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The decision to extend the public funding of Roman Catholic

ol -

schools to include grades 11 through 13 carries with it both minor

a

"ED252919

and major implications for the finance and organization of
clementary and secondary education in-Ontario. This paper is
concerned with both scts of implications; discussion of the minor

implications of the decision will be provided first.

\

Minor Implications
- This discussion of minor implicationsg assumes that the basic
Ve

structure of public and separate schools and thkir method of
L 4 -
- funding in Ontario will remain intact. That is, it is assumed

that pablic boards of education and separate school boards will

continue to exigt as separate entities, each supported by distinct

groups of ratepayers and each receiving provincial grants to , .

equalize the resources available.

']

Paper presented at the OCLEA conference, The Funding of Roman
Catholic Secondary Schools: Issues &nd Implications, Toronto,
Ontario, November 3-10, 1984. :

kesearcn on which part of this paper is basad was funded by
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With this assumption,

.

ore can identify a number of specific issues
which reqdire immediate attention if the school grant plan is to
be successfully adapted to the new situatién. Among these are the ~
“.\follo@xng itemsi 1) the definition of sebarate and public
rélepayeré; 2) the level of funding for grades § and 10 ih the
scparate schools; 3) the adequacy and impact of grants for small
schools and school boards; and 4) the short—term implementation

costs as they relate to the exchange of staff, students, buildings

and other capital assets between boards.

The Definition of Ratepayers
Two categories of fatepayers are of péfticular interest,
. . ‘b ' - . . .
residential ratepayers and commercial/idindustrial ratepayers. 1In
thg case of residential ratepayers, ‘there are currently tWo.major
droups as far as elementary education is concerned; namely,

supporters of public bbards of educaticn and suppcceters of -

)

separate schocl boards. As weil, ali ratepafers are—currenﬁly
supporters of secondary schools operatedAby public boards of )
aducation., With the extension of fundi&g éo grédes 1i thréugﬁ 13
for separate schogls) 1t becomes naceséary to rgview thé |
appropriateness of these groupings of ratepayers and to censider
whether oé not én alternative assignment of ratepayers to séhool

boards might not be preferable. »

Tnere are at least three choices for allocating ratepeycrs to
school systems that should be considered.  First, although it may

appear anomalous, 1t would be possible to teave the curgont

3 ‘ -
N : . : /
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groupings untouched. Seco%d, all separate school supporters .ho

wish to do so could dir8ct thei: taxes for secondary schools to
. * -

the separate school board, which éould operate a distinct

' secondary panel mucH as public Loards of education do. Finally,

.

q?e could allow ratepayers with children in school to allocate

thelir taxes between the p8blic and separate systems in propoztién

to the number of children they have enrolled in each sys®em (an

v

arrangement which currently is not allowed). Each of these

1

o .

options has .implications for the gradt regulations.

The first optiodn, leaving the current categories as they are,

implies that, for grades 11 through 13, separate school boar. ;

rd

would have no ratepayers and hernze no residential assessment,
Assuming, as well, thét no comm- rcial/industrial assessment is
available at this level, the use of the current grant regulations
to allocate funds at the secondary level tb separate school hoards
would -result in full provincial fuﬁdgng up to the grant ceiling
(t.e., the greater of the board's ordinary expend{t;re per pupil

or the maximum recognized ordinary expenditure per pupil) for

v

these grades. Alternatively, a minor chgﬁgc in the definxtionuof
the grdnt ceiligg for separate sccondary, schools to set it eqdal
to the local public board's per pupil ordinary expenditure for
secondary students would ensure full equality of per bupil
expenditures on a regional basi:.

A

Perhaps the only major objection to tnis first, straightforw.zd

solution to the treatment of ratoepayers would be the symbolic
‘ .
mmplications of separate school supporters paying property tuxes

’
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to public boards of education. One mfght also argue‘thaﬁ Ehia
approach wéuld make separate school boards dependent upon the._
public board's deprmination of the'gppropriéte level of per pupil
expenditures in a given region, though thisisituation would .

probably be more beneficial to separate boards than their current

. -

de facto dependence on public boards®' ‘decisions as far as mill
: ’

rates are concerned. That is, separate boards are fearful of

setting mill rates appreciably in excess of those set in

coterminous public boards.

A variation 60 this same alternative would be to fund separaJL
school students in grades 11 to 13 as wéighted eleméntérf
students, as is currently the case for separate school stddents in
grades 9 and -18. For "full funding” at the secopndary leQel, one
could apply a weighting equal to.the ratio of the secondary to
eleme?tary grant ceilings (a ratio of $3,140/2,297 or 1:1.37 for
1984, implying a weighting factor of .37 for thesc students ‘
contrasted with the .23 weight*ng factor used for gr;des 9 and

L} ¢

10).

The sec9ﬁ§ option, to allow separate school ratepayers to direct
their taxes for secondary schooling to their separate school
board, appears more logical than the previous option. The only
major problem with éhis option; at least in the short run, is the
likelihood that for the next three to five years, mény sepacratée
scho@l supporters with blder childrcn;nay have children enrolled

1in both the now separate secondary schools and public sccondary

schools; e.qg., o family might have a child enrollad 1n grade 11 1n

"y
.
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. grant ceiling.

/ opens the question of tne faitnesd of the allocation of thesé
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a ;epérate gchoal thfs éomiﬁg fall and aﬁothet Child’;oﬁtinuing

his or her edugation enrolled in grade.12 or’'13 of a public ;
secgpdary school. Under the curréat zegulations, a parent cannot’ t
have children enrolled in both’ systems without paying tuition to - |

at least one of them..

Ld

et -
. .
v

The third option, therefére, appears attractive because it would
. . { ‘ . )

resolve this problem of having children from one family enrolled S
. _ . _
in both the public and separa:te systems by allowing parents to ’

divide their taxes accordingly. If continued on a permanent

basis, this policy would ensure that Catholic parents would have a

maximum amonnt of choice in selecting a school system for their

-

children. If extended to public school sdpporters, it world allow

pebesmnnt

them this same choice,_assuming separate schools agree to admit

~

non-Catholics.

.

-
With both options 2 and 3 it is assumed that the current grant

regqulations for public secondary schools gwould be applxed to
separate secondary schools to prov1de equallzatlon grants up to

the“grant ceiling, with separate school boards be1ng allowed to

raise additional funds by setting a tax rate in excess to that

»

required forx obtaining the maximum amount of provincial grant. .

':Under the first option, they would be effectively limited‘fb the '

4
-

. ’
¢

-

_The possibility of assigning commzrcial/industrial assessment to

separate school boards to support a secondary panel inevitably
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assessments betyeen,ﬁublié and separate at Ehe elementary level.

-

. . « L ' . e
Under current regulations, ‘the yast majority of

. .. . L}
commercial/industrial assessment is aé%igned to public boards of ¢’

‘education at the elementary level since only private husinesses

and small paitne:shipé~can effeétively designate'their taxes fot

the separate schcols. 'If these'éame rules were applied to the | ;

. . |

secondary panel for separate schools, only a modest proportion oé
’ . . A T

commercial/industrial .assessment would be shifted from public

boaéds 0} education to sepdrate ;chool boards. Atltﬁe same time,
it'is'exgecﬁed that a far gfeater propozfibh of students will
shift from the pdblic boards to the separate schoQl boards for .
secondary schooling. Ong‘;é%u}t of this situation would be a

- }

considerable increase in-the assessed vaiuation'per'sedbndary
pupil in public boards of education. In a nuﬁber of_cases} this
would probably mean that the public béards could raise all of the
“funds required to maintain their current level of per pupil
'expenditureg at the secondary level from the local property tax;
no lopger would they require provincial equalization gréhts. At
the same tisle, sepatéte schooi'boards would find it extremely
difficult to raise expenditures per secondary pupil ‘above the

grant ceiling due to their low per pupil assessed valuation,

. .

”

While there are arguments fbr providing non-sactarian public ',
7 _ .schools greater resources than sectarian schools (a matter to be
diécuSsed létet), thé current arrangements for dete:mining.the'
assessad valuvation of a school board are rather drbitrarj; Thus,

it would apgear that some more fajr allocation of

]
commercial/industrial assessment between boards is required. This #

4 L4 1 4
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issue, uhich alxeady has been discussed extbnsively in Ontﬁtio ' .

ander the name of pooling or "the Martin: glan" is made more -°

urgent by the extensiog of fundxng,to separate schqols.: My Own

" ‘,u’.;if“ Sia

| R

preference is for a form of regionai pooling rather than .

prosincial pooling of commercxal/xndustrial assessmept \for B

X T

N
»
i hi

reasons 1 will make clear in the second part of this paper.

»

L]
»

. ' .
£ ' -

N « ’ | - : ,
Level of Funding for Grades. 9 and 10 , ) | .
> . ' . C A

. ’ -'}‘ . ﬁ. .
: | Since the mid 197¢s, the provincial government has given
’ 4 : IS

. - e : .
increagring weights to students enrolled in grades 9 and 19 of -

PRAAEY FE T ta

"
"

4

e | separate schools. For 1984, the weight was .23, meanipg‘éhat for ' t
\ o ' | o .
each grade 9 or 1¢ student, separate school boards zeceili? a _ -

"bonus"- of 23% of the board's grant ceiling in order. to Tover the

‘ . : L
. higher expenditures associated with education at tHhis level. In

[

. . ' » v ,
practicaé terms, these fupds would be expected to pay for the more ’
highly qualified staff and smaller pupil-teacher ratio found in

N 1 o . "‘? ' . -
these grades in comparison ﬁ@th those in grades 1 through 8.,

with extension of funding} it would appear appropbiate to, fund

1

. grades 9 and ™ in separate schoo'ls at the full secondary xate, - ‘-.

’ -
As suggestea in the eaxlxer section, this would call for a

weighting of .37 (i.e., a "bonus" of* 37%) £0r each student T
} ' enrolled in these g:ades, and woGTd cost ‘the ,Province * .
¢ . &> ., L 4

approximately §12,000,000. o -

¢

An dlterndt1ve to treating grade 9 and 19 sgudents (and, in fall

1985, grade 11 students) as "w;thtcd elementary pupxls” welild be

[ "Ji;lj,.ir ‘. )

. . » -
* . . .
. M . -
: - ;7 . ¢ .
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to create a distinct secondary panel withip separate schqbl boards

, . to pe\tzeqted as thé secghﬂary.panef'is treaated in public sqbual*

-
L1
B 4

. boards. . , | T

L 4
- | . »
?

- ./J ’ ’
Yet another alternative would be to dispense with the distinction
‘ . ~~ | I o
between the elementary and'secondary panels, and to assign

wéightinds'to pupils enrolled in each of the hecondary'grasgs,

+ these weightingg to be derived from the estimated costs of S ‘ ~.£

. . - o ' . ) 4 . . , - , “‘.

education in.efsh of these grades. |

- < * .
* The last of these options’is perhaps the most attractive in-the

- -« ) * ’

long term, but its use would probably requige considerable

-

investigation into the cost. of education in different grades and ~ ' y

in diffe.ent programs. . : ' >
. o :

) \ 4

Grants for Small Schools and School Boards S

-~

Weighting factors established by the'Ministry of Education for

small schoogs and. smzi: school boards will abply to a larger
‘number of school boards in the future dus’to both extension of
/ funding and "to declining enrolments, 1In others, extension will

/ mean the diviﬁign of an already small secondary school population

- . . 'Y

_into two (and sometimes more) groi§s, each requiring separate
. : ¢ s '
PR i ‘ "
facilities. L . )
b . a ' S, ) . Y -

-

\'&n
Two questions present themselves, F:;st, are the weighting

factors for Smagl boards and small schools Sufﬁipient to cover a

higher cost associated with’operating these small, and in economic

-

1

-]

1
‘©
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. terms, inefficient schools and boards? Secopd, does the existence =

- . of weigh;s resuli in the xetention of unreasonably small schools v
’/

,$ ' ‘and school boards, and the foscgring of compétitive rather than E
T cooperative services? o | : T "g
: ’ The first issue cannot be answered without considerable cost data. : £

Yet, even wfthodﬁ an answer to this question, it is evident that ;
public and sépa:'at':e goa.rgis unnecessarily duplicete numerous - 'ﬂ

services, ipcluding transportation, special services, business °
systemé, etc. That is, inefficiency is rewarded by the structure ¢

of the g}gn&~system, while cooperation and efficiency are not. It

« would seem, thexefore, that amendments to the grant plan that

P K

would encourage the development of cooperative services would be

appropriate.

*

Implementation Costs - | . .
. . ‘ . -~ * ) - —
By various estimates, it appeats that thousands of staff, tens of

- thousands of studéz;s,.and perhaps scores of school buildings and

associated capital assets may be exchanged between public and W T

separate school boasds in Ontarxo~' Associated with these - ‘
«.e ¥ . ¢ ! ¢

' transfe ill’ be signifxcantqrcosts to personnel debaltments,
2 Y

. ' legal staff, and businesa offxces, to, gay nothing of the financial

] . and emotional drain on xnd:viéu31 teachers,,support staff and : o
¢ , ' .:.:

school admxnistra;ofs. ‘The burden of these costs, however, will
net fall equaliy on ail school boards. Some will remain
relatrvely untouched, while othegs may find that over half their

staff and schools will be transferred. (The latter figure isi'fo

. ’ ' ’
- .
. ’ LT
o - -9~ 10 - - o



be sure, a guass on my part; to my knowledge no ’envifqnmental'
. L4

impéct study"” has been éonducte‘ as yet to estimate the specific
. [N . ’ ‘ ‘ ’ -
jmpact of the.extension of funding on individual school boards.)

“ s

Explicit recognition of.these excess costs must be made and
sufficient funds allo?ated, lest excessive work and stréss‘produg;
a woxﬁfo:ce unable té cope with the challenges ghat tﬁ}s'massive
"reorganization will entail. ) . N | : .

L}
[

‘As well, there will be the ??xe widely recognized cosnibassociatg§'
with teaching the esti&ateé:32,ﬂﬂe pﬁivate R.C. students ‘who will
bec;me separaté ;chool pupils over the next three years. Using
&he 1984 grant ceil;ng of $3146 per secondary pupil, this will °

amount to an additional annmnal cost .of app:bximatély 160 million

dollars oh&e imgiementation is complete. ) §
4 -, . ) -
whilz these four immediate:z recognizabke imp}ications of the
. . £
extension of funding are pethaps only a partial list, they are the

four which I believe can @nd must be dealt with in-a directtand
immediate fashion. Yy choice of tbe term "minor implications®” for
the hegging of this geétion doubtless seems an understatement, but

in my view, there are a number of broader, and longer texm

-
L4

implications of. tha eitebsion of funding that are of £ greater

-

magnitude. : '

> | . 11 .
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_“that will affect individuals' decisions as to place of residence
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Major Implications , .o o
5 , LT . ' ) ’ Yy
~ . . L

- -

The major ﬂhplications of the extension of fuﬁding for separate

o desaund Ty N

Pan

schools are, to my mind,-the long term effects rather than the

x

PRTAPY N T D

immediate technical issues that must be resolved. Extension of

A : . | S
funding -and the associated re-allocatién of property asgeéssment s

NPECIO

which I believe will inevitably accompany this decvision will bring ’

, , . ,
about a.change in important contextual or environmental variables

LR TR

fb s gy

and to type of scﬁooling for thuir children. If the accompany ing

[ |

5

decision to create the Caommission to enquire into the ‘role ard

4

status of private schoals in the pravince's educational system

foreshadows a decision ts,pgpvide full or ba:tial funding to these ‘g
_instituti’ons, then the magnitude of these effects will ‘)e- )
significantly increased. : : | S

hd ‘." - . N - . . .‘
In the case of schﬂplidg, society is to a Jegree subject to the o

"tyranny of ind}vidga; decisions}" Tﬂat is, indeYaual parenﬁg,
both in.deciding'fg hévé cﬂildren and in selecting schools for
their children t6 atténd, in lq:ge part determine the structure of
our educational system. If parents have fewer children, there
will be feﬁer schools; if they selecﬁ special, board~widé
progrdms (such ;q schools for the arts or French-immersion) for ~°

their children, there will be fewer neighborhood schools; ,if they -

oo

select separate gchools, there will. be fewer public schools; -if

14

they select private schools, there will be fewer public and

separate schools, S ;:) |
-~ . B
", ( * s ’ “
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While it is easy to applaud family choice in education, and

-
. B . -

.

“

therefore p}aise any decision that may increase such choice, it is

not allggether clear that society as a whole benefits from the
' ‘ - (

pattern of schooling that arises from unbridled choice. TRe role

of elite.schools (denominational and non-denominational, publicly
. ) . ’ \ ! *
‘funded and privately funded) in reinforcing social class

Strubtuqes and attitudes has been documented (and attacked) .in

many nations. As well, the risk that a school system segregated

L)

by race, language or religions may give rise to or reinforce

social and economic inequality is wjdely recognized. At a time

’

when Canadian provinces are facilitating such segregation,
numerous nations, ineluding dations as diverse as the United
Séates, Singapore and France, are fighting these "centrifugal®

forces lest the fabric of their nations be pulled@ apart.

L R

-

]

Thué; to assess the long term consequences of the extehsion of
funding to separate schools (and the possible consequences of its

own llogical extension, tﬁe funding of Private schools), one must
Uess at the choices that parents will make in selecting schools

for their children and the effects that contextuallvariables (such

as the extension ‘of seéarate schools, funding of pRivate schools,
A | . .

or changes in tax rates) may have on these choices.:

Unfor unately’ to my knowledge, there is virtually no Canadiarn

research on this topic.

-

A guido to thinkihg about this issue is provided by Albert 0.

Hirschman's book, Exit, Voice, and Loydlty.2 In general terms,

the title suggests the three options an individual has in- relating
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to (oxr communicating with) a school or other institution. Exit, :

-

in the case of schools or school systems, implies that a child's

parents decide to move their c¢hild to another school or school

FREENIN I S A

system. Voice implies that if a child's parents are not satisfied :

-

with a school or school system, they let this be known--by voting

.

for trustees who will respond to thei: desires or by registering
complaints with teachers, étincipals, administrators and trustées.
Loyalty provides a third option; that is, in spité“;f | .
diséatisfaction, parents leave thgir child in a school or school
system because of loyalty te the institution and the ideals it

cepresents, and mute any criticisms they may have for fear of
' ‘ *

undermining the institution's strengths.

The basic structure of Ontario education twenty yecars from now,
. 4

then, will be dependent p:imarilyﬁon how parents decide to
exercise their options to exit (i.e., withdraw their children from
one school or -system and enrol them in anotbér) or to remain

loyal. Voice, while important in bringing about change at the
L4

provincial level (as evidenced, in part, by the decision to extend

, |
funding to separate schools), will probably not play a major role

unless parents advocatinit7,specifiq change become discouraged and

decide to withdraw their foyalty. Even in that case, it is their

exit rather than voice that will result in the decline of one
- (84

educational sector and the imcrease in'another.

.
-

How, then, will the extension of funding to separate schools
9ffect‘parents‘ decisions? How would provision of public funds

v ' '
for private schools affect parents' decisions? Finally, how would

_ 5. 14 |

-
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di¥ferent degxfions regarding issues such as the pooling of

‘h. [}

assessment, dﬁginition of ratepayers, and measurement of school R

board "wealth" affect these decisions? Thest questions, in

effect,
.

Instead of looking at th® affect of eytension of funding

reverse the topic addressed in the title of this paper.
on school
finance, it addresses the issue of how decisions concerning school . ,ﬁ

- L]

finance.will affect the separaﬁe and ogher schools. . | i
. A ) o

The answers to the fixst two questions, whatever they may be,

provide the inforﬁati6ﬁ needed to discefn.thg devélopment of s

elementary and secondary educétion in Ontario for at least the

nex§ decade. ﬁy own assessment is as follows. First, it would

seem that exteﬁsion of fﬁndingifo.separate schools iemovés at

least one barrier that haq impeded Catholics fromkzntolling their

children in separate schools; i.e., the necessity of trénsferring

the child to a public segondary school or paying tuition at a

Catholic high school. Second, p;ovision of funding, di;ect or

indirect, to private schools would also encourage parents to

‘select these schools by reducing the cost of these schools to

parents. Thus, in the coming years we would expect growth'ip the
pescentage of students.enrolled in the separate and private
educational sectors, and a Qgcline in the percentage enrolled in
the public educational sector. 1If full funding were provided to
private schools, a trend similar to that.observed in the

Netherlands aftqr full funding of private Catholic gnd Protestant

‘schools in 1920 would be likely. 1In its case, the‘publié'sector'.

spare of pupils declined from 69 percent to about 23 pegcent of

all pupils.3 : B .
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nn Ontari?’é casé, Roman ‘Catholic separate schools arespublicly
fhnde§ and are operated by publicly elected boards of trustees.
Tonaﬁea Onéario Cathoiigs have been loyal to‘this system; at the
eleméntary level, there is only one privatg elementary school.
However, if full funding wexeAaccoided priQate segonéary schools, *
it is possible that a number of Catholic hfgh'schools that are
currently private would choosé‘to.remain so rather than to join
the publicly funded separate school system} In this case, both
the public and separate school systems wight find themselves

-~

losing share to ' ae private educationafdiector.
/4

4 )

In summary, tnen, it appears that the extent to which one group .of
schools (public,_separate'ﬁr private) gains or loses share will in
;értudepend oh four factors: .l) the level qf funding provided
private schoois; 2) the level of funding of s. ﬁraée school
boards; 3) the level of funding of public school boards; and 4)
the level of taxes‘pdﬁd by residential ratepayers. The following
analysis of each of these factors treats parents as "consumers"

who will choose one system over another for reasons of cost and

quality;'

Private School Funding

"™

-
-

M . ' .
A host of qpfions exist for- the funding of private schools,

ranging from the status quo (in which certain indirect subsidies

such as cxemption from property $axes for non-profit educational

‘institutions are provided) to full funding under the Ontario grant

plan. 'As a rule,” the greater the subsidy, the greater will be the
]
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o - demand for private schooling, though thi. rei .icnship may be . A

‘éffeéted by teguLdﬁions'ghst could accompany funding._ Exper ience
in other countrxes, such as Australxa and the Nethetlands, .
indicates that the level of fundxng, and pe:haps the levgl of - 5o

.regulatxon, tend to xncreas with é1$e. It is expected that o ('; :
)redommendatxons of the Commlssjon concétned with private schools 7

in Ontario and of the Commission on school fi'nance ,1111 provide a

LA
T T R i

framéwork within whicp a more detailed assessment of the impaqt of

“abg k.

this variable on the future ofzpuhlicly operated education in

» Ontario can be made, ‘ - -~ ' ~1

Al e

. P ¢
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The Level of Funding of séparate and Public School Boarxds ‘ v

¢

U A

The mechanism by which funds are allocate& for educational
’purposes and the level of funds avaxlable are the two key factors .

I as far as public and separate boards are concerned. If the .

*
-~

currsnt mechanism used in the grant regulattons. i's maintained, '
then the question of pooling commercial/industrial assessments is

probably the' key issue. If the current mechanism is not

.
r M - - -

maintained, and the province mpves to full provincial funding,
funding on a strict program basis, or whatever, then the nature of
this .new mechapism and its differential.impact on individual
boards becomes.the key issue. I will limit discussion to th -
first possibility since, personally,'I see no compeliling reason to-
;discard the‘cur:ent'f:amework of é:ants, local property taxation,

or the like. For all their problems, they are "devils we know".

- | <16 - 17
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- As far as pooling is concerned, then, it was arqued earliex that o3
.extension: of funding will require a reallocation of - ‘ E%
. ) , 7

. commetcial/industfial qésgsgemept, in order to provide separate

.

~sehool hpa:dS'ﬂith the flexibélity‘of spending above the grant .
ceiling and to ensure that public -boards do not find themselves

wfthvexcehses'of assessed val@ation and minimal numbers of

.

students. M8ut, should these resources be pooled on a provincial
Pasis (as has been done in British Columbia) or on‘a regional_’

~ .
basis? I believe it should be the latter. ’ "u ,
v ' ' ‘ . o ?*.

d .

There are several arguments in favour of regionaL pooling. First,

Vi !

] it keepg the money at home, so to speak. ghe importapce of this t

e Sy .g;;%uifriilﬂt&mw;:“-{JW%&RW"” R g RN T R ’m'ﬂ'j
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is perhaps illustrated in the case of a égmmunity faced with the

decision to approve or wnot approve a new industrial plant. IXf

vEL gt

-ione of the financial benefit associated with such a plant can be

whes

captured by the local ratepayers who must tolerate the discomfort

and inconyeniece .such a plant normally brings, why should they

'}‘V

support ‘such a”development?

L}

coebd 1 g bl T TR NS

Second, and somewhat more abstract, is the argument that exessive

RIS W

subsidy of one regi?n by anqther inevitably distorts ecqnomic
activity, represents an inefficient use of économic resogrces, and =
weakens the region from which the wealth came. Jane Jacobs, in

her writings on the economic life of cities, develops this theme
effectively, emphasizing the need for each city or regiqn to
reinvest in its own development and redevelopment.?

N
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éf K Finally, and this is related torthe topic of the next section. . ' #g
f | the:e is evidence that the supposition*that u:ban ra;epayers enjoy ‘c v%
f a vxzbual tax holiday due to their area's substantial | \ . ig
;‘ g céwmezcial/industfial as?gssueht is a myﬁh. In f#ct, urban  §
i ratepayers pay the most for education since the na:ket value of _§
: * ‘residences in s;me urban areas, such 3s Met:o Poronto,, are about %
‘twice the provincial Qverage. Tuus; tbe avetage Hetto Toronto ;g

- ratepayer must pay $ 26 to purchase $8l. GG worth of education for %%
7 ’ l each elementary pupil in the system, against a provincial averag; f%
f/’of 3215.51 To pool the publtc board's comnarcial/industrial ?%
assessment with-its coterminous separate board would, increase thi; %

tax price éubstaqtial}y;;'to péol it provincially qould'be g

‘ . devastatfng. An excessive tax pridé would discourage :atéﬁayegs . 25
from invééting in the education, thereby limiting expenditures to ;g

. . a leyel-that parents who value eéucation“for their children would ) _%
find unacceptable. Loyalty-notwithstandiné, exit to private. %

schools would bg éheir%inevitablb decision. \ é

Assuming one procgeds“with regioﬁal pooiing of assessments, if i

- mdst be recognized that'éertain fqrms of sharing.favour the public E
~ , G

boards (e.g., allocation by numbers of ratépayets)vwhile others
’ ’ ' : .
favour the separate boards (e.g., allocation by numbers of ‘ 2

pupils). The latter is probably most fair, all other things being |

T i e .

‘equal. , e

1
. '.;‘-th" ] .:-“-L FRy

* L)

. But are other things equal? As suggested earlier:'public
non-denominational schools perhapé deserve a higher level of .

funding than denominational schools, even tﬁose operated by -~

-

- , . .
¢ L4
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_the Roman Catho}xc separate system, in a moral sense, Thus,

i@%ﬂﬁ

;?' publicly elected truoLees. The arguaents to: this view 1nc1udec ' é;
;Tr . 1) public schools have a disadvantage in that they do uot have the i%
%f 'human and fxuaucial resourtes of a church to draw upon; 2) pablic é;
; school boards, by their very nature, serve as a forum in which all ;E
E ! conatxtue;cies can have thvir saf\and in which fundamental ;ocial _g
:f‘ issues can be- discussed without the resttaints posed by chu:ch %
; - dogmas; 3) public schools, as all public 1nstitutions, beXIong to’ / f%
f. everyone and’ he;;e oo no one, if funded at the same level as | : "'E
f denominational schools, they*wxll thergfore be considered xnfeiior f
: s:nce they do not profit from a transfer of ooﬁaitment to a ¢ '%
reiigion. That ié, tbey have to be better, in a muterial sense; , '.}

s ' to be equal ig a perceived, sense; and 4) non-denominational é

’ publxc schools are the result of an evolution of educational _E
phxlosophy closely tied to central elements of our political, E

social and religious hxstory.’ Tgeating‘denominational or private :

. schools as the equals of public boards of education implies a loss | ;
, of commitment (i.e., of exit and disloyalty) to the rdeals z
eubodied in the public boards. W{thout an alternmagive set of’ ;

‘ ‘ idéals to proviéé professional educators in tﬁe publfc boards with -

a raison d'etre, these Qducqfors will experience a loss of E

R direction and sénse that they have been abandoned by societal 'z
| ' Vleadors. ‘ X .;
‘There are, of course, counter-arguments to those éiven above. The %

; bublic system cun be seen as'thefembodimenf of Pro;estqnt Ontario . -E
(much as Newfoundland's lntegrated school systep is the embodiment . é

of Protestant Newfoundland) .and therefore no m re than equal to ‘ : i?

. 4
‘o 2. .
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the “figbting of anwpistorxc wrong As wall, socio-biologists

" would watrn ug_o? the necessity.of preaerving our socigl genes, . '

that  such a step was not interpreted as a release to’ separate

- B = - g - s .
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éqdality of the two implies an équitabla sharing'of :esources'(;né

embodied in qel}g;ons, languages, and cultures, along with the é; {
‘blologigal geﬁes Qf the wild planté that gave‘tig;;to our
.féodééréps.' Diversity aids th survival and adaptation.6 (This
a:gument, of coursa, suggests steps to p:eserve ptivate schools

would be of hxgh prio:t! bo ensutg, for example, that the ethics

-

of, say, the Mennonites or the suryival skilln of the’Nati;e - »gé§
Paoples~are not lost. Selt-reliance may be its own rewa:d but in ’?
- some 1mag1nab1e situations, it maylbe the diffezence between :g
suryival or death. ‘Also, just as we are all poore: when the‘last i ig
memSEr of a specles ;\es, so are we all poorer when the last %
person to ;peak a language dies ) '7' ‘ AE
. ) %
Pérsonally, I would advise caution, and advise that our public o
boards be guar 'teed_extra gunding.(perh;ps in tﬁé’éorm of a ) )
weighting fact3:/’to engufe their "most favoured stéﬁhsf continues
:for at least a decade. One mechanism for accomplisﬁing this would é
be to p:ovxde dlfferent weightlngs for students 1n dxffetent E
programs. Since public boards will, in most cqses,'operate more 4
extensive technical a.n‘d vocational programs thap will the separate \

boards. for the forseeable future, providing students such hiéh

-

cost programs with higher 1§ight§ would ensbre‘money is directed

-

where money is needed, However, one would also have to ensure

O T VT W S S

boards from their obligation of providing a broad range of

programs.
| 4
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The wealth of school boards ig currently measured in the form of

property assessment; equalization gr&nts.are made _to alleviate
N

diffe;énces in board wealth up to the g'ant.ceflihg.’ While this

vseemsxfaix at first giance, one must re all thAt taxes are paid

Lt oug“of income, ,not out of wealth that is loeked up‘in.a family

home. It is quite possible fdr afpersoa to own an expensive home’

: yet, in terms of income, be living at the poverty level. This

fact is, to a degree, iedbgnize' by thé“bnta:iokgroperty tax
rebate to the elderly and the

. "2 . -
roperty tax credit to those-with
low income. . (Unfortunately, the first is not a taxable grant, so

it is received bg elderly ratepayers regardless of their income;
N !
and the second has not been increased appreciably in a decade so

that it now has a negligible impact on the regressive nature of

the property tax.)

The same situation, however, can occcut at a municipal level.
. ",

Figures 1 and 2 report the the average market value of residential
. : Al ’

property and the average household income for céunties.and cities
for Ontario according to the 1981 Census.7 Sevéralfpoints are
'Sttiking. First, the averagqﬂvalue of properities is a highly
skewed distribution--most codnties are near the average of
$63,000, but two are twice‘this average. Income is more nearly

distributed in a symetric fashion, though one dounty is

. ]

- significantly lower than the others and three cities or counties

are considerably higher. Even then, however, the highest
Yy \ ,

Jommuniti~s have household incomes only 50 perxcent greater than

. o

”
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" FIGURE 2: AVERAGE HOUSEHOLD INCOMES IN
SOUTHERN ONTARIO COUNTIES AND CITIES
(AVERAGE INCOME $20,978)
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value of dwellings and .15 for household income.

average, not twice the average in the case of residential
properties. These differences }n variation relative to the mean
can be seen by’comparing coefficients of variation-- .25 for the

- . ’

Juxtaposing these data suggests that in a number of log or high
income communities, the value of dyelliﬁgs ére much in excess of
the individuals' abiMity to pay. ‘épe ratio of aQerage income to
the average dwelling value zan&es from a low of +20 in

n?tropolitén Toronto to a high of .46 in. Renfrew County; the

.‘
FIRS L LRI S

provincial average is .34. Hence, using property wealth as the
measure of ability £o pay rather than incode over—estimates the
financial resources of those in Toronto by 46 percent
((.34-.20)/(.34) x 100) and underestimates tpe ability of those in

Renfew County by 17 percent ((.48-.34)/(.34) x 100). °

These data call into question the adequacy of the manner in which
grants are allocated, sugéesting.that the ability of residents _in
somé urban centres to pay is vasély over-stated by the value of

their homes. 1In spite of this,.and, in spitee of the the very high
"gax price" paid in these areas, many of ;Bese residents continue

to spend-Wélr‘above the provincial average on education. One

' explanation for this is that education is "demand driven" rather

- than “cost driven";

'sﬁrong preferences for education

that is; residents of urban areas have very
4a3nd will pay the price. This o
explanation carries with it’ a warnirng: if restrictions are placed

on the bxpenditu:es in public (or separate) schools in these

€’
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Taken together, these dafa suggest that the provincial grants
ought to be more sensitive to the ability of individuals withir
bbards to pay and that local autonomy will inevitably result in

. : . ¢ . ¢ ; - : ' ’
. ingqualities in educational expenditures--not because of

seqi S i en s Ba b B e U B 6

inequities in the System but because of differences in

EXN
DRk, W

[ ’

communitiés' collective-tastes for education.

'

" Copclusion ﬂ%

. af

Four major points sum up the implications of the issues discussed ‘ i
- - -

in this paper. First, the long term effects of the technical{

details of how we finamce edueation can be substantial since they ' , ;

will affect the choices méde by parents enro}ling their children X
in.Ontariofs schools -- public, separate_and Private.

Second, invlight of this;.we whould act knowingly. We do not want ,
‘to take decisions nbw'that,will result in Ontario's citizeps .

finding themselves, twenty years from now, divided by class and

caste. | .

Thixd, we should move with restraint, evaluating éhe effects of ‘
out~§f3§sxons as change o;curs. Too rapid a shift in the S :
ééucat{&nal stfucture will create problems that will set groups g
against one another and would not provide - the time needed to f




Qevelop a new understanding of what types of schooling are in the | 3

public¢ interest. .

‘.\. N P
ESLIRL - 3’15}.4"]1 1w hty

Finally, we must be concerned with the extent to which we mine the
. - - h’g;. ™
ores of the Goglden Horseshoe. Without a full opportunity for

- residents of this wealthy region to reinvest in human as well as
physical capital in a socially responsible way, the "economic

engine"” that has been created in this area‘ﬁay decline and the

weglth it produces may no longer be available to drive the economy

of Ontario and Canada.
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