
© Maine 0.99 98 “1.11 ~ 0-99 10 .
Maryland . 0.83 87 1.08 102 0.90 . 106 -
MassacMfsacts 1.14 ., 116 0.97 96 0390, . *. 9% '
Michigan 1.06 96 1.02 99 0.93 108 ..
Minnesota 1.17 111 0.97 95 " 0.97 100
Mississippi, 1.29 *e o 0106 « 0.93 ’*\ 99 0.98 100 ,
. Missouri \ 1.06 111- 1.05 96 0.91 102 1
Montana 1.10 114 0.82 * 78 0.97 3% v
Nebraska .  1.00 99 0.90 . 100 _ 1.02 100"
Nevada 0.98 93 0.98 103 1.07 . 99
N. Hampshire* 0.95 100 0.90 * 91 1.02 - - 101 .
New Jersey 0.94 102 1.01 99 1.01 102 i
New Mexico 0.98 " 100 — e 1.01 100 .
Naw York 1.17 . 113 0.95 95 0.79 89 .,
*N. Carolina 1.15 .+ 100, 1.00 - 109 - Q.95 99 g
! N. Dakota 1,22, * 92 ©0.99 * 96 0.98 101 -
" Ohio 1.14 =99 7 1.0Q 99 0.86° 103 7~
* Oklahoma | 1.09 97 ©.0.96 107 0.97 98
., Oregon S, 108 J110 * 0.98 N 9% . +0.97 9% ‘o
. Pemnsylvania 1709 . 94 “1.00 102 ' 0.90 101, .
Rhode Island  1.12 .95 0.93 104 1.02 Sk
S. Carolina 1.28  * 115 0.98 + . 96 0.99, 101
'S. Dakota 1.3 96 0.94- * 86 1.00 101 i
Tennessee 1.21 . 98 + 0.99 s 86 0.89 108 .
Texas 0.99 101 0.98.~ 102 .,  1.04 96 .
cah 1.07 | 102 0.95 .99 1.08 103
ermont - * - -k - 1.00 100 . N —
. Virgipid . 10 104 1.11 104 0.85 %0 : Y
*  Washington 1.19 - 101 . 0,98 97 0.91 - - 105+ . .o
W. Virginia 1.10 = 93 1.13 99 * , 0.95 102 -
Wisconsin 1.09 107 1.02 - . 96 / 0.93 - 99
Wyoming - * s - R e 1.00. _1oo .

. i R et ’ R - —j
*Less than 10 percent of the State's pupils are.in‘districts of ‘
- this-urban type. v - . _

. 4
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K " . It is appropriate to recall here the claim that the aooarent N

'advantage of the center cities would dmu.nlsh 1f a measure were employed

that was, sens:.tlve to the cost dlfferences between urban and other places. A

fg - . Th:Ls clalm can reasonablY be directed to columns 1, 3 and S in, the table’fi l*j
S which are based on expe‘ndl res in a'glven years unadjustedhfor cost ,&.6;’.‘_& * ‘.;

’:ﬂ } differences. The estimati s of ¢ ge presented m co]:umns'Z}’ \4, a;:i\ﬁ ‘are ‘
- much . er’ssﬁaffected by the lackJof a cost adj t that 1s, the change {ia;

v <7

in resources, howeyer resources are 'neasured, should prov1de meaningful - /i\/

‘ ,/ ] . =4
{ 7

_ information. Overall, center cities were gainers in half ' the States and

losers in the others. ;f attentJ.on; is d1rect'ed-sole}y to the States in .
which there are substantial n rs of population in center cities, however,
‘ v S h
", it <an be seen that the centen-city districts generally kept about even or

bettered their status from 1970 to 1975. df course, it.is necessary' to

~v1ew gams and losses in the perspective of where center cities stand
" in 1975; the center cities in Chie, for mstance, did not J.mprove the:.i“

[y N ~

status over this fiv.e—year period, but’ thelr 1975 expénditures were 1.14 ‘
. b : . Lo ! } -
. . of OhJ)O s average._ S ] o - .

- The second issue of J.nterest in c?ter—cn.ty distrjcts is the extent {

~

-
- e

" to which property valuat:.o)n may present a 'nlsleadlng est:.mate of a

| dlstrlct‘s ability to’ support education. ~Table IV presents for the
three district groupmgs, property valuatlon per pupJ.l (EPV/PUP) and . ‘
property valulatlon per capita (EPV/CAP), the Qatter being used here as .
an approx:.mate surrogate Of the burden of munic:.pal functions other than
education. Both EPV/PUP and EPV/CAP are expressed relatJ.ve to the State's

g -~

average. The perception of a center-clty district's ability .to support
) A ;

.
a . -
-~ . - - - B -
2 . . - . '
. . - -
' v v ¢
~ . s
. .
s , .
.

. N .
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'TABLE IV: District Wealth

-
-

Alabama
... Alaska

%  Arizona‘®
Arkansas
California
Colorado
Connecticut
Deélaware

Flori
Gcor}gz 4
.Rawaii
Idaho
Illinois
Indiana
Iowa
Kansas
Kentucky
" Louisiana
. Maine
Maryland

»

- Massachusects
*  Michigan-
_ Yinnesota
Mississippl
Missouri

Montana
Nebraska -
. Nevada
- N. Hampshire
New Jersey
vy \

New Mexico
New York

N. Carolina
N. Dakota
Ohio - -

Oklghoma
Oregon .
Pennsylvania
R. Islaand

\§. Carolina
S. Dakota
Tennessee
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Utah -

. Vermont

-

Virginia -
Washington -
W. Virginia
- consin
Wyoming

%Less than 10 percent of the State's children are in district

V&3

Q .
. . e : .
by Urban Type, for Two Measures, 1975
. .l\ . o . , ‘\\ 7 . ) .
Center City Other in Yot in
in SMSA ¢ —_SMSA . SMSA
EPV/PUP EPV/CAP EPV/PUP - EPV/CAP EPV/PUP EPV/CAP
1,25 1.17 .1.06 . 1.07 - 0.86 0.87 '
a/a n/a n/a n/a n/a - l n/a
1.05 0.87 0.88 . 1.11 .1.06 1.26
1.41 1.10 0.82 1.06 0.96 0.96
Q.89 - 0.90 1.05 1.05 © 1,17 1.10 ,
1.45— © 1.05 0.75 0.93 1.00 -  1.03
1.01 0.81 1.00 * 1,09 99 1.14
L13° 0.8 1.15 1.13 v 72 , 0.83
0.69, 0.67 1.20 L1 - 0.89 1.02 .
161 ° 1.19 0:95 0.99 0.85 0.90
A r M .
a/a *° n/4 n/a n/a - pla e a/a’
1.05 0.91 0.6 *" 1.17 1.01 1.0}
0.78 0.78 b1.19° 1.10 . 0.89 1.06
1.12 0.97 . 0.91, - L.04 ©0.96 1.00
0.88 0.78 0.83 0.96 1.08 1.10
0.76 0.65 » 0.79 0.89 1.15 1.16
1.55 .* 1.33 . 1.28 1.21 ‘0.8 . 0.87
1.43 1.274 0.73 - 0.75. 0.79 0.86
1.26 0.92 . . 116 1.17 0:95 0.99
0.63 L Q5% 1,15~ 1.18 0.86 0.95
R N v
0.79 0.66 1.04 .12 - 1.17 1.23
1.07 0.81L t.o1 1,08 0.94 1.08
1.55 0.98 0.90 - 1.10 0.88 0.93
2.36 *  1.69 0.79 * 1.06 0.89 °0.90
1.20 0.94 , 1.07 1.18 -<=0¥79 © 0.87
0.88 0.91 1.02 * 1.20 * 1,08 1.03
1.02 0.88 0.60 1.07 1.08 T 1,09
1.19 , l1.07 0.89 0.92 1.10 . 1.18
1.00 0.89 , 0.78 * 0.91 1.02 - 1.04
0.58 _ 0.63 1.10- 1.02_ , 1l.02 1.16 -
- h 1
"0.76 0.73 . * 1.1y 1.13 7
. 1.33 0+94 0.89 1.10 0.66 0:%3
. 1.45 1,31 0.97 0.99 0.86 0.39"
103 * Q77 1.38 * 1,51 0.89 Lol
, 1.11 0.87 1.02 ¢ 1.11 0.84 0.95
1.48 1.26 0.68 * 0.86 0.82 0:85
1.30 1.06 0.83 0.88: 0.97, 1.09
1.2 Y 0092 -, 1l.02 1.10 0.73 0.88
. 1.13 0.9 0.89 1.027, 1.12 1.06
1.11  * 0.83 1.03 1.04 0.97 _ l.00
0.82 0.77 1.03 * 1.27 . 1.02 1.03 .
©1.3 1.13 1.01 1.10 0.82. = 0.88"
0.95 0.86 0.82 1.0p ) 1.29 Sl ~
1.64 0.83 0.80 0.98 1.20 1326
.ok * S 1.00 1.00°
0.98 - 0.75 1.07 1.17 0.94 1.Q0°
1.49 1.00 0.79 0.93 - 1. 189
165 .x 115 .30 r.21 0.87 0.92
1.03 0.87 1.10 1.19 032 1.00
* . ? * a 1.00 + 1.00

s of‘:his'grouping.




cation varies sharoly under the tWo measures. When EPV/EUP 1s employed, -

.;' ° center cities in 'nost States have hlghei — in many mstances, much s 7
. hlgher — wealth than other districts, ’ When BPV/CAP ‘is used, the apparent C.

) . 4";' > disadvantage is cons/lderably dlmmished The uee in thJ.s compar:.son 0f _ '
) tota.l populatlon as does not mply that 1t ‘;s preferred t?o the~ o s

-' ' better known mea;ure\ of valuation’ per pupli it _is used to demonstrate' o \/

. 4 ¢
the sen51t1v1ty of. resuits to the measure selected.
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-5 " The Costs of’Further Equllization ’ '

. f o The third question addressed here 1s, ‘What are the costs oﬁ further’

_equallzatlonP For two reasons, these costs are’ calculated fon a range of
. disparity levels. First, therﬁx;s no consensus on what degree of -"“\\
. . disparlty should be. tolerated, and second, the extent of disparity that
' will be tolerated is in all probablimty golng to depend on-perceptions of
what can be afforded. Table V shows the costs of 1eve1£ng each State wp

to a selected disparity ratio in 1975. The’ dzsoarlty ratio used\here

¢

>
is the 95:5 measure. The method used is to increase thé spendlng 1n\distr1cts

at the low end, while keeping dther d1str1cts at thelr spendlngblevels. '

Vatlonally, the cOsts of levellng up to a dlsparlty ratlo of 1 4 in each

9

State-wodld have been $2.55 billion, and the costs to achieve the Office
“of Baygation's disparity ratio of 1.25 would have been $5.4 billion. Costs

_increase fairly,proportionately to decreases in therratio.” It is noteeif

A

worthy that, of the'$2.55 billion required to decrease .disparity in each
ﬂt;%gatevto 1.4, approximately 32 percent is accourtted or by the nation's-two‘
e G

st pooulous States Callfornla -and New York, which enroll some 16 percent

of the nation's elementary and secondary school students‘ !

¢

The costs of equailzatlon have, of course, 1ncreased from 1970 to
£ -

~ 1975, as Table~VI shows for the natlon as a whole, A large part of the r
increase is attributable to inflation; the more meaningful figures in the-

. ) ° V- S .

- table are the egualization costs in each year as a percentage of budget in the

- ('year which in effect cancels the impact of inflation. As can be seen o this *

- ~ -

percentage in 1975 is very close to the percentage 1n 1970, conflrmlng the




- £
“? ] -
” .TABLE V: Cost to Level Edch State to Sélected D:Lsoarlty Ratios, 1975 C
LT . (Millions of Dollars) ° . PR -3
- 95:5 Disparity Ratio - *
) C, 1.40 1.30 1.25 1.20 1.15 {.10 1.05
oo © ° Alabama 1 7 14 .26 38 T N ’>\
- o ) Alaska © 1 1 3 6 9 12 17 - “
.Arizona 20 35 45 , 6l 80" 101 125 v
. *  Arkansas 23 39 . 4y 6L - .75 L9 ., 107 :
.. _, California %68 792 989 1,218 1,470 ° 1,753 2,067
2 . - § ' -
+ -Colorado 29 58 78 100 126 155 - 187 - ' N
- : .Conneccicut - 68, * | 108. 133 162 198 239 286w .
- Delavare -6 12 17 22 28 3s 42
. Florida - -3 7 ‘15 29 64 109
' ~! Georgia 210 275 311 352 396 445 L. 498 -+
. e ] . . ! . *
. ‘Hawail 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 - .
- _ + Ldaho. 2 5 8 12 16 22 28 :
Illinois 168 272 338 415 503 603 720 . .
e Indiana , - 8 21 33 50 1 100 143
Tova 2 3 .6 12 23 41 67 ’
. 4  Kansas’ 9 24 39 57 78 102 128
. K.n:uiky 3l 51 64 ‘80 .98 118 142
| Louisiana 0 1 5 13 26 43 66 .
Maine ] 10, 15 21 28 36 46 .
Maryland 87 138 178 222 270 321 378
/ Massachusetts 262 375 442 514 598 684 783
Michigan 83 161 229 308 401 - 515 647
. Minnesota 25 53 77 108 148 191 . 240 ~
‘ussissippi 34 55 67 81 96 114 134
Missouri 2A5 ., 63 82 . 106 137 177 21 .
Montana l&' 20 25 33 42, 51 62 ,
Nebraska .9 16 23 33 45. ,59- 74 :
Nevada - - 1 ~ 1 3 8 14
N. Bampshirc 7 13 18 24 k) 38 47
* New Jersey 130 212 2?3 333 414 -+ 507 612
. ’ . . - I3
N New Mekico - 2 . .6 12 T2 . 33
New York . 39 . 529 647 783 %0 1,121 1,15 ‘4
. N. Carolina 9 35 59 91 " 126 \, 168 J 217 . ’
' N. Dakota 1 4 6 9 13 18 24
Ohio 97 172 221 275 342 425 s21
A ) . - °
i Oklahoma R 3 11 .19 27 . 39 53 - 72 .
A Oregon ) b 12 .17 25 .0 % 52 71
.me , Pennsylvania 3 - 93 13 187 . 285  -338 436
R. Island 3 7 11 16 22 30 41
S. Carolina 11 26 37 53 71 92 . 118.° :
Lo~ . . gy . ~ . ° L .
South-Dakota "1 3 6 10 15 21 28, .
* Tennessee_ 57 87 104 124 150 180 214
- . “Texas 86 153 207 277.- 358 453 565 .
- Utah Q. 0 - 3, 1 21 32 .
Vermont 8 12 15 18 22 26, 32,
LY ’ 8 N .\ 3 M . a
, Virgi 78 120 148/ _ 180° 217 258 303 R
. Washington 50 - 91 11 147 182 . 2210 . 267
L . Virginia o2 © 6 11’ » 18 27 38 50 ’
. Wi3%hs1n i 16 37 3 - .1 107 145 190 -
Wyoming . 13 20 24 * 29 3% 740 46 ’
u.s. 2,552 4,243 5,401 6,800 ., 8,455 10,401 12,644
_N?'te: Figures may not add due to rounding. . - '
o210 - -



,T?ble'vl.

Eq. Costs ($M)
% of 1975 Budget

e

h Y

n
<« ~

National ization Costs, 1970 and 1975, at

Selected Disparity Ratios -

: _ - 95:5 DisQarity'Rdtio L=

k.40~ 1.30 1.25 1.20 1.15 1.10 1.05

1,259 2,221 2,894 3,715 4,763 67005 7,421 -
4.4 7.7 10.0 12.9 16.5_ 20.8 25.7 “

p .

2,552 5,401 . 6,800 .8,455 10,401 12,644.

5.3 % \ 11.1 -14.0 . 17.4 21.4

-

? States,. to which we now turn.

»~

4

-

26.0
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N ‘ ITf. THE. REFORM STATES ' C

In the course of the school finance reform movement in the early
1970's, some éwenty States enacted changes in the1r program, earnlng the
designatlon reform States." 14/ This sectlon relates the results of
. the preceding section to the .actions taken by these States. The first
. part summar izes the resUlts for all twenty States. The second discusses
in somewhat more detail the characteristics, of the reform in each State.

Summary of the Methods and Effects of Reform

Refo:m came about from many causes, not all existing or carrying

' x equal weight in each State. The two strongest forces were the 1ncreas1ng

number of challenges in State courts to the then existing aid programs and .

the grow1ng resistance to school property tax changes. In others, a

grow1ng awareness of the deficiencies in ex1st1ng State aid programs,

. . coupled w1th demand for reforms may have been the catalytlc agents.

o Table VII summarizes a varlety of 1nformatlon about the principal
effects and means of achleving reform for the twenty States. The first
two columns reflect results from Sectlon II on disparity reduction'and
improv1ng resource levels in lowawea.th distrlcts, the two objectlves

. .most commOnly assoc1at§d\w1th court cases 1n school finance. ‘A State is said

\
=~ to have decreased dlSparltleS‘lf both measd%es of disparlty (Table I)

AN

i e decreased by two or more percentage points.‘ A State‘is classified as

AR

having increased resources to 1ow~wealth districts if resources in such =

4
)

districts, relative to the State average, increased by five or more percent *

] 3 .

, ¥ The f1verpercent criteridn is about as-restrictive as the criterion

" for disparity, which requires that eachh of two measures have decreased
. by two percent. . ) ) . A

"
,.
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e . TABLE VII: - Principal Effects and Means of Achieving Reforms ih Reform
., e - -States, 1975~1976 :

‘ *

.o
RA
s’v,,b>
&
l? I
BT
«.“?ée
' s 7. Arizona D ¢ X X(3%)
¢ ‘California X(S2)
I Calorado X(10%)
;  Connecticut . X (1)
Florida- - X X
‘ . Illigois = X R ox(sn)
- Indiama X(82) U A
Towa R 4 X0 T ox . X% .
i *  Kanbas £ . X(13%) x
¥aine ' , SN X(13%) ® ' :
- . Michigan X X R(B)N - X
1 . Mionesota X(102) X ar
, ; \ ] , :
Moncana , X X(SIAZ)-/ .
_ New Mexico x  _.'x X X -
N *  North Dakota X . X - X(ZSZ)-f-/ N .- ‘4
. b o x(8%) .
Texaa - X ’ - K ¢
© Ueah R R ' e
Wisconsin b4 X(32) : . .
., R - » . - . N '
. ‘ 3 N . ]
3/ A State is classified e having reducad expen- tween 1970 and 1975. For some States infor- .

dicure disparities if both measures of dispari-
ty in Table I decreased by two or more percent. ~

y- States were classified as having increased the 4/
1 resources of low property wealth discricts if

matiofl on property tax relief was obtained
directly from Scate education officials.

States 'are classified as having increased
education expendictures if Stace education

- there was at least a 5 percent increase be- xpenditures relative to the national aver-

. tween 1970 and 1975 in these districts relative ge increased becween 1970 and 1975.

- . . (to Stace average) .Eq’.ndicu"" e gures in parencheses refer to increases : .'

. . 5/ States are classified as having provided prop= in percentage share of education revefiues I
ercy tax r‘clicf‘if total per pupil expenditures _ f the“State, between 1970 and 1975. .
(from non-Federal sources) relative to the . . - * :

. . national average did not incfease and if the 7 g:u z:'dr:ven:cz zgrc:iugﬁtznc:::rggzcion s

. - - Staté’s share of expenditures increased be- 3 par . .

. L - in Montana and Soucth<Dakota,

. . + ) .

NO’]."f:: New 3crsey is noc"lis_ced here because its refomm progr :

was ot funded u\til the
b 1976-77 school year. s % .

’

-

PAruntext provided oy enic i -

3 [N -

v
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AR

-.Egadence of property tax rellef (column 3) was based; for some ‘States, ’

¥ .

on 1nformation provxded directly by State officials, and,.for others, on

“ inferences . from data in the Digest of BEducation Statistidés for 1971
and:i976. The inferenoes are based on the following éonsideration.
In Callfornia for example, per-pupll expendltures declined from 102.4
percent of the natlonal average in 1970-1971 to 95.% percent by 1975—1976..
At the same tlme, the State's share of total revenues rose from 35 2
percent to 40.4 percent of current school dollars. An increase in the State,
share accompanied by a relative’ decllne in total school expenditures
would, seem to indicatethat some Local‘tax relief occurred.l5/ An entfy in
" column‘ 4 indicates that a State's'edqoation expenditures, relative to the .
national per-pupil average, increased from 1970 to 1975. Increasing
expenditures can be thouht of as a goal in itself (particularly if

a‘Stgte perceives itseif ds 1a§ging behind others) or as a move-that - . .

A}
Ve, N

is needed to be able to achmeve other goals, such ‘as equallzatlon.

The remaining data are from Public.School Flnance Programs, 1975<76.

The"rble ‘suggests. that some. reform goals were achieved through

" tradeoffs with others. Property tax relief was obtained in a numbet of
States’at the expense of added education dollars. “Improved equalization
oocurred“im.edme Statas in‘which average per-pupil expenditureS'lagged.'
In other States.,‘higher education expenditures did little to alter the

equaliiation status. Some property tax relief may have occurred in other
States, though the ev1dence is not’ entlrely clear .from available data.
Of -the twenty reform States, ten reddced expenditure dlsparltles.

g&n eight of the reform States, resources of low-wealth distrlcts showed




education expendityres f;creased relative to the natignal average. |Only

.cqntribution to the basic aid program. '~ .

. . . ) v
B v. 2 . .
< .

D : - "

relative i@provemént; six bf‘these States also reduced expeﬁditure disparities.

At least: tsn States provided property tax relief. And in ten States,

four of the States with improved equalizatjion (either in reducing disparities
[ . V4

or in increasing 'redourcés to low-wealth dngficts) also showed evidence

of pﬁgperty tgx“relieg;. Of the twelve that improved in either of the

equalization goals, five had rigid level or rate\céilipés. None of the reform

States succeeded in making progress in all four of the goals set out in,

_the‘table. i . / " . ’

Nt ~
)

)

. Almost invariably, reform led to an ‘increase in the share of school »
revenues derived from St;te sources. Only in New Mexico';nd‘Texas did the
v . \ -
State share remain uﬂcﬁanged apd in Floridaf'theAState's share decliﬁed '
modestly. However, only in Texas was the reform undg;?aken to increase -

the State share of education cdsts; in New Mexico and Florida the regprms

were degigned'to alter the distribution of funds among gchool districts B

based on '‘perceived pupil needs. In States showing the largest increase in
e . ' ¢ 3
State education revenues, Montaﬁa\and North Dakota,.zga\change wasc *

principally due to the designatioh of county revenues as part 9f the State

: 1 ) . g
In five of the reform States, pupil weightings were introduced as

a'method*for counfing students aﬁd églculating State aid. ép %;l;ffgf: a
foundation aid program constituted the basic distfibutiqn:mephaﬁism. In
six Stages;wa guaranteed yield or variable guaﬁéntee for;ula was

ao;'loptéd _in’whic?h Sta'té ‘a%d,varied with d;;str'_ict t;;x c.hf)ic.e Snd district
wealth. This type of reform was prQValent‘ig the midwest — néﬁelyy in

< -
L
LS ’ Fl
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~ 32 - -

.
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;ﬁ < Illln01s, Kansas, Mlchlgan Ohlo, and Wisconsin. It also constituted
the pfincipal reform measure in Colorado and part of the reform programs

in Mdine 3hd Montana, Qhere a guaranteed yield program was included as

1

a upplementary alq\Teasure. A modest. guaranteed yielg program constitutes ~
€

-~ -

th refong\ln Connecticut and suoplements the bas1c flat grants available

™ Min, that State. Along with other changes in the program seven of ‘the
States enacted rigid revenue/expendlture curbs which were deslgned to
llmlt the growth in éﬁucatlon costs, reduce expenditute dlsparltles ampng

- school dlStrlCtS, and orov1de some property tax rellef - B o

No magic formula could be 1dent1f1ed as a reform measurefto the .

exclusion of all others. Any aid vehicle could be utilized to achieve
greater State part1c1patrgh in the flnanc1ng of publlc schools, 1h;rove v;/'
equallzatlon, increase education expendltures, or result in property tax.
rellef Although the presence of rigid rate or 1evy celllhgs was: one

N | strucpural change that appeated to be somewhat assoc1ated Wlth reduced .

educational disparities, it is equally clear that in most States a more'

important factor contributing to reform@as the commitment-of addition

3 .
resources for education. The principal exception to this general rul

3 f L/

occyrred in” New Mexico, where reform legislation focused on the redistri-

‘bution of'program dollars. The additional monies generally emanated from .

- . -

.- the State coffers, though one or two States 1ncreased their reliance on
local revenues. Wlthout addltlonal furds, any reform other than’ resource

redlstrlbutlon ‘seems to have been v1rtually imnoss




discussions of the effects of these various cianges in proper\

<. perspectlve. v . ’ : SRS ‘
) " We noted at the conclum%lfl Sectlon II that the costs' of equallzln%» )
. - every State, expressed as a perd tage of the budgets 1n 1970, and 1975,

B4

= ) have mcreased and therefore that, if anything, dlsparltles are greater

¥

. NOW than before. It is pOSSlble to use the data that entered into the ?

calculation to ‘evaluate reform versus non-reform States. g

1

-]
|
Table VIII presents thesé data, in the same form as in Table VI ( 4}5

sz.mpllc1ty of presentatlon, only three ratlos are s@own)
r

, A
. '-/

.
et v

-

"' ' Table VIII: Equalization Costs for Reform and Non-Reform States,”
‘ 1970 ‘and 1975, for Selected Dlsoarlty Rat:.os o

95 5 Dlsparltz Ratlo
£ e

L & 1.40 .25 5 P ¢ 10,
Reform States NN ‘ LT s N
‘ ) ’ ’ [T
R 1970: qulalization CbStS (sM)oooooooo 806 . ’]._’781 ) Y. - 3’584 T
v * As Percent of Budget........... . 5.2 11.5 %«J 23.1 / '
1975: Equalization.Costs ($M)i......., 1,228 2,772 | 5,583
 As Percent of Budget........... 4.7 - ) 10.6 21. 2 _

s Non—Reform States X .
~ 1970: Equallzatlon Costs (SM)eeeeennn 452 . 1,113 - 1421 |
© 7. As Percent of Budget.......oo. | 3.4, ¢ 8.4 ¥1s,2 .
. ~ . ¢ 5 .
1975: Equalization Costs ($M)........ 1,325 ,2,629 . © 4,858
" As.Percent of Budget...secetean 5.9 1.7 . 21.6
.o ' The cost of equalizatlon serves, m effect, as an indicator of

.. : -
C, dlsparlty, a'xd when’ compared over time, serves as,an mdlcator of progress.

<

From thls perspective, the States that reformed were, as a group, those most

» n 7

\ L.




inxneed of reform-ln 1570 For all three dlsparlty railos, the - C . | “.
equallzatlon cgsts in these States were greater 1n 1970 .than in the other
States. By l975, however, the reform States had reversed the m.tuatlon, o i
fo;ﬂlzkls the non-reform States that now wauld-have to apoly a greatef .

v 4

" proportion of ‘their budgets to equallze.- These data do ot alter. the .

b 4

conclusions oughout this report that, for the natlon as a whole, d
disparities have worsened but they- exolaln the phenomenon. The meaniné
seems ‘clear en'though, as a group, the‘reform States may have' ‘ :

accomplishéd rélatively little towards equallzatlon, they have been swimmlng

against a national current toward greater dlsparltles. T, o

L]

: Reform and non-reform States can also be compared with respect to ’

7
improvement in the school resowrces available’ to low tax base dlStrlCtS.

»

)

Fourteen Statés showed some 51gn1f1cant lmprdbement based on the 4975/1970
percen:age changes in Table II, where the crLgErlon for: 51gn1f1cant /;”fy i‘

improvement is an increase of at least £ive percent in fkesources for such

» [ M

districts. Nine of the twenty reform States and f1ve of the non-refonn —

States show improvement when measursd against this criterlon, Hence, there
e “« <

wk

is a substantial difference between reform and non-reform States in this
. L4 a’ q
. regard. When a looser ctiterion, two percent increase is used, fourteen

!’

reform States and fifteen others have made same impfovement. The reader is .

FY

.
|

refiinded that\these’findings relate to change and»not to staths;gto\seé;

districts fell fouffger nt behlnd their l970 status. and South Carollna 's i /};””
advanced four gercent, yet low-wealth dlStIlCtS in both States‘Were

rece1vrng ten percent less than thelr State” average in 1975 .» ?x ‘. Y S

, . . R N
. £ 4 ° . 4
/ . 4 N N v L)
. . )
N .
.
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e - We turn ngw to a discussion of the school finance program in each

- " . L4 } . .
DA reform State. ‘ ) ' -0 .
- . ' * . . %
f}" Principal Features ofaReform in Each Reform State ) B ’ ° ‘

Arizona altered its school a1d program in 1974 by consol:.dat:.ng its .

PR p)
w substantial filat-grant subsldy wmt(h its f1nanc1al a551stance program’ -

e (equallzed) thereby mcreasmg the oortlon of STate funds dlstrlbuted

< through an equalizing foundatlon aid formula. The annual budget increase. -
_— for each district is limited to 7 percent/of the*Statewide average. . T‘ns o
\provz.smn gives 1ow-spendmg districts the opt:.on of ralsmg thelr budget ' |
. for the s.ubsequent year by more dollars than the hlgh-spendmg dlstrlcts, ‘

-

which are constramed by the 7 percent Statew:.de'average. However., .

d:.stncts may votg to increase thlS leeway, whlch can reduce the equallzatlon

g
]

aJ.m of the budget cellmg. o L.

3

Arizona was successful in reducmg expendlture disparities b%
- channeling a gréater share of the basic support program through an ‘
equal:.zatlon for‘nula. Contnbutmg‘/a;tors were the new expendlture lid
‘as well as the increased fundmg for the programs. Beéuse substantlal
amountsﬂo‘f., new monies were prov1ded, pupil egucation expenditures. rose
‘ from $éb8 dr 94.1 percent of the mea:':_néional ekpenditure in 1970-'-'7J.'to 4 ‘
- $1,415 or ‘101A.9 percent of xhe mean natioual expenditure in 1975-76.- The
State share of education reveniues increased modestly dur;i.ng the period
—

+ from 44.6 percent to 47.8 percent. .'te reform,legislation had a

pronounced effect on 10w wealth districts, wiiich e‘xperlenced a relatlvely, -

greater growth in expe ,1tures tﬁar} did the median or high wealth districts.

o ../
. .
,




rrnney (an estimated $633 million in 1975-76) without changing expenditure

equal-x%atlon program, (2) The flat grants s1pbon substantlal sums of State.

“or 102.4 percerr/ f the natxonal aver age ,‘” By 1975-76 pe/sr pupil expendM

by 1975-76 which suggests thaL scme property tax rel:.ef occurred. When

'California. The reform leglslatlon, S.,B, 90, failed to J.mprove .
the State's equallzatlon pos:.tlon and was reJected by the State Supreme
Court as J.nadequate in the second Serrano dec:.s:.on. Equalrzatlon\ aid morej .
than doubled oetween 1970-71 and 1975-76 in current dollars whlle the flat
grant pa‘yﬂﬁnta,of 5125 per pupil remained unchahged. A revenue ‘limit is in
effect wh:.ch curbs the growth "in district revenues to.a percentage frgure ‘
set by the State. Desplte these features, the program failed to -improve

we ' Y

equallzatlon for the- foIlowmg reasons: (1) Contmued heavy reliance on .‘

wnequalized local revenues reduces the equal:.ZatJ.on impact of the State

disparities in the drate. (3) The revenue limit allows the same percentage
change in. distr ict revenue for ‘all districts,. which converts to more

dollars in hlgh—spendmg dlStfl.CtS than m low-5pendmg ‘ones; ' " (4) The
[

p)SSle.llty for unllm:.ted voter overr ldes reduces té\equahzatron thrust .

\f?\y revefue “Timit. A i |
. The gzowth in per pupil expendrtua:es in Cal:.fotm.a did not keep -

pace with nat:.onal qhanges. “In 1970,71 Calr\foqua spent $879 per pupil 1 ;

amounted to $1,320 or 95.1 pe cent %f

»

’State share of school revenue rose from 35 2 percent to 40 4 percent

%

: ‘drstrrcts are grouped by wealth, the pattern of expenditure changes was

remarkably stable for the fwe-year per icd, except that high wealth distr 1cts .

* -

lost some ground. 'nus. roup was probably constramed by the State revenue
4 . . , .- (
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%
\
N -—_—«.‘..v‘ -
-*
-




1 . . . . M
% ﬂ- 3 , -
S (ol . “ ' ) -
Sa . B . D A3 . * i
by e & %
€ . 2

4 - »

r

llmits where overr1des we?e rejected by voters. The reform law did not
change perceptively expenditure patterns when dlstrlcts are grouped by

Y - .

S urba.n type : - A .
f , Colorado prov1ded substantial. new noney for education whlch more - than oA
.ot doubled tween 1970-71 and 1975~76 However, Colorade s.reform orogram
;': . lwas red in part because existing revenue dlfferentlals among school
u'_ districts were frozen lnto ‘the aid distribution system. The State
—— °©  guarantees a tax base per pupil with the maxzmum equallzed mills guaranteed
- | to yield the{authofized revenue base (ARB) for each district. - ARB is.the \
re€§n s raised by aid:%trlct for the equallzatldh program 1n the prev1ous
- year plus any State allowed percentage increase. A substantlal flat . o
grant is included in the equalization ent1tlement program since no dlstrlct‘
‘recelves less than $10 35 per mlll per pupil, regardless of dlstrict
\\ : ;‘wealth A revenue limit allows low—spendlng districts a greater percentage
- increase in authortzed revenue growth over the prev1ous yeat than it does
for the hlgh-spendlng districté (112% down to 107%) Desplte this cép,
the revenue bases of the big spending districts were able to produce " o

enough new dollars enabllng them to maintain or even increase the dollar

;spread in revenues among dlstrlcts. District voters also have an unlimited o,

- Pt

) overrlde option which can enhance- 1nterdlstr1ct dlsparltles. °Dl§tr1cts'35e

- hY

also unrestrlct in the amounts that can be ralsed outEide the equallzatlon

' program. In Colorado, high and low wealth districts made modest galns
- in relative expenditures durlng this perlod, while medium WEalth‘districts
| lagged slightly betlind. When districts are ccmpared on the basis of urban K
type, the center city of the State's SMSA (Denver) was the blggest galner A
<

~o‘

- while the rural@®istricts appear to have lost some ground. < -
- / : . » * . I/ " : - > ’
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The new program fa:.led to reche expendlture disparities. Nevertheless,

< -
T averagésper pupil expendltures mcreased sharply, rismg from $780 or . R4

e
"’ 90¢9 percent of the natlonal mean in l970-7l to $1,422° or lO .4 _percent of

the natlonal average by 1975«76. Af the same tune r. the State share of revenue.
& .

grew from 30.3 percent to '39.8 percent. A State officiagl has ind:.cated that

substantial property tax rel:.ef occurred in lowealth dlStl'lCtS.

3]

Connectlcut enacted in 1975 a supplementary program of ‘State

equalizatlon a1d whlch guarantees the tambase of the town at the 85th
percentlle. A town s wealth base 1s modlfled J‘by an income factor nanlely
the town's medlan family mcome. In adclltion, the wealth base is calculated
“on ‘a per_tapita rather than on a per oupil basis. In its fi\rst yea{'of
‘operati.on, 1975—7§,\ the program’ _funding restricted each town to a maximum’
of 5 percent of its flat grant enti emen”"f‘"S?SO";p‘er pupil. As a result, .

143 out of the{ 169 towns rece:.ved supolemental aid equal to $12. 50 per

pupll. 'Ihe fundifig for the program is provided by arT "Instant Lottery

which is scheduled twice a year in the Statfe. " .

Education” ekpend;.tures per pupll have grown in ‘the State, regardless
of the sup\olementary equallzatlon, program rising from $g>or ll6 2 percent
,of the mean national average “in 19’70—7], €0 $1,659 or ll9 5 percent of the = h
natlonal mean in 1975-76. State revenues wh1ch aqcounted for 26,3 percent
“in the earller\ear rose sllghtly to 27.7 percent of -the total. Connectlcut
contlnues to relyheavily on local resources for its education. program. _

E’lorlda .enacted major changes in-its §ch001 aid program in 1973,

the purpose of Wthh was to guarantee to each oupll educational programs '

approptiate to his needs and substantla'lly equal to those available to

T~

- .
L}




P
. ‘. "

ey

&

-

°

K

-~

" 1id currehtly'in effect.

\J

similar students regardlesg of geographic location and district wealth.

. In calculating State aid, pupil weights were introduced for-pupils in the »

regular, special and vocational programs. Locational features were
recbgniéed tﬁrougb a cost of.1i6ing adjustment, a feature which is still
uniéue in State atd programs. District Wealth dif%erences were minimized-
by placing a rigid 1id on the amount of leeway dollars that could be ralsed
locally which were llmlted to 1. 707 mllls, following a series-of changes

~

in the law. . ﬁigm;;K . ) .

As, a’ result of the additional funde made available for educatich,

Florida's mean expenditures rose from $776 or'9034 percent of the national

vk

&
averaqe in 1970-7& to $1,381 or 99.4 percent of the -national average in
A

L 1975-76. Intefestlngly enough, the State's Share of the evallable fevenues

g
‘o

includiag Federal revenues for educatlon fell sllghtly.from 56.0 percent

\‘1n 1970-71”t9 an estlmated 54.6 percent in 1975-76. Indeed, the data.

1nd1cat= that tne (relatlvely) higher 1eve1 of fundlng was due to 1ncreased
“""Lq
Iocal contributions td*thg foundation prégram. “1In 1971-72 the locally

-

requlred mlllage levy was 4 5 mills. Under the new program.in 1975-76, this
requirement had risen to 6. 2931 mills. This increased chargeback required the

districts to'finance a larger share of the foundation program. Despite this . .

" increased Jpcal financial contribution, the State provides relatively more
- . . - *~ y ]

funds than the national mean State cortribution. The State's improved

equalization position érobably.stems from the local ieeway millage rate

-

Es
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- $75 per high school pupils were guaranteeq under either aid option.

its prior year aid irrespective of its calculated-.entitlemert.

The growth in#Expenditures among districts varied inversely with -
dlStrlCt wealth, which is further ev1dence of Flarida's progress towards . -
equallzatlon. When comparisons aré‘ made "by urban type, it becomes clear

that there were no losers 1n the State,

1

¥ xpendltures grew only sllghtly
faster in the SMSA's cities’than elséhhere. SN
Illinois was one of the E;r tJStates to enact a guaranteed yield

~y
program, known as the Resoux&e Equalizer. However, schoo _districts’

reta1ned:as an optlepnapplylng for State aid under the ex1st1ng foundation
a#” ~
program. Upder the foundation ald option, the guarantee level of $520f'

was retained. In addition, minimum aid of $60 per ele?entary pupil and
‘ The
new formulas provides a variable pupil weighting for Title I eligible
pupils. Under the 'guaranteed yield programs, the‘étate guarantees a tax
base of $42‘006 for K-12 districts for levies up to 30 mills, a tax base:A'
—

of $64, 615 with a rate limit of 19.5 mllls for -8 dlStrlCtS and up to )

10.5 mills on a tax base of $120,000 for 9-12 dlstrlcts. A phase-ln fedture

" restricts the growth in Statée~hid to any school district to 25 percent of:

In effect, .
the State guaranteed a maximuh of $1,260 per bupil while average expenditures

amount o $1,452 in 1975=76. This new Resource Equalizer program is more

advantageou%ffor most districts, and nearly 900 of the over l,200tdistricts‘

utilize this approach. )

[ ¥
T

\k\
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. The new: Resource Equalizer program managed to reduce expenditure
- dispagities existing in the State between 1970 and 1975: At the same time,
#. 3 sharp ease in State revenues for education occurred rising‘from 38.2

percent to 46.2 percent. “This ;hggests thet substantial propertf“tax e

relief probably occurred in the low-wealth districéé under the resource

eqﬁalizer program. The Title I welghtlngaadded substantlally to State’
tesources going to\Chlcago, where between the Fall of 1971 and 1975
current expend;tures.rose from $l,240 to $1,941 per ADA. ' ?he minimum aid .
'buaren;ee along with local lee@ay‘tex.optiohs with no recapture pgovision;“
. are other, features which teﬁd te gerpeﬁuatevefpenditure disparities under
the Illinois\school finance plam. |
.Between'i970-7I and 1975-76 per pupil expenditure$ as a percent of \
o mean“ﬁational expenditures declined‘from 169.2 percent to 104.6 pereent. In '
current dollars, the change was fnom $937 to $1,452. L, 5
School resources in low wealth districts grew at a faster pace tyn/they s
did for medium wealth districts. Highest wealth dlStFlCtS regl§§ered “the
lowest growe#. This suggests that the lowest wee}t? digﬁ?icts'be;efitted
the most from ;he new Staté aid program. When districts are compared_by
qrbanltyge, changes in e{penditures were fairly cénéistent,throughoet.
Indiana adopted a school finance plan in 1975 which- introduced a, series
. of pupil weights for pro%:;g coez differentials for special and vocation@Lh
education-and a modest weight of 2 for‘ccmpensatory’edhcat%on. For 1975-76,
,tﬁe foundation aid .formula guarantee was eft ee‘$690. | Average current

expenditures yere $1,160 in that year, and required substantial local
, . N .

expenditures. . The State sought to lessen reliance on local property taxes

. (\\ . y
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by freezing the/local levies to thel 1psser of a district's nohal levy or
30 mills on the 1974-75 adjusted assessed valuationin each district.

WithA ts new ‘law, Indlana succeeded both in reduc1ng sor;{éwhat %5%
expend ure dlsparltles and prov1d1ng some property tax‘rellef as evmdenced
by it e growth ln the State share of school,revenues; estamated at 32.5 ,
ﬂ-rcent in 1970-71 and at 40. 6 percent in 1975—76 At the, same tune, average «\
per pupil expendltures 1agged further behind mean natlonal expendltures. Inl .
l??O—?I, these were $770 or 89.7 of the mean national average Of $858;
h; 1975-76, the State mean expenditure o?'51,§%% amounted to '83.5 percent ofy
the national‘average of.$1,388. ft_;ppears likely then that the equalization ‘
goals and local property tax relief were achieved in part by restricting
the aggregate growth'in education expenditures.

lhe relative change in resources lagged only for medium wealth districts, *

. when the change 1n resources are compared .among school districts. ngh ,

wealth districts malntalned a sllght edge. The r1g1d levy controla may
haVe-worked to the dlsadvantage of medlum wealth school dlstrlcts whose

lev1es were probably frozen at lowepvlevels than h1gh wealth districts. When

"dlstrlcts are cla551fled by urban type, the relative'changes in revenues

- A
-

were not promounced. ' e
Iowa is engaged in a long—termxrestructurlng of the flnanclng of its

publlc schools almed at ach1ev1ng Stgte part1c1patlon equal to 80 percentq

of the Statewide average cost by 1982* In 1975-76 the State foundation

“ one percent of the State average cost as détermined by the State comptroller.

aid guarantee was/fet at $857 which equalled 73 percent of the State cost

per pupil of $l,174. The State foundatlon guarantée rises each year by - ‘

Bach district's allowable annual budyet growth is restricted to a percenta



’ increase spec1f1ed by the State . \For districts spendlng below the State ?
average cost, the allowable growth is subject to further llmltatlons ) A
mlnlmum State’aid level guarantees to each d1étr1ct $200 per pupr\\

IoWa lmproved its equallzatlon position by annually ra1s1ng 1ts

¢

' foundatlon dollar guarantee, thereby enabllng those lew-spending d1str1cts

which are poor to both increase their expendatures and to rely more heaVlly

-

on State gesources. A budget lld, equal to 5 percent of the State s average
cost per pupll .in 1975-76, placed an upper limit on hlgh-spendlng dlstglcts.

" fThis 11d was restrlctlve enough to curb the growth in expenditures, for ;
Iowa's per pupll expendltures have declined frOm 110.0 percent of the

mean national average, in 1970-71 to 104.8 percent in 1975-76. The
resulting growth in’ State participation is apparent by figureg reveallng
peroentage growth in State revenues for education from 29.2 percent to f\\

38.0 percent between 1970-71 and 1975~76. This relat1ve growth in State ‘
- . \\

revenues, combined Wlth the decllne in educatlonal expendltures relatlve

. ' AR

" to the national mean, suggests that substantlal property rellef Has dccurred.

The relative growth in resources of low wealth districts lagged

]

behlnd other districts and may be related tb a provision: 1ﬁ\the program that
restrlcts hlstorlcally low scendlng districts to a smaller gercentage 7? e

growth‘ln expendltures. altho gh data are not avallable to supgort the

-

»

conJecture, it is not unreasonabl to suggest that many 10w-wealth dlstrlcts

are also low spenders, to the extefit that thl§*$§.5°' the restrlctlon is,

\ ' .
clearly disequalizing. . K ©T .

R

KRansas enacted a new school finance pxogram 1n 1973 in response to

the State court rullng in Caldwell v. Kansas declarlng the existlng program

- - -
. . . . = » . |



: Equally dramatic was . the growth in average per

?unconstitutfionalf\L The new program guarantees a budget for each district

which is based on the district's enrollmentﬂsrze, its current budget and its

1ocal tax effort 3 budget limit is in effect which lImltS a district's s

budget’ growth to 10 percent of the median budget for its enrollment category.

ﬁ&stricts spending below the median may 1ncrease their budget as.much as
-15 percent over the prior year up to the®median budget exgenditure. As a

result, each district has a distinét guaranteed budget level and the State

&

- shareiof this budget varies by district wealth and the local tax effort.

Kansas is one ‘of the few States that includes income in calculating local

B, wealtho' ¢ . 3 .
. . - - . > . \ N
‘Kansas managed to reduge expenditure disparities under this program .
- e R - \ .
and assume a greater burden of the cost of education. The State share of

* 4

school revenues rose from 31.2 percent if 197

14

This shh}p Fise in State revenues provided tax

il expenditures,'which

rose from $771 to $1, 475 during the same oeriod,

£

mean national average to. 106 2° percent in the 1at r year. -,

or from 89.é percent of the

During this period the changes in resources\in the high wealth
'distric‘ts 1agged behind a.l others and may be attr' uted primarily to the
oroVision 1imit1ng district budget growth which is mQre restrictive forl N

., high-spending districts. Expenditures grew most rapidly in SWSA cities
; when districts were~compared by urban type. A .

_ Maine enacted legislatioh which was designed primarily to les&en

L4

_reliance on local prbperty»taxes by increasing the State\s share for

fiﬁahcing public schools. The law explicitly alters the ﬂix of _taxes for

—

o N ." ‘ k: ) 5 ' ; \\,

=71 to 43.8 percent, in 1975-76.

N :
elict for low wealth districts.

-




- public school support, i.e., local property taxes and State sales and income
v

taxes. In l97l—72, the State was committed to paying one-third of the

i \

school costs tnder the new law State revenues were to cover 50 percent of

costs in l975-76 A Statew1de property tax was enacted which provides the

balance of taXes .due. Maine is one of the three States which have Statewide

£

property taxes'for education. School property taxes which were prev1ously

retained by the districts are now transferred to the State. In turn, the

a

State forwarded to each\disﬁ;ict rts entitlement of $694 for‘elementary
pupils and $1,078 for high school pupils under the l975—76 guarantee level.
Additional allocations were paid to districtseén amounts which varied with

the suns spent by districts in tﬂg l97§-74 base year. |

F_—

The 2-l/2 mill 1id on optional local leeway dollars guaranteed~
JQ\ A 4
$125 per pupil. In addition, districts spending below the State averagea

are allowed to raise additio\ 1 local dollars up to the State average.

Maine did not enhance its equalntation stakus with its new program.

\ ALY
he intricate hold-harmless gllarantees undoubtedly lp pe;petuate

t

di\;?rities._ Also, Maine oper@tes & a reimbyrsement asis, with'State y
1 aid based on expenéitures two .ears:prior to the date ef aid disbursements.
Initially, therefofe, districts must raise through local.taxeS'any.annunt
eligible for State reimbursenent ~two years later. Initial reliance»on
local tanes may effectitely inhi Lt d}stricts that are spending below the

.. “ /
State guarantees from increasing eir educational outlays. Maine is not,

unique in aistributxng its(aid thr ugh reimbursements, and the same

-
, -

difficulty,may be encountered by di tricts in others States that prov1de

aid under similar reimbursement schedules. (’

5
y
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ty tax rellef At the
..same t Malne S average per-pupil expendltures silpped from 88.9 percent
of natlonal average, $763/1n 1970-71, to 86¢2 percent in 1975—76 when they ;; '
stood - at $1 1?7 and the national mean was $1, 388. Meanwhlle the State
- share cﬁ?%educatloné;lenues rose from 31 9 percent to 44.6 perdent.
1fthe flve-year perlod, school resources grew thé most in low
wealth dlstrlcts and the ‘least in high wealth dlstrlcts. Addltlonal
equalized State revenues as well as the ceiling on local 1eeways were
probably chiefly responsible for the dz%ferentlal growth(patterns.
Mlchlg turned to a guaranteed yleld program 1n 1973.in r sponse to

a State court decision (subsequently reversed) in Mllllken V. Green

declared the previous financing system unconstltutlonal The new S

school a1d program provided a two—tlered a1d system in 1975-96 whi
guatanteed $42.40 per m111 for 20 mills and $38. 25 per mlll‘for an addltlonal
:7 mills. Thas total guarantee is equal to $1 116 in State and local funds
for any dlStrlCt levying the full 27 mills. (State average expenditures

per pupil were $1,366 1n that year) A municipal overburden feéture pri
benefits Detr01t by prov1d1ng addltlonal funds for school dlstrlcts with
non-school operatlng levies 25 percent above the Statew1de average.

Mlchlgan s new program reduced expendlture dlsparltzgs and lncrea

\ B
perpetuate some of the expenditure gap amorig districts. The guaranteed

]




yield program indisputedly prov;ded property tax reiief to- low wealth/high

4

" effort districts. Yet the guaranf::d{jj}lar amounts -were insufficient to.

* . .entice many local districts to ral cal miklades in order to qualify

., for additional State dollars. In 1975-76, out of 529 districts, 394 districts
. flévied';ess/fﬁah\§1~millsK/ Between 1970-71 and 1955-76, average State per-pupil

%i “egpénditnres ($937 have slipped from.109.2 percent of the mean national
\ ‘.' . N ] - . .. . N
‘per-pupil expenditure to $1,366, to only 98.4 percent of the national

P4

‘ \ &
average ‘in 1975-76. The dafa\sugéest that Michigan has bought property ~

tax relief at the expense of its education program outiays. > .

. , The guaranteed yield program had a somewhat largersimpact op the
.'d.::?‘ ,
lowest wealth dlstrlcts where resources grew the fastest. When dlStrlctS'

— !

are compared by urban type, the SMSA center c1t1es fared ‘the least well

- whlle rural d1str1cts showed distinct galns in school expendttures. The A
poor performance of the guaranteed yield program, in Mlchlgan s c1t1es
probably results from a varlety of causes lncludlng those related to mun1c1pa1
overouroen, perhaps to a low demand for education serv1ces, and even to the

-~

urban wealth bases ‘themselves.
. . N ~¢ . . .')
Minnesota was the first State to enact school finance reform T

PEEY . »
legislation in the seventies by raising substantially the foundation suppor t
level to an amqunt approximating the Statewide average per pupil expenditure.

. v The principal purpose;of~the law was to" lessen relianc! on property taxes ..

. by increasing the-State share of education costs. Property tax rellef

¥ 3 4

-

was also prov1ded ‘through a program of homestead credlts and.other minor

State a1ds to school dlstrlcts.
\
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A minimdm of .5 for each AFDC pupil was.added to the dlStrlCi; s

’ L3

pupil count. ngﬁer weightings are allowed. for dlStrlCtS with hlgh con= S
;y_ centratlons of’ AFD&puplls. A hold harmless*guarantee is also m effect. \(
In 1975-76 the foundatlon program guaranteed $900 (a somewhat lesser amount

. j 2 for historlcaﬁy low spending dlStrlCtS) for puplls in grades’1-6 and $l 260 ,

<

.  for pupils in grades 7-12. T Ny ‘ o s
‘ ‘ ‘ 'Ihe NEW fundlrg program has led to a decrease in school expend:f'.tur'es
% K b with aveggge per-oup:.l expendltures (81,021 m 1970~71) fall g from 118.9

’rW‘
’ ',1/\ \
et
.

-

" percent of mean national average in 1970-71 to 109.2 percent, in l975-76

when they amounted ko $1,516. At the same time, the State/accounted for a

¥ . *

‘larger share of educatlon revenues which’ rose from 44.4 rcent to 54.7 percent

(
¢

of the total E:xpendlture dlsparlties Werer not reduc durmg the per:.od,

which may be due as much to the add:.tlonal we;.ghtlngs prov:.ded for AFDC

P ;«-—-.‘/

chlldren aﬁ to uglmlted leeway optf?)ns for ralsmg revenue and the hold-

- IS . - ' V
- harmless prov:.s;.o/n wthh is in effect.\ . , =
A . o .8 R .
| - -me hl% ;ijtlth dlstrlcts were the prmc;pal gamers in school x;esources

f

while the poagest dlstrlcts gamed' the least.r When dlStrleiS are compared by

urban type, school expéndlturesagrew fasteﬁt m» SMSA center c1t1es._4"]:hese

AT
data suggest that the cente; cities, a@'e among the hlgh wealth dlstrlcts, /

*

whlch benefit from State aid pro,v:.ded aS*é resulg\\f the AFDC pupil® weights.
Montana altered its school’ fg:ance oroégam in 1973 at a time when -

thére.was a growing concern that the thed exﬁsting aid formula could not’
| survive close Judic1al scrutmy. 'I'ne new law prov:.ded that county levies

/ .
for schools be collected as Statewide taxes, thereby dramat:.cally mcreae:.ng

- - . < -
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" the State share of -educational revenues from 24.0 percent in 1970#71 to 57.6

percent in 1975-76 Each dlstrlct is also guaran eed 25 oercent of 1t§
’4
fo f tJ.on program amount where d:.str:.cts levy an addltlonal 9 'm.lls 1n

I

elementary school dlstrlcté‘or 6 mills in high sghool d}strlcts.

’ - 'me new funding formula has led to relat:.vely larger increases -

-

in educatlon exoend:.tures. In 1970-71, Montan;z s per-pupil expendlturés

s ($866) were ‘J.OO 9 oercent of n:tlonal average; by 1975-76, they an'ounted‘

tg 112.0 percent of 'the national e:_cpendltures, rising to $1,553,
. : Ut /

Expenditure disparities persist, however,/and may be due’ to

co#atmued heavy reliance on local taxes. leﬁfrences in ,J'.ocal wealth

ba'es as well as the poss:.b:.l:.ty of unl:.m:.ted voter 1eeway optlons rﬂay
also account for the growth in such disparltles. School tesources gr%w
est for low and medium wealth dlsglcts/whlle the growth m resources

e
for d:.str:.cts m the wealthiest guartile were srﬁ;Stantlally below average.
RS ‘

New Jersez In a landmark decis:.on, Robmsomv fCah:.ll sthe New Jersey

Supreme Court ruled in 1973 that ‘dxe Sta e! s system o% sugoo?tmg publ:.c
/L/

e content of the educational épportunity the constltu\tlomrequz.res"" in

meetm the mandate that there be maintaindd .a "th;ough and effg,fleht ‘ Gh— '
® .

system of free publlc schools.” The Court ordered the State to develop

"\'zg.

-a plan or financing publ:.c schools which meé the ‘mandate. Accordmgly,
" "public chool Education Act of 1975" was keh\a“oted) which among other prov:.s‘ ns |

" IR
$pelled-out a method of distributing State™aid.




Under the new law's provisions, each district is guaranteed a State
) . — /\v
~ supoort ratio, whlch is the, lesser of its prior year budget or the State

@

each dlStrlct the State's support rat1¢)1s derlved by

e
viding a district's equallzed valuation per*pupll by the State's guaranteed
valuatlon and subtractlng the guotlent from 1.000. The State's guaranteed .

valuatlon was set at 1.3 tlmes the State average valuatlon per pupil for

1976-77. A hold-harmless prov151on gnarantees each district a minimgi- 3’
A

i

of 10 percent of the State support limit. Cost fa¢tors were introduced
which provided additional aid guarantees to special needs pupil popu%ationsl
In addition, a spending limit was incorporated to prevent'd@etricts that
received the largest increases in State aid frdml%mending all the new funde
on their education program w1thout prov1d1ng some property taxﬁrellef The,

expepditure limit vagies 1nversely with district expenditures. An appe /

procedure was estiblished which allows districts to seek relief from.their
expenditure caps. » . -

The new law reqyired an increase in Staté funds for implementation. g
. - % ¢ . . L <
of well over $150 milliom which were(not forthcoming until a gross income

Y tax law was passed in July 1976 As a 7esult, the new equallzatlon law was
not 1mplemented until the 1976-77 school year. Contlnued fundlng of the new - "
program rests upon the renewal of the 1ncome "tax law, which is due to explre

;wo years after its enactment. o oA \

New Mexico .in 1973 replaced a school aid program-based on 1nstructlonal
units with an aid program,based on pup;L welghts and required a uniform -~ ° ¢

. millage levy. Optional local leewayrlevies are nat allowed and 95 percent

/
I
{




of the required millage as well as Federal monies including Impact Aid are
counted as the Jlocal contribution to the State Equalization Guarantee
Distribution. . ‘
:agé, ‘ . With this’ program,ﬂ&ew Mexico suceeeded in reducing expenditure
disparities which was- accomplished ooth as a. result o!"'e rigid ceiling
e .on local~lev1es and by counting-Federal dollars as part of the required
I local contribution. Despite the major redistribution of dollars which.
o \ occurred between 1970-71 and 197576, New Mexico did not alter ’its share
: 'off;;;ool\?evenues{/uhich stood at 3}.4 percent of total revenues in both
' years. ;gn addition, State average per-pupil e;penditures as a percent of the
;national'average were also remarkably stable gding from 90.4 percent irny the
earlier year to 90.8 oercent ($1,2 l) in l975-76

~ e
~ ~ - New Mex1co s reformAprogram undoubtedly helped rost the lowest wealth-

¢

distr cts, which experienced the fastest growth in school resources. For

'g' high wealth districts the resource growth was slowest.

¢ North Bakota added substantial new money tgé{is foundation support
Ve ‘. program which guaranteed $640 per pupil in 1975-76. A schedule of pupil

L ‘. weightings f07 district grade span sparsity xlass size accomoany the
be51c guarantee County sChool taxes were hencefgrth earmarke& for the *
'y »

-~

¢ foundation program and a districtcmillage fequirement was introduced. N

‘In effect, county- revenues are nOW'considered part of the State contfibution

,I" y .

"and dlStriCt taxes dre no _longer optional but are required in order for
o .
a district‘to qualify for State foundation aid The district tax
-C
requirement led wealthier dis rlCtS to support a larger share of the

foundation progran. . ) U ! Coe




- . R T . o

< ‘ .o . JER ¥ s
> ’ M N

< N . N .
v, . ¢ - -
. v

. The program appears to have been de51gned primarily to increase f1nanc1al

Soaw
%i" support for’ “public schools. On that score, the new program was successful
in rai51ng average per-pupll expendltures from $689 (80.3 percent of the -
s national mean average 1n 1971-72) to §1,207 (87.0 oercent Of the natlonal
' mean ‘in 1975-76). SOme additional. equallzatlon has also occurred
- with'the new prmgram. The 1ncreased share. of State(educatlon revenues -

+ ¢ from 25.8 percent in 1970-71 to 48.8 percent in I975-76 — reflécts the
'~ designation of coumty taxes as:State taxes. The new program in North

-

Dakota had By far the greatest lmpact on low wealth dlstrlcts which benefi:ted ]

the most. from the h1gher foundathn support leveis. . . - '
Chio added a guaranteed yield program to its foundatlon program and ~

ralsed the guaranteed foundatlon level The-State guaranteed & program

of $1, 380 per ADM 1n/¢§d5—76 for aﬁy dﬁ/f;lct levylng 30 equallzed mills

($48 per mlll for the-first 20 mills and $42 for each additional mlll up to a.-

-

max imum of 10 mllls) Under its curreﬂt law, dls;rlcts must levy a mlnlmum
\ ' ‘ .

f{i\‘- of 20 mllls, equallzed, whereas’ no ainimum dlsﬁrlct requ1rementchad

O . . % : X
previously existed. \ X ’ P
— - . - v

\ ' Despite the higher guarantee levels, average per=-pupil expenditures have

remalned relat1vely unchanged as‘a percent of the natlonal average.‘ In 1970-71,
« Y - .

mean per-pupil expenditures in Ohlo amounted to $778 or 90 .6 percent of the
) natlopal average; by 1975-76 the State' s mean expenditudes were $1 264 or 91 1

¢
1

W
_ifrcent of the national average.  The new orogram has’ had discernlble lmpact
L on equallzaﬁlon in the State. qpaer the:new lay, Chio hasn:§;3ed the L

¢
v 1

7 State share of education revenues from 28.8 perceént in 1970-71 -to 36 6 percent

in 1975-76. It is likely that the new program provided soméfproperty tax
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rehef wlth this g /pwth in State revenues. 'Ihere was no oerceptlble
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KX
dlfferences in the growth inm school resources for low and medium wealth

-

s
dlstrlcts durifig this period whlle some lag in resource growth occurred
"4

arnong high“wealth districts. Rural districts appear to have experienced a
slight edge in the growth in school expenditures while cﬁa\r;_ges among the

SMSA districts were iqdisﬁ';nguisbable._ .

o It M .
Texas retained its foundation aid program ywith significant

1

moc!ifzi.pations. A law enacted in, 75 substantlall raiseq/the level of

’

foundation support. The wealth meagure in calculatmg the local contribytion

"
.shifted to assessed property valuations from an index of ability to pay.

* A uniform requirement of 30 mills was enacted as the Jocal contribution T

to the foundation progtram. Héyever,. a ~ho1d-.-.3;1‘:11'r:-m.le"ss guarantee provision

aséuree each district a minimum 1.04 percerft of Stateswid received during

: 1974-75'.& A new program ’($25.4 million) earmarked funds for compensatory

education and a"supplementary _equalization program ($50.0 millicn),was\ also

enacted. - AT , )
-As a result of these.new features '\the _new Texas program was more
.\_
equallzmg. The share of ectucatlon ‘revenues derlved from the State" remalned

v:f.ftually unchanged between 1970-71 and 1975-76' goug from 49.3 percent of TN

'total revenues to 50 1 oercent in the latter year. However, some improve~

\ ’ )

ment did occur in average- per “pupil expendltures, which rose from $636 or 74. l

— o>
percent of the national average to $1, 094 or 78 8 percent of-the natlonal

oo

_mean during this same period. Resource growth 1agged for hlgh wealth

-

districts while expenditures in the' SMSA districts outpaced slightly those »

‘for-rural di_stri'cté Within the Sl\fAs, zhanges in expenditure growth

pattern were barely discernible, . S :

54
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.- Wisconsin's program guarantees a wealth base' per pupil, the size of
which depeuds upda(each district's grade level, with thevguarantee level

set at $l,405 peé~pupil“ 1975-76. The guarahtee_variee for each district,

- [eflecting actual district xpenditures. A secondary equalization aid egual
to a smaller amount is guardnteed for dlstrlcts spending above the $1,405
ﬁalevel w1th the actual amount again dependlng on district grade span, wealth,
and actual spendlng In effect, then, Wisconsin operates under a non—llnear
guaranteed e1‘11eld program. Recaoture orov151ons Whlch were due to become
effectlve were nulllfeed-by the'State courts.,
| : TranSitional'aidtie'provided to districts too wealthy to share in

equalization aid, the actual amount diminishing from year to year.

A ceiling on the annual growth in dlStrlCt expendltures equal to 110 percent

.

of the Statewide average is also in effect
Between 1970-71 and 197576, per-puplﬁxpendltues rose..ﬁaster in
Wisconsin than for the nation as a whole, rising from $977 or 113.9 percent
“of the national average in 1970-71 to Sl,6lB.or ll§.6“perceﬁtlof the national
agerage: At the éame time, the State share 'of school revenues.rese
modestly from 29.3 percent td 32.1 percent ef‘the total..Tue pattern of
expenditure disparities persists, 'howeber,~and'may be due to the
. modlfled hold harmless~prov151on as well as to provision allow1ng geRerous

dlStIlCt expendlture growth The heavy reliance on local revenues may also
be contr;butlng to 1nterd;str1ct expeudlture disparities. = .’

rvMediumewealthpd{stricts showed the greateet gain in res;urbee while =
high;wealth districts were élowed; The‘expendituré’lhnit was probably
responsible for this differeutial growth.. Expendftures-grew fastest in SMSA

v o : ' Rt : .

55 ' ‘ .
a6 S



(]
’

- center c1t1es, while the lag appeared greatest in other SMSA dlstncts.
SR I§ is llkely then that: many of these lat:t:er districts are among the rngh- /
+ +wealth districts being affected by the exnendlture limits. ‘ j
;u h : [ /‘
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- higher. These dlsoarltles were strongly related, ,in almost every State,

v, SUMMARY AND- CONCLUSIONS

L]

When_dlsparlty is measured:by the ratio of expendlture 1n hlgh-
spending dlStrlctS to expendltures in low-spending dlstrlcts (omlttlng
the very highest and very lowest dlstrlcts to account for possibly
justlflable variations), 39 States éxhlblted dlsparltles of 1.5 or more *

in 1970. That is to say, some children in a Stdte recelved at least half’

-

‘again more than others In four States, the disparity ratio was 2.0 ¢/

to variations in property wealth among districts. Hlstorlcally, the
schools have been supoorted by the local oroperty tax; dlstrlcts w1th hlgh

property valuation per pupil not only can raise more money for educatlon,

they can do S0 with less tax effort. These 1nequa11t1es have 1ed to demand
by State courts that dlsparstles be lessened and that the ‘link between i
expenditures and local wealth be weakened or eliminated.

By 1975, disparities in the nation as a whole actually increased,
with'40 States exhibiting'disparities of'l 5 or greater.” Only in 20 States

dld dlsparltles appear to decrease at all. Low-wea;th dlstrrcts improved their

e
|

status somewhat over this flve-year perLod although in most States \ ? ‘

Athey still spent con51deraoly 1ess than their State's average.

° e

These results arg surprlslng in view of the fact that a school

X

flnance reform moyement was under way 1n the 1970'5, involving 20 States.

0

Many of these States were those most in need of. reform — in 1970, only two
of them shoéed a dlsparlty ratlo 1ess than 1.5. By 1975, 8 of the 20 States

‘had substantially reduced disparltles, but 6 exhibited greater disparity

¢
A\ . - - ——
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‘than;in,1970:. (Sg@é States apparently set réform dbjectives hther than . ~°.

dispafity reduction,‘most notably the'relief of property tax burdens.)’
’ Even though, as a group, these'States have made less progress in reducing
disparity;than might” have been hoped for out of a reform movement, they
were swﬁaniné against a national current towards greater disparity. -

Central dity districts are of particular'interest in school fihance
. reform, because such dlstrlcts typlcally spend more~<er\pupll and have /
higher property valuatxon per ounll The study nas not lnvestlgated .
the cla1m that hlgher spendlng is justified by hlgher costs for educatlonal
serv1ces and greatar needs of many of its students. It has 1nvestlgated‘
the claim that property valuatlon per pupil fails to reflect the greater
burden that c1t1es bear in sunportlng mun1c1pal functions in gddltlon ‘
to educatlon. When district wealth is calculated with populat;on rather
than puplls as a base (an approximate way to account’for total service
burden), & advantage of central city dlstrlzts con51derably diminishes. -
These f1nd1ngs suggest that the meact ofcschool finance reforms will ’ )
depend qulte strongly on the way in whlch 'costs, needs, ‘and ablllty to' ray
are detlned.
If the ‘education system is'td reduce core' program disnarities in

'the future, a dec151on must be made” as to the extent of dlsparlty that
can be tolerated.' As in most policy dec151ons, this one entalls con51derat10n\
of1;r1néTbles and practlcal constralnts Tbo,loqse a cr1ter10n might - .
v1olate pr1nc1ples of “equal educatlonal opportunlty, a very strict ‘
criterion could call for funds that mlght not, in’practice, become available,

So? N s,

The costs of equalizing so that each State metia disparity criterion of

-~




1,28 -—;a ratioﬂeméloyea in an Office of Education reéulatiod gelatiné
' to Federal Impact Aid — would have been $5.4 bJ.llJ.onSm 1975, Half that
amount would have been requlred for: all States to meet a 1. 40, crrterlon~

_These .are substant1al~amoun€e but unless action is taken toward greater

M o

reform, the amounts in the future will apoarently become greater — not
only because of inflation but also because of an apparent trend toward

lncreaSLng disparity in Amerlca s schools. -




"NOTES

The present report presents preliminary results from a study sponsored
‘ by the Office.of the™? Assistant Secretary for Planning and Evaluatlon,
- Department of Health, Education, and Welfare.

2. Asan egample of other recent comparative studies, see ﬁgadbook for
* " state Legislators, Nat10nal Conferemce of State- Leglslatures, _
Washmgton, D C., 1976 ’

.

3.. The data bases for the two years are composite collectlons frcm several
. '~ sources. School data are from the ELSEGIS (Elementary and Secondary
Education General Information System) data bases collected by the ~
National Center for Education Statistics for schools years 1969-70
and~1974-75. Data from the 1970 Census was added to the files for
both years. -Property valuation as of 1970 was added to the 1969-70
files; property valuation as of 1973-74 was added to the 1974-75 file.

- The samples are apprQximately 4,550 for 1969—10 aﬁd 5,800 for 1974-75."

“The COE’reported for each school district is multiplied by the ratio
. of (l) locaI and State revenues plus impact aid to (2) total revenues. .

, The-treatment of Federal impact aid, or ‘SAfA, as local revenue is
based on'-the rationale that these funds are intended to offset the loss
in local reyenues occasioned by the tax-exempt status, of Federal , |
property, an approach. that is consistent with the fact that-the funds
are fof genérdl stpport rather than for Federally defined programs. )
The 1deal treatment of SAFA would be to count as local revenue only that
Fractlon that is equalized, F“ accordance with Federal regulations;
but the data-bases do not permit this caiculatlon. :

6. Under contracts with ‘the National'Center for Education Statlstlcs and,
the National Institute of Education, Killalea Associates, Incorporated,-
As developlng prototype cost-of-education indexes. .

-

7. ‘The choice. of pUDll ch;tlng method .can make ! difference, as has.been
- pointed out by a number of analysts. 1In particular, plates with high

.| “absentee rates would generally suffer in the allocatlon of State” EUnds
if the State used average daily attendance. e .
%L d5:5 measure 1is subject to several criticisms. .In analy21ng

: w1than—State disparities, it seems appropriate to dlsregard highly

- unusual circumstances that may justify high expenditures, such as the
ranch school districts in cCertdin States. When applied to all States,
However, it assumes that each State has circumstances which justify
Variations'in expenditures, which seems unlikely. Moreover, there is
considerably less justification for excepting the lowest-spending
"districts than for excepting the highest-spending districts. °
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. discriminate agayns

‘o

Students are.grouped into quartiles according to their districts'
property valuation per pupil: the fourth of a State's students that
are in districts with the lowest valuation -per pupil, the fourth

£ are in districts with the pighest, and the two middle quartiles.
< mbined into one group for ease of presentation). As can be
expected, some districts (partlcularly very large ones) have
-gtudents in two quartiles; in such cases, a district's students
are all "tagged" with the same property’ valuation and, then

-
.

. distributed agross the quartiles; they are also tagged with the

district-wide average expenditures per pupil. It is then possible

‘to compute the (pupll—welghted) average expenditures in "the quartlles.

The expenditures in the quartile are then expressed as a percentage
f State average expénditures.

AN~SMSA is an area' that includes at least one city with 50,000 or more
inhabitants or a city with 25,000 or more inhabitants whlch, with
'contlguous places, makes a 51ngle community of at least 50,000.- For a
precise definition, see Statistical Abstract of the United States: 1975,
Bureau of the Census.

It is difficult to determine how an adjustment factor should be
calculated. Actual differences in expendlture levels, between
elementary and secondary districts in a State could be, used,. but this
would be tantamount to assuming no discrimination. Moreover, such.

an adjustment might gloss over the equally interesting differencee

in expenditures between low-wealth and high-wealth secondary districts.-
The, ideal reso¥ution, for a disparity analysis, is to asspciate,each
elementary disgrict with the secondary district to which it sends‘it§§?
students; then\under the reasgnable assumptlo gthat parenhts .would no
t their younger children in favor of the older, the
average e in this aggregation of districts produces a figure
that can validly be compared with unified districts. Unfortunately,

the data required for this aggregation are not available.

It should be noted that this kind of result might. be thought to support.,
the view that States operating many districts could improve their f
equity status through -district consolidation. Whether or not their
status would improve depends on the measure of equity, as has often
p01nted out (see, for example, Inequality in California School Finance,
Rand Corporation, March 1975). Moreover, it could raise new questxons
about the unit of observation; for very large districts, equity

‘considerations might involve intradistrict dlsparltles, whlch
: are not analyzed here. .

The requirement is spec1f1ed in 45 CRF 115. 63. States have also
set their own requirements. The California Supreme Court has
required that, after a period of years of phased—ln reform, the
State's system should exhibit a dlsparlty no ‘'greater than $100 per
pupll from place to place. Callfornla s expenditures (as defined -
in this study) averaged $1,095 in’ 1975, and accordingly the court
criterion is even more llmltlng than that set by the Offlce of
Educatioh. . .
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-14, See National Conference of State Leglslatures, School Finarice Refofm:
* Legislator's Handbook: and Education Commission of the Statesﬁ School .
. ’ Flnance Reform in the States, 1976-77 . '
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=

f .0 15, An alternative indicator of local relief might merel be an increase

o in the State's share of school revenues. This incr would fail
" to differentiate betgeen increases in the State's Share that went =
- to raise total school expenditures and those that’ provided local '

. tax relief.
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