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The federal government's prime concern has been equalizing educactbhal
opportunity. NIE's funding poiicies reflect this priozicy. This paper ana-
lyzas some major political and fiscal trends that will shape governments'

approaches to educational opportunity in the 1980s, The analysis focuses
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on state government, The first conénrn: overall fiscal policy. The second

raises the issue of tne interrelacionship between education and other services

for children with special needs,

The Stace Spending Conflict -

There is an impending clash between two major public finance movements.
One is stimulating large iocreases in state/local public spending while che
other is galvanizing & lower expenditure trend., One is known as the "school
finance reform movament." This group has been working since¢ the turn of the
century but with a new equity focus in recent years, Tho second movement,
with a strong natwork around the states, is an advocate of groups that are
pushing for tax or spending limication. They have succeeded already in
pushing the center of state politics to the right, This movement has two
factions: the "Jarvis" group (American Tax Reform) and the National Tax
Limitation Committee, In June of 1978, these two networks == gdiag largely
in opposite dirsctions == had signal victories, indicating that they are
both flourishing., Proposition 13 passed io Californis, spawning a number
of state efforts to cut property taxss and limit spending (for example,

Oregon, Idaho, and Michigan). On the other hand, the New York Supreme
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Court overturned the New York state system of school financing on two
grounds: 1) property tax inequity based on Serrano, and 2) upheld the
New York City intervenors who pushed for special ne’d increases in the
school finance formula for big cities. Appellate c;urt decisions handed
down 4u 1978 in Ohio and Hlshins:cd'wurc similar to those in New York. We
need to analyze these opposing movements and political networks in order to
understand why they have been successful and illuminate the impending clash.
The first group (the school finance reform movement) includes two
largely compatible mational networks,l One is a group that is coordinated
largely by the Foré foundation and the National Institute of Education, It
includes lsvyers, !:holars, and state political leaders; another is a group
that i3 coordinated in rart by the University of Florida and includes
scholars, state departments of educationm personnel, and state politiciams,
The two groups share many common values and approaches, although they differ
sometimes on concepts. The Florida groi'p has more strength in the South
and Plaias states, Both groups want %o reform school financing through
levelling up the lowsst spending school districts, :hereb§ spending more
money on aducation. They want to increase the state fow.dation guirantee
and add-programs for pupils with special needs, such as hand{capped and
vogational aducation, They usually propose some local property tax relief,
but end up with an ovcrall net gain in terms of public spending because of
incressec state zid, They sre pro public schools and believe that more in-
put in education will have some benefit in student ou:cemci. They share
with the Jarvis network a favorable view toward property tax cuts. The
ford .and Florida groups differ, howaver, on the desirability of redistributing

school 8id from waalthy high spending districts to property poor, low
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spending districcs, The Ford group places a higher priority on this share-
_the=wesalth nechanisn termed "recapture.”

The secord group, American Tax Reform (Jarvis) and National Tax Limi-
tation, desires changes in education fimancing, but advocatesshrinking the
size of government, slowing down the real growth of government, and cutbanks
in cdﬁca:ionsl "frills."” They also want to cut the property tax, They are
not interested in special adjustments for special pupil needs, such as the
disadvantaged and bilingual in big cities, Their approach does not addrass
levelling up of educacion spending or equity. Rather, they favor a levelling
down of educatien spending. TFor example, in Califormia, wealthy school
districts like Beverly Hills were cut move than low spending diszricts after
Proposition 13, The ctax reform/spending limit movement contends that educacion
is not a good buy and that more momney does not lead to more pupil attainment,
Moreover, they believe that government is already too big and one part of
government that needs to be cut back is education., The only area of partial
agresment between school finance reform and tax reform/spending limit adherents
is a dislike of the local property tax as the major means for financing

education.

The School Finance Reform Movement

The school finance reform movement can claim current or future impact
in 20 to 25 states, with about 60 percent of the ADA, This assumes that
states with court ordsrs, such as Connecticut, New York and Ohio, will respond
with state legislation, The breskthrough came in 1969, in lsrge part because
of successful court suits, The court was the legislative agenda setter

through Serrano in California and Robinson vs, Cahill in ﬁeu Jersey, Many
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states acted without a court ruling. For exanple, Florida was a triumph of
political_ leadership vithout court stimulus, The initial political studies
of finance raform from 1969=74 stressed the leadership of the governor or
the legislature, and noted that the state boards and stata departments of
education played 2 minor rolc.2 As of 1974, political analysts stressed
these change slesents for success: the court impetus and the commitment of
top state political leaders, such as Governors Anderson of Minnesotas, Lucy
of Wisconsin, Milliken of Michigan, and Askew of Florida., They also cited
states such as Kansas vhere the legislature took a prime role, The third
element was the existence of state budget surpluses -- the era of 1969-74
was a boom period for stata treasuries. The fourth element was political
coalitions == the ability to put together packages of diverse prograns and
compromises to include such things as accountability and even non-education
expenditures.

Obviously, it is easier to build a coalition when there is a budget
surplus and plenty of money to spread around, AB 65 in California (1977) is
a classic example of this -- the state had enough money to pay off ali intevest
groups, Another important political impetus was the national networks that
assisted, such as che group “rom the University of Florida, the Ford Founda-
tion, the U.S, Office of Education, the Education Commission of the States,
National Coomittees of State Legislatures, and the Lawyers Comnittee for
Civil Rights Under law,

. In sany ways, school finance reform is an elitist movement, It was
aot galvanized by an overvhelming bottom-up demand from the populace or pro=
fassional educators, It came from an alliaace of educational finance

scholars, lavyers, foundation officers, USOE and NIE, This interlocking
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petwork often sent lawyers as the first wave to sue the state. If a law suit
was inappropriate, the reforn group stimulated special state commissions or
tried to spread the gospel through interstate meetings (ESC, NCLC). The same
nsmas appear and resppear as leaders in numerous states.” "Outside agitators"
are terribly importaant in spreading around the principles of school finance
reform,  Thay are often allied with local lawyers or state political leaders,
depending on which route they feel is more promising. Tha reformars caun:a:ed
the fear of loss of {ocal cduct:icn policy by citing studies demons:rn:ing
that higher proportions of state funding did not necessarily cause higher
levels of state governance centralization., There was no need to impede local
control,

In 1974, the school finance pice sloved down. We had a national re-
cession that eroded the state budget surpluses, Scme states, such as
Connecticut and.Sou:h Dakota, passed laws without funding them, The U,S5.
Supreme Court ruled in Rodrigez that it wac inappropriate for the federal
goverament to intervene, There were more losses in state courts, such as in
Oregon and Washington. The Serzano impetus for aqualization of the property
tax base behind each child seemed to vun out of gas. The coalitions were
harder to build, in psrt becauss of the erosion of budget surpluses and
also splits within the education groups -- arguments between school boards
and teacher organizations, and batween cities, suburbs, and rural araas.

Recently, the pace of school £{narce veform has incressed, The old
lchoog #inance veformers are on the move sgain in new and different directions,
especially reformulation of their legal concepts, The Ssrramo approach of
relying solely on varistions in local property tax capacity {gnored varia-

tions in pupil needs or ax;cndi:urcs.“ The Ford/NIE network won three
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interesting suits (Ohic, New York, Wasiiington) that seem to portand the
style of things to come, Courts in Ohio and New York ruled that a system
with equal tax yield for equal property tax effort (e.g., Serrano) discrimi-
nates against the big cities. The cities have high assessed value par pupil
but also have large numbers of disadvantaged children and high tax rates

for services other than education, City voters will not approve raises in
property taxes for education., In affect, the Ohio court case was brought
by the city of ctuc;nnlei. vieved by the finance reformers in the ;nrly
seventies as a "wealthy property district" == a city that should be able to
raise its property taxes through local fiscal capacity, Cincinnati{ became
a plainciff and asserted that school finarce has to be adjusted to the special
needs and conditions of the cities, and the Ohio court so ruled,

In New York, the original case was brought by Levittown, & classic
Serpanp district with {ow-niddle {income housing, middle income whits residents,
and no business property tax base. The large New York cities of Rochester
and Buffalo contended that if the cours ruled in favor of Levittown, cities
would be worse off, Cities have & high assessed property value per pupil
and, therefore, would lose school revenue to low wealth Levittown under

schames like District Power Squnliz;:ian.s

The New York State Court ruled in £avor of Levittown and “he big
cicies. Stata school finasrce formulas must aceount for municipsl over-
durden (vhataver that is). Morecver, the court said you have to take iato
secount the high costs of cities, such as 1and and labor, and the pupils
with speciel needs in cities, The court even waded into the old argument
of ADA vs. ADM and concluded thatc ADA funding hurts the cities and is poor

policy, In effect, state courts are {ntervening into issues that 3o far

|
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beyond Serranc and its conception of equity., Under Serrano, cities are
vieved as wealthy school districts becsuse of their high assessed value per
pupil, extensive business property, and relatively few pupils, with many
children in private schools. |

The Washington case is especially interescing. Afzer losing a
Serrano type case in Washington, the city of Seattle becames the plaintiff in
s new suit. Seattle filed under the clause that the Washington Constitution
:equi:is"lﬂplc provision' for education. Tha voters in Seattle were so
resistant to property taxes thac the city of Seattle could not persuade
its voters to approve an "ample prograx.” Theretore, {t was the state's
responsidility to step in and support a "eufficiant program,” even {f the
local voters did not want to pay for it,

The Serrane view pushed dy Professor Coona of the University of
California/Berkeley was thet {f local people refused to vote "ample" school
property taxes and vaated to run & program with 40 kids per teacher, this
would be 10311.6 The equity test was merely that equal property tax effort
(rate) wust provide the sane yield (revenue) snywhere in the state, In
California, you could have chosen under Serrano a §2,00 tax rate, providing
a program of 5600 per pupil (or half the state average). That would have
been legal as long as a 52.00 tax rate yieided S600 on & statewide average.

In sum, the school finance reform movement has soved creatively in
new directions, It went about s far as it could with the perrano approach.
The coz=ts have given reneved life to educational need formulas after re-
jecting "nred" as too complex in the 1960s, Moreover, courts are advocating
the elusive idea of alfferential costs of education, TFor example, state

formulas must be made to sdjust for unusually high land and energy costs.
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The technical problems in meeting these new court mandates are serious,

The courts are moving into the areas that scholars kaow the least about -~

how to adjust for pupil needs in some precise vay, how to adjust for umcontrol-
lable costs of education, how to adjust for somathing called municipal over-
burden, It was a lot simpler merely establishing "power equalization
schedules” so that equal property tax affort resulted in equal amcunts of

1ocal school revenue,

The Spending and Ta. Limication Movement

This group >f reforsers is {nzerested in reversing long term trends
towards larger government, Thelir recent succoss has made the real growth of
governuent a3 poli:;cll issue. If governcent does not expand bayond its present
shars of GNP, school finance reform can only come from cutting other public
services. Thase reformers signal a conservative cycle in spending, They
{nclude education as ona area vhere spending has grown too fast, In California,
Covernor Ronald Reagan, a very popular governor, sponsored an amendment to
1imit state spending and cied it to staLs growth and personal income. Ke iost
S46 percent to 46 parcent, Other proposals which would have restrained state
government spending in various ways ware defeated in 1976 in Michigan, Florida,
Ucah, and Montana, In Illinois, Maine, Georgis, South Dakots, Minnesota, Iowa
and Wisconsin, amendments proposing legislative action to limit spending or
cut taxes vars defsated or blocked, In sum, as recently as 1976 it looked
praity bleak if you wers on the conservative side of the argument,

A hagdinger of the eurn;around sppearad in 1977 when Maine repealed
the recapture clause in its school finance reform law, Tax expsrts were
surprised that districes bensfitting frem the recapture == low wealch districts

that rveceived money from their wealthy neighbors == voted for repeal, We
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began to see pacple voting for tax cuts regardless of their individual
impact, After Proposition 13, over half the states initiated scme movament
for spending or tax limitation. In the 1978 elections, twelve of sixteen
states passed a ballot measure, which is an iopressive performance, More-
ovar, the Desmocrats in many states became advocates of spending limits -~
i{o effect, the center of American state politics had shifted to the raight
(ses Appendix A).

Why are many spending limit groups winning now after losing so
badly in 19767 A Louis Harris poll found that 71 percent of the people
do not believe that they are getting ngood value for their money from their
cax dollars.” State end local expenditures during the last decade have
cisen At an aversge annual rate of more than 14 percent. The fastest

growing taxes have been state and local taxas that have grown from six-
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tenths of ons percent of naticnal income Co twoeand-one~half percent in

che last 30 years, The school finance reforn movement was adding to this
spending significantly, Californias spcﬁ: billions on SB 90 in 1972 and chen
in 1977 appropriaced $4.6 billion over four years to fund AB 65,

In many ways, Proposition 13 fever has spread because of public con-
cern with inflacion, The polls indicate chis i{s the chief concerm by & wide
‘margin, Tax cuts bacome a way to £4ght inflation's impact. People still
want public services, however, but believe the waste in delivering thes i3
enormcus, The accountability movesent of the 1960s indicates this public
distrust of waste includes education as a top target,

The spending and tax limitation movement is a major public finance
reforns movemsnt with drastic implicacions for school financing. The group

vith the most long run promise is the National Tax Limitation Committee (XTL),
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STL's Board is chairad by William Rickenbacker, & New York investment
broker and son of the famed flyer, Eddie Rickenbacker, The Board includes
such luminaries as Arthur Godfrey and Claire Booth Luce, They provide
assistance on strategy, tactics, and techanical matters to state level
organizations and legislators, Their style of elite networks is similar
to the approach of Ford/NIE in scheol finance. They have added to their
Board former Secretary of the Treasury, William Simonm, and public relations
axpert, Stewart Spencer, They have the best mail order solicitation group
i{n the buiincsl. headed by Richard Viguerie of Washington, D, c.

NTL is openly critical of Jarvis, They believe Jarvis provides teo

lictle and too such,® He provides too little because his approach fails te

place limits on total state spending. All Proposition 13 did was cut the
property tax, but as long as inflacion keeps going, the state of California
has 8 tax systen that can increase spending at the pre=-Proposition 13 rate.
The Calif-~uia Finance Deparcment projects another california surpius of 52«3
billion even if the sase state "bail our" of S$4 billion for local governments
is re-enacted.

Second, NTL asserts that Jarvis focuses too much on cutbacks in one
ravanue source, the property tax, They fear these drastic cutbacks will
lead state and local governments to raise othar taxes, So the National Tax
Limitation Committee warns, "Kesp your eye on the ball." The ball is the
level of government spending and the property tax is marely one of those
sources of revanue that add to spending. Do not focus on taxes but focus
on spending. NTL has proven to De correct in californis where a new initiative
is circulating to restrain total state spending after 1980,

NTL contands Jarvis will get conservatives and spencing limit people

11
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iato & lot of trouble bacause he essentially xeroxes an amendment that
passad in California. Idsho's amendment, passed in November, 1978, is the
game word for word except for & different property tax limit, but Idaho has
no state surplus (unlike California). The National Tax Limits:ién Committes
advises that their supporters need to adapt principles flexibly to each scate.
NTL stresses general principles that are politically difficult to disagree
with:

1) spending limitations should be tied to indicators such as cost of
living or per capita income growth:

2) have s property tax relief component, but it should not be the
major part of the amendsment;

3) make sure that state mandated costs for local government are pala
for by the state legislature (sparing the use of property tax);

4) consider impact on bond ractings and preserve credit ratings of
state and local government, Jarvis left California with no capacity to
build new schools. There is no state or local bonding authority.

In sum, NTL appears more flexible and sophisticaced. They iaclude
{ncome indexation in their recommended arsenal for spending restraint, In
the long run, from the standpoint of traditional school finance reforms, NTL
is more of a threat. NTL will bc shrewd in adapring its principles to a state
by state context, NIL's basic thesis is that there is no good way under the
current systam to restrain public spanding. The lagislatures are Qnable to
resist the specisl interest groups that advocate specific sppropriations, As
President of the California Stacte Board of Education, I have met with taxpayer
groups for three-and-a~half minutes in three-and-s~half years, Ws hear overe

whelmingly from people who want to spend more, They are the organized lobbies
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and over time they tand to level up the public spending. The diffuse interest
of the public in restraining spending does not function effectively through
»he pDormal state/local political system. In effect, conservatives lose by
trying to stop each appropristion bill or spending item. The special
{nterests are organized arcund specific programs, The anti-spending groups
are not organized except in a general, diffuse way., Tharefore, their best
strategy to restrain spending for schools is by general limitatioms, referen-
dums, and constitutional amendments, NTL and Jarvis hope that the diffuse
public can be cealcsc;d behind a broad based spending or tax limit,

The results of the 1978 elections kept the spending limit groups
thriving, but did not result in a clean sweep. In my judgement, the media
over-reacted to Jarvis and now is too quick to write off the underlying
fiscal concerns he personifies, Spending 1imiters suifered msjor defeats
in Colorado and Oregon, but even in those states the political dialogue on

spending has shifred to the right,

‘The Energing conflict of Social Movements

It seams unlikely that both movemepts == school finance reform and
tax limits == can accommodste each other. An exasination of the June, 197§
Naw York state school finance case and the passage of Proposition 13 illumi-
nates the conflict, The Ohioc case implies state aid must "level up" low wealth
districts to a higher ¢ . mditure level, Morsover, Ohio must make all kinds
of special sdjustments for high costs, pupil needs, and big eity problecs.
This would tend to incresse dranatically the curtent lavel of public spending
for sducatiocs. NTL will respond that Ohio residents should support spending
limitation and prune government fat. They point to the 1978 elections as

dasonstrating that Ohicans sre not {interssted in state government expansicn.

o

s AP SRl



al3-

Similar arguments will reappear in states where school finance
{ncreases are advocated, For example, it is questionable whether increased
resources for education can be demonstrated to improve pupil actainment.

In California, Jarvis made a big issue of how the schools are basically a
"badby sitting arrangement” (for which he usually got standing cvations).

He exphasized that costs have risen dramatically in California, the number
of educaticn personnel has increased, and achievement scores have declined.
e asserted that citizens are not really hurting public. education by rolling
back expenditures., This is a negative argument that school finance reformers
have rebutted effectively in numerous state court cases. But school finance
reforsers cannot uss their seasonad "expert court witnesses" to fight this
new opponent in the legislatures. In sum, can sducation compete effactively
with othar public services in the 1980s? This competitive aspect be.omes
urgent if Jarvis and NTL stop the growth of government in real terms (after
idnflation)., As long as the government pie expands, compstition is less

{atense., I doubt if the state/local public nctor can continue the growth
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Summing Up

Two rival political movements == school finance reform and spending/
tax limitacion == are going to confront each other in several states, This
is a oajor development in the state politics of resource allocation, As
the Cllifgtnil experience indicates, these two movements embrace different
cbjectives and principles, The limits of public acceptance of court orders
vill be tested in those states vhere school finance and spending/cax limit
groups are well organized, In New Jersey, the courts closed the schools
until the lagislature e-acted an income tax law. The new public mood toward
taxation may not permit such a resolution in other states., Particularly
noteworthy are polls demonstrating that public opinion does not think public
services are deliversd effectively or efficiently, Moreover, the continued
decline in public support for pudblic education implies that major expenditure
{ncreases in sducation will face incrasing political resistance, The
traditional eoaliciona?idneacion groups may not be sufficient to pass majer
finance reform bills without overt support from the state courts. 1In
california, referendums for parks and the environment passed at a much higher
rate than scucation nc&sufcl.

Recent developments have reordered some of the priorities among technical
research areas, School finance experts must irmerse themselves in the com=
parative advantages and disadvantsges of vsrious state/local spending limics,
Does ons use per capita income, employment, cost of living, or population
growth? What are the "best" alternatives for income tax indexation? More
resesrch should focus on adjustments of uncontrollable variable costs, ounicie
pal overburden, and pupil #ccds.

The 1aplct of spanding limits on centralization of governance depends
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on the specific ztate statute and political culture. Proposition 13
smasculaced the local property tax and shifted control to the state, But
California already had a tradition of state control, including over 200
state legislative enactments concerning education avery year, State and/or
local spending limits may not affect local coatrol in states like New Hamp-
shire snd Arizons, with 3 tradition of little state control. The Jarvis
approach with its drastic shift to state funding contains the greatest

implications for local control.

State Services for Children: An loration of
Who Benefits, Who Governs

The most widespread and expensive state sarvice for children is
education. In recent years, equity and efficiency issues in the provision
of education and educational services have received much atteution and
analysis.9 More than twenty states have passed legislation to equalize
educational expenditures among local school districts. 1Im addition to
sducation, however, staces provide 2 wide range of social service programs
for children. 1In California, during FY 1977-78, over §$5.5 billion of state
and federal funds were spent on more than 160 programs (including programs
other than education) servicing children and yeu:h_in the s:n:c.lo While
states provide a variety of social service programs for children, of which
the federal share of program expenditures {s 30 percent or highaf, children's
socisl service programs have not besn subject to tha public scrutiny and
accountabilicy standards applied in the education sector. Morsover, there
has been scant attention to equity considerations {a distribution of funds
and services.

This paper applies sevaral of the analytical techniques used in
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school finance equalization to other children's services, This expleoratory o

study of state sccial services for children was undertaken in three states:

New York, Michigan, and California. This report focuses on the following
statutes: 1) Ticle X social service programs, 2) the WIC (women, infant
and children) fesding program, and 3) EPSDT (Early Periodic, Screening,
Diagnosis and Treatment Program), Eight Title XX programs were studied
incensively:. special disgnostic services for children (a program providing
care, in 4 residential setting, to children who are emotionally disturbed);
services to alleviate or ﬁ:evcn: family problems; services for children with
special prcblems (& program providing client needs assessment and arrange-
ments for counseling and service delivary); special care of children in their

own homes (providas temporary household management help to reduce reliance

s ARTT A aN.

en out-of-home foster care); health related services (a program designed to
assist individuals and families in securing, and appropriacely utilizing
needed health care services); child car;; outecf=home services (a program
providing emergency care for children); child protective services (a program
serving children who are abused, neglected, or exploited); and home manage~
ment services,

One sethodological obstacle to our study was an unclear operational
definition of "quality" or "adequacy" in children's social services, The
prodblem is operational in the sanse that different professional and lay
audiences have dissimilar views as to what constitutes "quality” or "adequate'
care, It is methodological because the necassary work to establish a limited
sumber of {ndicators of "adequacy’ or "quality' is incomplete, The Foundation
for Child Davalopment has recently supported research on social indicators of

the vell-being of children, including their service needs.
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The §n|¢|xch: 0vcr111 Conclusions
Much of the original design proved to be unfeasible due to severe,

and unexpected, data gaps. In the €{ald of children's social services, data
cosmpilation is approximately 20 years behind the state of the art for
educaticn. Basic data is not collected for submission to state or federal
authorities in any standard format on a recurring basis, TFor exampls, we
found counties have only vague estimates as to the number of ;hildren bene~
ficeing from or participating in social service programs, Often there does
not exist basic descriptive data concerning specific characteristics of the
children receiving services under vsrious programs, There often does not
even exist an accounting of the various services offered under particulsr
programs, Scate officials knew very little abour local Title XX allocatiocns

and progras impact., There is.ne federal or state statiscical agency analo-

LAY Akl

gous to HEW's National Center for Educational Statistics, Given these kinds
of data limitations, cur study was constrained te an opening up of s potential
resesrch field, We had to compile data by going to local administrators for
best estimates, or rely on estimates from program plans,

The findings of our study are presented as assertions for further

resea~ch:

1. JIhe access of children to quantity and guality in social service
programs varies enormcusly within states, Ihe variations are much larger

tnsn those dgs:ovcreﬂ in the public financing of sducation even before the

facent school finsnce reform movement g1968-19?82. The differences are s

large than even allowing for poor astimates by local officials does not
mitigate the overall impression. fresno County, California, for cxtm{lc,

proposed to spend four cents per capita for child protsctive services in

ig
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FY 1978 while Santa Clara County proposed to spend sas.osfz Monroe County,

New York spends $9,32 pcr‘capi:s for five social services (adoption, day
care, foster care, informstion and referral, child protective services),
(Table I here)

while Alleghany County, New York spends $232 per capita for this sams pack~
lge.ts These differsnces are so large that they cannot be explained by less
nged” on the part of children in various localicics:

| Part of the explanation for these vast differences is that minimum
floors or foundations do not exist for social service provision as they do

in cdu:l:icn.la

Minimu floors or foundations in education represent a
state financial guarantee that a basic level of education will be providad

on an equal basis to all students in the state. Two equity concerns

o

sotivate the current impulses for reform in the financing of public educa-

L 2 2

tion, One is the concern that variation in the revenues available to public
schools should not be related to the fiscal capacity (e.g., property tax
wealth) of local schocl districts, The other is that education and educa-
tional services should bde ample, thorough, snd efficient., Although it is
not certain whether these education equity concepts are ideal for assessing
children's services, they have yet to be considered,

Caua:iei display a wide range of political orientations tovard the
desirability of aggressive outreach efforts in informing the public of
children's socisl service program availability, or {n identifying and in-
forming potentislly eligible clients for the programs,

2. While axtreme differences {n service provision and funding are
easy to see, it is difficult to obtain data that would enable a policy

focus on equity of service provision (ov sccess), There .are no generally




Table 1.

STATISTICAL COMPARISONS OF THME LEVEL OF CHILDREN'S

-

SERVICES IN FRESNO AND SANTA CLARA COUNTIES, 1976,

_ @) )
(1) FRESNO (3) . (4) SANTA CLARA (6)
4 ) Proposed _ Proposed Proposed Propoaed Proposed Proposed
Expenditures Per  Expenditures Expenditures | Expenditures Per Expenditures Expenditures
Title 1 ESEA Per Total Per Person Title 1 ESEA Per Total Per Person

Title XX Mandated Programs Eligible Children Population Served Eligible Children Populition Served
1. Information and Referral .83 .05 55.35 25,56 ) 2,55
2. Protective Services for

Children .60 * .04 39,91 49,06 .85 259,39
3., Out of lome Services for

Children .39 .02 55.35 120,25 2.10 201,43
4, Child Day Care Services .08 .005 55,35 20,93 37 571,28
5, Health Ralated Services .73 .13 76,95 55.11 .96 241,11
Title XX Optional Progprams
1. Special Care for Children

in their liomes .50 .03 23,36 10,41 .18 516,65
2. liose Management and Other

Functional Educational

Services 9,65 37 9$3.33 40,95 .1 215,41
3, Services for Children with

Special Problems - - - 12,65 .22 201,44
4, Scorvices to Alleviate or

Prevent Family Problems - - - - - -
S, Disgnostic Treatment Services

for Children - - - - - -

£N

Figures derived from California Title XX plan and analys

¢ e 22D AN

is of county fiscal records,

i
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See explanation on next page.
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Column 1 is included because Title I ESEA eligible children is a good

approximation of disadvantaged children who necd.gcvernmcntal services,

Title I includes children from below the federal poverty

£loor and

families on AFDC., Column 3 is the total dollars speat on sach service

divided by the total number of clients served. Fresno serves very fev

referral service is spraad over very few beneficiaries.

the lack of outresach for clients compared to Santa Clara.

‘children and consaquently ics fixed cost for operating informacion and

This demonstraces

i8b

* ikga SV ICR).
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sccepted measures of "need" for most PTOgTEDS, There is no conseasus, for
example, as to vhether day care should cost §300 or $2200 per child par yesr.
Consegquently, we cannot be sure low spending localities are not meeting chil-
dran's “needs.”

Santa Clars and Orange Counties are high per capita income counties
with similar demographic charscteristics. They have very different expendi~
cures for children's service programs. Fresno County and Kera County are 3
pair of low per capita incoms counties that are also similar in income and
demographic characteristics. They also display vast differences in social
service expsnditurss, While Title XX data are local estimates rather than
auvdiced figures, the order of uagni:ud; in these county expenditure differences
are far greater than the disparicies found in sducational finance, In local
education expandituras, per pupil variations of 200 percent would be con-
sidered axtreme and rare.

3, Federsl allocations to states for social service programs com-

prise a substantial gragcr:ion of state Title XX budgats, For several

reasons, thers is Aot the degree of sccountability for these funds as for

federai education grants. The federal government exerts fare more control
over its eight percent share of total educational expenditures thas its 50
to 100 percent funding of children's social service prograns. Federal

funds for Title XX social service programs are currently allociated to

states on a straight per capita basis. No £iscal adjustmencs are made for
the size of the stats's poverty population, nor are dollars redistributed
when returned to the federal government by states unwilling to spend their
maxizum sllovances for Title XX services, One of the few federal require=

aents sttached to Title XX dollars is that 50 percent must be allocated for

&S
<2

MUY
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sarvices or programs specifically addressed to the social service needs of
low income people. This requirement is so general that no state or county
has been found to be out of compliance, In education Programs such as
2?¢tle I ESEA, the federal government sudits local expenditures to insure
low incoms children receive benefics, No similar federal efforc is devoted

to state and local Title XX children's acrvtccs.ls

4, Jo all three statas Title XX state allocations to localities are

purported to be based on need, Closer examination of the formulae, and
intervievs witn policy maksrs, revealed that Title XX allocations are
daeq;ginid primarily by policical ericn&in, We attampted to use multiple
regression lnaiylil to 1dentify predictor variables for Title XX expendi-

tures by county, An axtansive 1ist of incoma and sociceconomic variables

LY FNY .

ware regrassed against total Title XX expenditures, total mandatory Title XX
program expendituras and total optiocnal Title XX program expenditures.

Howaver, at best only 21 percent
of the variance could be explained. Consaquently, we used intervievws to
further probe varistions in local children's services. Interviews revealed
that the Title XX planning process aad community involvement required by the
fedaral governsent appear to be meaningless ri:unis. Title XX state plans
are vritcen in technical compliance terms with tictls or no accention to pro=
gras cperations, nesd, psrformance, of tqutty.ls Officials ndni::ed to "putting

pumbers in the boxss" bassd on guesses or wishful thinking, rather than facts,
In New York Stats the formuls perpetuates differences in local social

service expenditures because it is based on prior year expenditures. in
FY 1972-73, sllocations from New York State to the counties were based on

& tvoepart forsula, Half of the allocation was determined on a4 per capita

24
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basis; the other half on the basis of prior year social service expenditures.
Thera was no attention to such criteria &s need, personal income, or local
effectiveness in service delivery.

The California Title XX formula is also based on prior year expendi-
tures and the favuycd localities have blocked changes in the state legislature.
The allocation formulae for all three states perpetuste past service dis-
crepancies and prevent appropriate adjustment to county changes in social
service orienr:tion or need, For instance, the political climate has
changed rescencly in San Diege Cadn:y, California in favor of move children's
services, But the county is locked into a low level of effort based on

prior political condicions,

S. Responsibilicy for state social services for children is widelv

spread through scate bureaucracies with lictle coordination among agencies.

" A VIR AP

Frovision of social services for children is decantralized to the local
level with scant state supervision of services, This diffusion of authority
and responsibility has led to weak state/local accountability., Coordination
among agenciss sharing responsidilicties in the administration of particular
programs (e.g., health and welfare share responsibility for the WIC and
EPSDT programs) exist more "on paper' than in operation, The over 160
prograns serving ;hildrcn and youth in California are adninistered through
seven state cabinet departments and an additional 30 state agncies,
departaents, offices a:’cawnisliens. The 1978 California Joint Legislative
Audit Comsittes report is a firsc attempt to sunmarize all the di{scoanected
children's prograns in one state document, This report stresses the absence
of coordination., We found no evidence of state comprshensive progras planning

in any of the three ltltcs.17 The adoinistrative delivery system is 30



complex that equity and accountabdility comcarns are obscured.

6. A major concaptual problem in studying state services for children
is the difficulcy in separating services for children from services to
families in general., An exaxple is the contrcvegsy surrounding day care,

Is day cave - haracterized best n; an educational service for children or as
a child maintenance service for working mothers? For exanple, New York City
defines day care in terms of services to children, with a strong educational
component, yet the rest of New York state defines day care as a service to

parants,

A Concluding Note

childran's needs are multiple and intaractive. Out=of=school influences
can be crucial in determining in-school nerformance. While I am unwilling to
characterize either system (educationm or other state services for children)
as being good or bad compared with the o .er, I think the striking differ-
ences in the way they are organized, administered, and funded deserve further
scudy. 1Is the difference between the two types of services so distinct that
we should ignore these {ssues in children's services. State courts have
ruled that education {s a "fundagental" interest, Does this legal ruling
justify such differential governmental concerns betwsen education and other
children's services? Why the strong emphasis on local government flexibilicy
in the area of non-education services for children at the npparcﬁ: sxpense
of equity of access and provision? Ave thers basic differences betwaen these
two kinds € servicas that justify the lack of data concerning children's
services? .y has so much policy analysis focusad on sducation equity and so

1ittle on other services vital to child development?

e
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legisintive
Review

@ ELECTION SCOREBOARD

YES

YES

YES

YES

0

Qo O O o0 O

s Asendssat #1: Proposal placed
on the dallst by the lsgislature would
lover local property Assssslents on
hoses fzom 1§ percant to 10 percent of
market valus, and provids for eptional
asssssments based ea uss. Other prop-
exrty classss would get bresaks, toe.

Artzoas; Proposition 103: A coastitu-
tional asenduant draftad Dy the lsgisia-
ture would rastrict state spending w
sevan percent of the ssti tsd total
personal incoma annually.

Colorado: Asandmsat §2: An initiative
petition pacing future increases in
state and local spending with changes
in the cost of living

Sawaii: Three amendmants will apFear on
the baliot as the result of A constitu-
cional convention. Ona of thase calla
for pairing incresses in the general reve-
ave fund with Sncrssses in the stare’s
sconomy. Tha o other asgndnants would
require reimdursesant by tha stats £
jocalities for stats-sandated axpenses
and a rastriccion on deficit spanding.

Jeaho: Iniciative fl: Aa initiative
proposal that would fvil back proparty
taxss to ons percent of full sarket
wvalus.

ig: An advisory uestieas put oa
cthe Ballot by 600,000 signetures calling
for & cap oa state/lecal spending and
tanse

massachusetes: Publie Policy Cuestionm:
A sonbinding referendum to reduce sumic-
ipal spending and local property tazes
and t» rastrict state and local tazss

ts a pezcuntage of tetal parsonal income

200 Lincoin Tower * 1860 Lincat Street
J3om 2614817 - Davver, Colorscn 80295 NO

Vel. 8 No. 19/ YES

YES

YES

YES

Nighigan: Propesal “I* (Neadles Prope-
sall: Weuld hold the state to the pres~

ent leval of spanding; increases would
be limsted to proportionate {ncreasss
{n perscnal incoms

Froposal *J3° {Tisch Proposal): VNould
cut all “roperty tazas in half, limat
the stats iNCoRs tAX tO & che=perCant
increass yearly and allow K-12 districea
to ispose UWp O & Gne-pescent LncoRe tax
ioccally if approved Dy the votars

Proposal "N* (Parochaid Voucher Propo-
sal): Would eliminate the use of prop-
srcy taxas for school funding and giva
a voucher for evesy achool-aged child
to ba used in public, private of paroch-
{al schools of choiom

Niesouri: Constitutional Amendaant #33:
Placed on the ballot by the legislature,
f¢ vould allov lavmakers to roll back
local propesty Tazss whsn municipal or
county shares of revansue from state
lavias incrasse.

Nebraska: Propositios $302: An initia-
tive proposal limiting the future growth
of local govammant budgets to five
percant annually.

Nevada: Question #§: This constitutione
al ssandment would drop proparty tazss o
one peroent of fair market valus and limit
increasas in assessed evaluaticn o two
percent ysarly. If passed in 1978, it
vould also Bave to De approved by & majore
ity of the slectorats in 1580,

gorth Dakots: Msasure #1: This dallot
Quasties vould lower parsonal Lnhcome

caxss for each citizan and increase tax
ratas om corporats inooms adove $35.000.

Oregon: Ballot Neasure #6: This inicia-
tive petizion would limit property taxss
to 1.5 parcent of fair market valus.

Balioc Measure $11: Submicted by the leg-
islature; calis for stata sssunption of Wp
to half of residantial hodeowner's tax
{maxemum of $i,500); would limit state
spending o raze of incrsass of personal
income with five percent reduction ia the
1979-81 bisnnium, If state swplus e=-
cosds two percant of the scata budgss,
would requirs all of the surplus to De- re-
turned to individoal inoume CASRAYEIA.

ca: Constituticnal Amaniment
*ov; nrafted by the 1977 legislature;
would mandate & two-thirds agprovel dy
stata lovaaxers befors incTsasing local
and state tazss, including FIoperty as-
ses yERALS

Texas; Tax Ralisf Amandmact: Ihis con-
stitutional amendsant drafced by tha leg-
islature in 1978 special session would ra-
structurs LOCAl Sroperty taxas, fepeal
the currsat four parcent SAX on gas and
vetllicy Dills and increase the rtate in-
Asritance tax axeaptios.
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