






































Supreme Court decision finding the state system of school finance unconstitu-
tional (the Texas system is very similar to that of New Jersey).

In addition to New Jersey, state courts in Arizona, California, and Michigan
have ruled that, in relationship to their respective state constitutions, their
respective systems of school finance were unconstitutional; and decisions are
pending in Idaho and Pennsylvania. In many states suits were filed in 1971 and
1972, but they were dropped because of affirmative action by legislatures. Arizona,
California, Colorado, Fiorida,<111inois, Kansas, Maine, Michigan, Minnesota, Mon-
tana, New Mexico, North Dakota, Utah, Washington, and Wisconsin have responded to
the equity challenge by enacting significant school finance reform measures.

In responding to the first Serrano decision, California has offered an
expensive example of what not to do. After the 1971 Serrano decision by the
California Supreme Court and prior to the 1974 Superior Court's affirmative
decision based on the facts presented, the legislature increased state spending
by approximately $500 million in a manner that did not seriously address equal-
ization issues. As a result, California now has a mandate to narrow spending
differences among school districts to within approximately $100 per pupil which,
if the state wishes to avoid reducing the level of spending in many districts,
will be vastly more expensive now than it would have been prior to the "reform"
legislation.

If the worthiness of equity for the student and taxpayer is not enough to
prompt the comprehensive restructuring of the Texas system of school finance,
reluctant citizens and legislators should be aware that one of Texas' leading
school district attorneys is preparing to attack the constitutionality of the
present Texas system of school finance. Legal, moral, and ethical considera-
tions make it paramount that Texas accept the challenge of achieving equity

for both the student and the taxpayer within the state system of school finance.
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5. provide the flexibility to develop programming that meets locally
determined needs,

6. eliminate the necessity for "double counting" as it exists in our
present system, and

7. enhance decision making by local citizens and the boards that
represent them,

it is recommended that a quality comprehensive foundation program, utilizing a
weighted pupil approach, be established with entitlements being determined on
an FTE basis. The recommended weights for the next biennium are presented on
the following page. In future bienniums, it is recommended that the State
Board of Education be responsible for the generation of weights to be presented
to the legislature for its consideration.

To secure the data necessary for the development of a Texas weighted
pupil finance system, 42 school districts, seven in each of six size cate-

gories, were identified within their size categories as beina exemplary

in their delivery of services to students. Fifteen hundred educational leaders
were asked to nominate two school districts which they felt to be worthy of
imitation in each of the six size categories ranging from center city to sparse.
Based on the nominations and the second-round ranking of nominations, a sample
of schools with reputations for exceptional programming was selected.

Audit data on the expenditure of all state and local funds for 1972-73
current operations in the sample districts were then used to perform program-
by-program cost analyses. The next step was computing a per FTE cost associated
with each type of program. These analyses were then indexed, and the average
practice of these districts was utilized as the foundation for the development
of the weights presented herein.

Since the cost analyses included all salaries and maintenance and opera-

tion expenditures paid from state and Tocal funds, the weights include provisions
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2. A weight of 1.00 is assigned to grades 1 through 3 for 1975-76 only.

3. For the school year 1975-76, the value of 1.00 is recommended as $650.
For 1976-77 it is recommended that an upward adjustment to $700 be made.

4. The instructional strategies of Plan A are not altered by this funding
system.

5. Parity programs include compensatory, bilingual, migrant, and other pro-
grams designed to aid students in taking full advantage of the oppor-
tunities available in the public schools. The term "compensatory" has been
inappropriately applied to many programs for the culturally and/or Tinguis-
tically different student when in fact there is no deficiency or "handi-
cap" for which the child must compensate. The need is for temporary assis-
tance in developing the skills necessary to have full access to and benefit
from the program of regular instruction. Eligibility for the compensatory
component will be determined by application of the Title I formula for
1975-76; for all subsequent years, educational criteria will be developed
to determine district entitlements. These funds are in addition to federal
funds.

for central office staff, secretaries, custodians, etc., as well as all non-
salary current operations costs. The weights and resulting dollar values,
therefore, are intended to provide for all state foundation school program
current operations costs. Neither expenditures from federal funds sources nor
debt service expenditures were included in the cost analyses and are external
to the weights for the 1975-76 and 1976-77 school years.

In an effort to ensure that existing practice--even present best practice--
is not perpetuated without thoughtful consideration, the Texas Association for
Supervision and Curriculum Development was asked to develop a statement of
"what ought to be" in public school programming for the 1980's. Many of the
state's most prestigious instructional Teaders participated in the development

of A School Curriculum Design for the 1980's, a volume describing quality educa-

tion in terms of curriculum and instructional strategies. The major thrusts of









0.5 percent of 1975-76 projected costs of current operations in the foundation
school program. The appropriation for 1976-77 should be two percent, and it
should increase by one percent each year thereafter until a level of at least
five percent is invested annually.

The provision of such fundings for renewal should be accompanied statu-
torially by a statement of broad goals and objectives that expresses the general
intent of the legislature to the State Board of Education. The State Board
should then be expected to adopt policies, guidelines, and regulations that
will achieve the legislature's goals in establishing the renewal system. In
turn, the Commissioner of Education should develop administrative strategies
involving the Texas Education Agency staff, colleges and universities, regional
education service centers, and local school districts.

The following components are recommended as being essential to the effec-
tive operation of a foundation school program renewal system:

1. An accountability system. Accountability should be operationalized
at four levels: legislature/Governor, state education agency, re-
gional service center, and local school district. Accountability
at all levels should include the implementation of the processes
of assessing needs, prioritizing goals and objectives, selecting
and implementing programs, evaluating all programs and personnel,
disseminating information, and recycling through the components
of the system. It is suggested to the State Board that five-year
plans with annual updates be required, and it is also suggested that
the annual update be fused with the preliminary application for all
state and federal funds. In addition, the State Board should require
that 90 percent of all funds earned by the FTEs be spent within the
program that earned the funds. It is further suggested that 70 per-

cent of these funds be traceable through program budgeting to direct
expenditures within the program.

2. A management information system. This system should include the im-
plementation of the program budgeting extension of TEA's Bulletin 679
in order that the expenditure of funds can be programmatically traced.
The development of a computerized data base should be accomplished
to facilitate the planning, managing, and reporting of information.
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3. A system of research and development. A statewide design for research
and development activities should be established by the State Board
of Education and the Commissioner to address local, regional, and
state needs in prioritized areas that have become evident through
the process of needs assessment. The areas of program selection
and implementation strategies, program and personnel evaluation,
and program and staff development are presently apparent as needs.

4. The accreditation process. The responsibility for accreditation should
continue to reside with the Texas Education Agency. In this regard,
Principles and Standards for Accreditation should be revised and/or
modified to reflect state goals. Operational definitions of the
principles and standards should also be developed, and visits to all
school districts should be accomplished at Teast once every five
years. A1l districts should be accredited or have on file with the
Texas Education Agency an acceptable plan for achieving accreditation
standards. Those districts either refusing to become accredited or
unable to achieve accreditation after a reasonable period for improve-
ment should have sanctions placed on them. Two possible sanctions are
(1) withholding of foundation program funds and (2) educational receiver-
ship. Each of these is considered to be a viable alternative.

C. Transportation

The transporting of students to schools is an accepted part of the public
education system. For a number of years, costs for carrying out this function
have been shared by the state. However, in the past few years it has become
increasingly evident that not only are the MFP allocations inadequate for the
task but that the method for determining and delivering these funds is outdated.
It has become apparent that a delivery model is needed which would: (1) dis-
tribute additional funds for school transportation in a manner that most nearly
approximates reasonable expenditures, (2) recognize the diversity of Texas
geography and demography, (3) allow more flexibility to local school districts
in the determination of their transportation systems, (4) recognize the differ-
ing costs among the school districts, and (5) provide the framework for continual

updating of the model.
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Cost analyses of 335 schools were utilized to generate the following
recommendations regarding the funding of transportation:

1. State-local sharing. A1l transportation allotments should be made
through the foundation school program.

2. Eligibility. The eligibility 1imit for regular transportation should
continue to be two miles.

3. Maintenance and operation costs for regular transportation. State
funding for maintenance and operation costs of regular school trans-
portation should be provided through the utilization of the following

formula:
G/ PE=hal =0 LDk
where C/P = allocation to the district per transported pupil
a = derived constant which is a function of the areal
density index )
LD = linear density which is the number of eligible pupils

transported per daily route mile
x = derived exponent which is a function of the areal
density index.

Furthermore, school districts in the state should be divided into
relevant groups based upon pupil areal density, defined as FTE per
square mile. The coefficient a and the exponent x should be derived
independently for each pupil areal density group.

4. Bus replacement and special education transportation. Bus replace-
ment and special education transportation should be addressed
through similar equations that have been developed.

5. Contracted transportation. The local school district should be
free to contract transportation services from a public carrier,
but the state's share should be determined on the same basis
as if the local school district were operating its own system.

6. Other transportation. Other transportation, e.g., vocational, bi-
Tingual, and private, should be funded on a cost-per-pupil miles
traveled basis.

7. Agency responsibility. The Texas Education Agency should be made
responsible for updating allocation schedules and ensuring effi-
ciency of operation.
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D. Facilities

Presently, local districts bear the burden of providing facilitias without
any state assistance. In 1974-75 school districts will secure approximately
$243 million from local ad valorem taxes to service bonded indebtedness totally
outside any equalization framework.

As a result, taxpayers in a district on one side of Harris County must make
16 times the taxpayer effort that taxpayers in a district on the other side of
that county must make in order to provide an equipped building of similar size
and quality. Can this circumstance be considered taxpayer equity within the
state system of public education?

In addition, few persons would deny that facilities and equipment consti-
tute components of a quality educational opportunity. Without adequate and
comfortable work stations, laboratories, shops, etc., quality education by
minimal standards is not available to the student.

It is, therefore, recommended that facilities become an integral part of
a comprehensive foundation school program by 1980-81. This should be achieved
by beginning in the 1977-78 school year with financial assistance to school
districts in the bottom quartile of taxable wealth per pupil. By 1979-80,
the percentage equalization of debt service taxes should be implemented for
all districts which have less than average taxable wealth per pupil; through
this program the state should guarantee a tax yield for a given level of effort

that is equal to the yield of an average wealth per pupil district.
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followed. (It should be noted that appraisal--not assessment--was the focus
of the previous sentence; state control of assessment practices by local school
districts is neither expressed nor implied in this recommendation.) Estimates
secured by the agency should be utilized for the 1977-78 school year, and
thereafter appraisal monitoring should be continuous.

An index rate equal to the state's average effective tax rate for current
operations at the time of implementation should be applied to the estimated
value of taxable property within a district to determine the local share of its
current operations costs within the foundation program. Then the index
rate should be permanently frozen at that level. Utilizing this approach, the
state will cause the effective ad valorem taxpayer effort for current opera-
tions to be stabilized within the state system of pubiic education.

School districts which have been favored by the present inequitable system
should be granted a five-year phase-in period in which to increase their local
efforts to the level required for the local fund assignment. Such school
districts should be protected from a loss of state funds greater than the amount
of the required increase in the local fund assignment.

C. Local Leeway

Enrichment through local option ad valorem taxation should continue to be
permitted. The state, however, should strive to establish a comprehensive foun-
dation school program "floor" which does not need to be "enriched" through
local tax effort in order to provide quality education.

D. Automatic Financing

The MFP is automatically financed and any future foundation program must
maintain this feature. (Automatic financing guarantees that the state's share
of the cost of the foundation school program is deducted from projected revenues
before the Comptroller certifies the amount available for appropriation by
the legislature; no specific appropriation of the state's share is necessary--
it is automatically financed as it is defined by Taw.)
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To: dJan Wilbur co: 80, Anderson, Farmer ' 10/2L/Th
From: Chris Brasher

REPORT ON HOUSE EDUCATION SUBCOMMITTER HEARING, OCTUBER 22, 197h (Interim Committee on
014 Supreme Courtroom, Capitol, Austin, Texas Publie s%hgolgﬁmm)

0CT
Present: Rep. Hermand Adams, Chafrman Dr, Lawrence Haskew

& Tddie Bernice Jopnsen
*  Carlos Truan
1 Staff Member
I alerted Jan Wilbur and Jan Albers (Austin) about this hearing whem I saw it
in the Austin paper, Since Jan was unable to attend, I met Jan Albers at the

Capitol and we attended the besring which started at 9:30 a.m. and was over

about 1:30, The rest of my time in Austin I spent in Sarah Weddington's office
walting fop Ann Richards to return from lunch, then to Lane Denton's office to
get oopiea of the Attornmey-Gemeral's opinion on ERA. '

The subjsct of this hurinx was about the 'wetghhd atndcnt' plan which is being
recommended by Dr. Richard Hooker of the Governor's office, snd the disbursement
of funds from the state to school districts,

Dr, Lawrence Haskew, professor of educational administration at UT, and a member
of the subcommittee gave an explanation of the ®*weighted pupil=® approach, He was
trying to clarify the ®ingtinctive attitude” of the weighted pupil approach ==
instinctive recognition of meeds of individual pupils. He then said that
definitions would be called for -- what is meant by minimum program? equitable
local tax assignment? The source of diseease lies in the ability of districts
to put in more than the state formula. He said that *weighted pupil® is no cure
for eculta formula, It is not a pro or con ~- it is a neutrsl issue, (Jan
end T were not quite sure what he was talking about!) The prime use of the
weighted pupil approach is to use for an index of the total needs of a district,
It is a fairly sdcurste index, and this approach evolved out of the Minimum
Foundation Program. The weighted pupil approsch recognizes that more funds are

needed to educate students with handicsps in language or soclo-economic backgrounds,

students living some distance from schocls, students in small school districts
and other students with specisl educational needs, Fe pointed ocut that it takes
twice as much to educate a high school pupil as it does for the first six grades.

Haskew said that up to now, Texas had addressed itself to tha lesst we can get by
with in school funding., Under the weighted pupil concept, state aid would be
determined by subtracting local funding input from the school district's needs.
The state would pay the remainder; which would vary from district to district.

There was some discussion on the delivery of funds to the school districts,
Heretofore state funding has been delivered in one lump sum ....described by
gome as “allowing flexibility® or by others as *= license to rob.” Haskew said
that most states have considerable constraint on the use of the funds,

Truan asked, "In spite of not being a8 perfect zs we would like, do you see this
(method)as a step forward in overcoming inequities?

Haskew: I see no way thet weighted pupil approach will eliminate sll inequities

‘ {or words to that effect). The differcnce is not sufficient for what
we are asking. Weighted pupil approach is not going to have saything
to do with treating problems we have in education, It does give a
little more leeway in distributing funds equitably.

Dr, Jose Cardenas, San Antonio, Director of TEE, was the first witlness, and

gave a wonderful presentation, Fe sald that although going into the wéighted
pupil approach is capitalising on the needs of pupils and it enhances the
pregram under the Minhmum Foundation Program, he would hate to see this committee

turn to the weighted pupil approach as a panscea for the school finsnce problems,



Cardenszs said that some other factors have to be taken into consideration such
a8 economic differences. In other states, he said, if you want enrichment,
you do 80, but you tax yourselves, If the yéeld is not as high as other
districts, the state makes up the difference. The basic problem in Texas
education is the enrichment program which allows some school districts to have
access to very expensive educational programs that other districts can't provide.
Some districts in Texas spend as low as £328 per child while some others spend
$7,332 per child, and this is *immorel and unconstitutional® said Cardenss.
#dhat kind of education does the system give for a child in & district that
provides £300 per child as againet 7,000 per pupil? There sre childwen and
stepchildren in Texas -- very adequate and very inadequate.”

Truan spoke up here to edd that when “local enrichment® was brought up in the
Constitutional Convention, he argued that he was not against enrichment if all
districts cen enrieh equally. Local funds are collected st the local level,

and state funds are actually funds raised locally, he said., Accident of birth
decides what kind of edueation a child gets in Texas, he s&id, because of the
tremendous wealth disparities, Another problem ie the problem of sccountebility.
Some type of accouriability is needed to assure that additional money funded
under the weighted pupil plan goes where it is supposed to go, Truan further
stated that he has not seen Texas move in its philesophy as to what kind ef
education 2 child in Texas will get, It is high time, he sgid, be shift from
all children being entitled to a minimum education imstead of a m&dﬁmﬁm.
In trying to compete in industry, Business, and professions, Texas chiidren are
definitely at a disadvantage. :

Adams: Several pembers on the committee will try to bring some solutions to
the Mg;clatm on the many factors involved. :

Cardenss: In answering fears of those who say that more funding from the state
would lessen local control, he sald Texas has the ssme contyol at
the local level as other states., He is not advocating less contrel
at the local level, he said, In his closing remaris he said that
so far he has hed me assurance that changes would be made,

(One could see that he was very upset at the lack of interest in the probjems
ghosn by other members of the committee, all except Truan. Cardendas was the
former superintendent of Edgewood school district in San Antonlo which wes the
sterting point of the Rodriguesz case.)

Lynn Meak, Texas FPducation Agency, teld the commitlee the state board of education
was in the midst of determining what finapce plan it will recommend, Genersily
the board is in favor of the things the weighted pupil approach is trying to
gocomplish, he said,

Tyuan asked Moak if the TEA had the power to make sure schools are not cheating
as to how funds are spent, Moak repiisd that they have the power noy, but do
not have enough manpower. He then asked what constituted cheating...flagrant
eheating or just wmiscounting students?

Truan: How will you know if the schocl is using the money for agriculture
pupbls or special education? (Thers had been implicatiops that some
monies supposedly funded for special education or other purposes were
in fact used for bend costumes or athletic equipment.)

Moak evaded the quastion, emding with *Funding will hever be without political
considerstion.® To which Truan responded, *For a staff person, this is a very
gﬂﬁ. obgervation,® L&“ghhrlo s



Jim Hooser, TSTA, spent the first few minutes of his statement lauding the
state officials, Dr, Haskew, TEA and the legislators. He said that to his
imowledge, no organisation has recommended the weighted pupil approach.

#je are not saying it is not a better system, he said, but the burden of
pr;laammu on those who are advecating it, Owr system hes served Texas
well, ™

Truan fnterrupted him to ask if he was challenging those who are advocating
the weighted pupil approach, He saked, "How does the system in Texas compare
to other states in the dropout rate, rate of illiteracy, ete?®

Hooser: I do not have any figures on that, but when given the facts, the
. legislature will come up with the right decisiem.” (%', 1{{)

Tyuens I have seen statistics that ave alarming....extremely high illitervacy
rate, high dropuut rates....l would think you would have memorized
these statistics since you are in education., Are you still committed
to the bill for an imcrease in teacher salaries?

Hooser: Ve are in favor of improving education for boys and girls, bul we are
committed to the profession,

Trusni Could we not compromise and be commitled to support both?

Dr., Richard Hoolmsr, director of the governor's oifice of education, testified
that the weighted student approach to school financing is being recommended
for the governor's approval, and considered this approach "a viable concept.®
He said that be was not making a formal presentation at this time, but would
respond to one statement mede earlier in regerd to a tentative set of weights.
He sald that a survey of Ll districts in which weights were calculated was in
no way meant to serve as a tentative set of weights,

Truans The Governor has not yet adopted or arrived at a school financing plan?

Hooker: The timetable iz for uws to have our recommendations to him in early
Eovember, for public distribution the latter part of November; then
meet with lay groupe and get feedback from sll parties interesied in
giving feedback, Will assist Covernor in finslizing recommendations
for Legislature in January, :

Truan: Could you shed 1light on accountability or state centrol?

Hooker: We are exploring the renewsl system, Accountability &= system is
part of the renmewal program. We will recommend sxtensive legislation
which includes goal setting, program evaluation, budgeting system to
trace dollars---a programatic budget system, Will provide teols
necessary to essure accountability in use of funds by school districte.
Gereral needs asadssment will plck up performance data (dropout rete,
etc.), Folleow-up needs to be part of scecunting study,

Truant Are you recommending money for adult end bilingual education?
Hooker: We are recommending compensatory funds, State needs to sssess the needs,
‘ We should shrive for £30C more per child for bilingual program. OUn
basic program, significant results show this amcunt more is needed
per child,

Truan: How does this compare with the TEA recommendation?



Moak answered for TEA: In terms of bilingual program, averages out to £50
per pupil,

Hooker: The present system is inequitable, As a beginning in 1949 it wes a
giant step forward. It is etill largely like 1949, We have net
significantly changed the program. The quality of education is
definitely......well, I can't defend the present system.

Truan: Would you have a separate bill related to teacher salaries?

Hooker: We would have a cost amalysis.....yes, salaries would be included in

Trusn: Ons bill or two!

Hooker: Depends on what you mesn,...We would not have reform go down the drain
beceuse the legislature is wmwilling to increase teacher salaries,

(Truan wes trying to pin Hooker down to definite answers...he did well in
answering (Hooker did) so as not to compromise the Governor, Hoocker seems to
be cognizant of the fact that reform iz desperately needed, but he has to be
careful what he says in public until the Covernor endorses a definite plan....
No doubt teacher salaries will be & big political factor.....Truam is trying
to separate the issues 89 as not to jeopardize chances for substantive changes
in school finance reform.)

Brad Duggan, Texas Assn, of School Boards, was the last witness, He said that
Florida, New Mexico, Utah, Minvesota, and ?7adopled the wédéghted pupil appreach.
Alse the PeateMaurick (?) study done for the Senate Committee recommended the
weighted pupil approach, Advantages: 1) will provide some flexibility on the
loeal lewel,
2) More flexibility on legislative level,
3) Provides a perspective on education,
In other words the weighted pupil approach would allow the flexibility to take
a look at the whole perspective of edueation, Wgighted pupil approach nas never
been tried in a state the sive of Texss, bub see nox reason why it wouldn't work,

Trusn: There has been a concern conveyed o this committee about & lack of feel
of accountability in implementing the weighted pupll concept.

Duggan: One of our recommendations is strong accountability....would afford a
safeguard,

Truan: Would the problems of the Redriguez case be solved?

Duggen: It would provide a mechanism to reach it, but will ot solve all of the
preblems,

Hooker: The Florida System has the cost of living factor, The Big Sevem (27)
endorsed the weighted pupil concept in the spring of 1973. Our staff is
made up of PHDs, school people, etc, and we feel that it provides a basic
concepts It has much %o commend it. Trusn: Is it a viable concept?
Hookers Ye can do almost amything you want it te deo, All sorts of safeguards that
can be put into the system. Our office will recommend this concept te the Governor.

It was announced that the next meeting of the Committee will be in Houston, Oct, 29.
I pet Jan Wilbur, Jan Albers and myself on the mailing list of the commitise so we
would get notices of meetinge, reports, ete. Jan, if you arve not on the TEA mailing
list, let me know sad I will get you on that,
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Prepared by Texas Education Agency, Oct. 22, 197, =- Explained by Lynn Moak - my
notations in brackets. CB

BASIC ISSUES TO BE RESOLVED IN THE CREEATION OF
A WEIGHTED PUPIL FUNDING APFROACH

Determination of the Programs to be Funded (Findings of study of
1) Pupil Populations to be served ; gi %tag§$°§§°;?rnzgfi
2) Pupil Populations to receive special weights Aﬁailablaearcun; Decqei:
Determination of Weights Meak said that no state

has used only the study
1) Determination of Program to receive base level funding of weighted pupils as a

2) Determination of obher program weights basis, but the policy has
3) Direct costs or total costs basis been implemented.?d
Determination of the Total Level of Funding (Under 2.1..base level

_ funding...he said this
1) Establishment of the Value of 1, (Automatically is the key to weighted p,)
?2) Determination of costs to be included determines

: state money)
Determination of the Number of Students

1) Full<time equivalent or participation basis

2) Method of determination of students .......({ADA? or ADM?)

3) Determination of procedures for counting of students (Vﬁriations from state to state)
li) Current or prior year counting procedures

Determina tion of Approved Programs at District Level

1) Local or State approval
2) Statutory or Regulatory approval

Auditing, Accountability, and Program Improvement (20-25% indirect cost for adminis-

©  strative costs, ete. for
1) Basic Unit of accountagbility - Campus or District accountability)

2) Degree of eategorical fund use allowed by program

3) Accounting for indirect costs :

L) Method of auditing for pupils and flunds

5) Mechanisms of program imppovement ' i

6) Method of establishing penalties (If a district is penalized by withholding funds
of losing funds, this actually penalizes the

Implementation of the Approach pupils.,)

1) Determination of first year funds (Requires major overhaul)
2) Relationship to budget process of local district

3) Relationship to budget process of state

Relationship to Present Program

1) Effect on small school districts = Method for funding (One-half of the districts

2) Effect on distriets with high degree teachers in thez state have less
3) Effect on salary schédules than 500 pupils!)

L) Effect on personnel ratios #(Some problems under weighted pupil
5) Effeet on special program funding levels approach, )

6) Relationship to federal funds :









'SUMMARY OF THE WEIGHTED PUPIL
SCHOOL FINANCE ALTERNATIVE

The purposes of this study were to determine the
costs of providing quality regular and various kinds of
special educational programs; to express the relative
costs as pupil weights; to determine how much money would
be needed to finance all Texas school districts through a
system of pupil weights at a quality level; and to deter-
~mine under such an approach which Texas school districts
would require more money and which less than they spent in
2 1970=715

; The study to determine pupil weights for Texas
included data from twenty-eight Texas good practice

school districts. The methodology used followed to a
large extent that used by the National Educational Fi-
nance Project. The basic weights determined are presented
below. These weights illustrate the differences in
instructional costs across programs and grade levels.

TEXAS WEIGHTS FOR THE BASIC EDUCATION PROGRAM

Early Childhood Special Education 1226

Kindergarten 505
Elementary 1.00
Middle School cordbaly
High School tida28

ADD-ON TEXAS WEIGHTS FOR STUDENTS
NEEDING SPECIAL PROGRAMS

Program Area Elementary Middle High
Speech Handicapped . 36 .40 +29
A1l Other Handicapped P21 118 1.43
Low Income GE i 20 v 23
Non-English Speaking s 17 <55 139
Migrant .47 ok 53
Agriculture ==lte §25 .28
Homemaking S =is - 09 Wl 0
Trades § Industry i i .19 .
0ffice, D.E. & Health Goesirieis y 212 .14
Cooperative S o1l <13
Handicapped Vocational s 1.19 1e36

Coordinated Vocational’
Academic Education ---- 47 .54









A COMPREHENSIVE FOUNDATION SCHOOL PROGRAM FOR THE SEVENTIES

I. INTRODUCTION

As a result of the commitment made by the State Board of Education in January
to submit a school finance proposal to the Governor, the Legislature and the
general public, the staff of the Texas Education Agency undertook a multi-
faceted approach to the study of educational finance. One element of this
study was an examination of the existing state support system known as the

Foundation School Program.

Within the context of this study, the staff made a number of assumptions which
serve as limitations to the overall study. The staff assumed that:
(1) The major aim should be to bring the Foundation School Program in
line with what the majority of éhi]dren in Texas schools have
available to them. No evaluation from a program context was made

as to the educational impact of the program which is recommended.

(2) The present formulas for Vocational Education and Special Education
are sufficient to allow needed expansion.
- (3) No consideration was to be given to the financing of capital

outlay or debt service.

The Texas Foundation School Program has been described as one of the most com-
plex state support programs in the United States. Most stateﬁ use a relatively
simple foundation program based on a specific amount of do]Taré per student.
Texas, however, has chosen to specify a detailed program involving allocations

for personnel, transportation and other costs.






TABLE I. OUTLINE OF PROPOSED FORMULAS AND COSTS (in millions)

10.

11.

NEW PERSONNEL

Classroom Teacher Unit Allocation 8,502
One CTU per 23 ADA

Special Duty Teachers (15,508)
Maximum of 15% .of eligible CTU's may
be utilized as Special Duty Teachers

Teacher Aides 2,364
One teacher aide per 15 eligible CTU's

Special Service Units 670
One special service unit per 20 eligible
CTU's (No credit for fractions)
One special service unit per district with
less than 20 eligible CTU's and a 4-year
accredited high school '

Counselors (Including Special & Vocational Ed) 800
One counselor per 40 eligible CTU's
(No credit for fractionsg

Supervisors (Including Special & Vocational Ed) 415
One supervisor per 70 eligible CTU's
(No credit for fractions)

Administrative Units 1,668
One administrative unit for each 1,000 ADA j
for the first 24,000 ADA
One administrative unit for each 3,000 ADA
above 24,000 ADA

Operating Allowance
$2,500 per CTU, Special Education and
Vocational teaching units
An additional $400 per Vocational teaching unit

Transportation ‘
Approximately 25% increase per approve bus route

Compensatory Education Allocation
$100 per ESEA Title I pupil

A1l other formulas would be unchanged

1970-71
ADDED COST

$63.1

15.5

8.5

4.2

20.4

223+3

4.6

44.4



Adoption of the proposed improvements in the Foundation School Program would

raise the level of the program to one of the most comprehensive foundation programs
in the United States. The full and complete coverage of the program would be
avajlable to every school child. No longer could the program be considered

a "minimum" program for the sﬁpport of education in Texas. Rather the program
would set a standard of excellence unmatched in the history of the Foundation

School Program in Texas.

In terms of total expenditures, the cost of excellence is indeed significant.
Adoption of this program in 1970-71 would have added $406 million to the cost
of the Foundation School Program, a 38% increase over present levels of funding.
By 1974-75; fhe recommended year for the beginning of implementation of this
program, the cost of these recommendations will decrease to $377 million as a
result of declining enrollments. This would be in addition to the already pro-
jected increase of $215 million under current formulas for the allocation of

foundation funds for a grand total increase over 1972-73 of $655 million.

However, the cost of this increase appears to be modified by two primary factors.
First, most of the proposed revisions in the Foundation School Program would
absorb local enrichment efforts currently practiced in many Texas school
districts. Only in the area of presently legislated improvements in the Founda-

tion School Program would these funds be distributed to new program efforts.

Second, absorbtion of local enrichment provides an adequate case for a revision
in the state and local shares of the Foundation School Program. For the

purpose of comparision, the following table compares the cost o% the Foundation
School Program under several different situations. The cost of the pregent and

proposed programs for 1970-71 and 1974-75.






ESTIMATED COST OF FOUNDATION SCHOOL PROGRAM *
(IN THOUSANDS)

1971-72 1972=73 1973-74 1974-75 1975-76 1976-77 1977-78 1978-79
COST OF PROGRAM

Regular Program - Salaries $ 886,375 $ 921,647 $ 964,347 $1,044,983 $1,048,428 $1,055,164 $1,065,570 $1,133,203

Teacher Aides - Salaries 14,254 15,226 15,871 19,143 19,751 20,381 2138 24,149
Maintenance & Operation 66,513 66,853 68,315 67,311 66,264 66,092 66,341 65,773
Transportation 25,610 26,500 27,000 27,500 28,000 28,500 29,000 29,000
Cost - Regular Program 992 75208 030,226 1,075,533 1,158,937 40 181624443 1,170,137 — 1,182,049 1,252 ;125
Yocational Program - Salaries 54,726 63,194 70,713 84,863 94,268 103,677 - 113,689 132,924
Maintenance & Operation 6,837 7,590 8,281 9,037 9,850 10,736 11,702 12:,755
Contract Service 500 800 570 610 650 690 730 770
Cost - Vocational Program 62,063 71,584 79,564 94,510 104,768 6.5 103 126,121 146,449
Special Education Prog. - Sal. 68,939 86,590 104,357 132,716. 154,995 173,881 179,823 196,556
Teacher Aides - Salaries 5,780 6,289 12,802 17,682 21,364 24,354 26,096 30,609
Maintenance & Operation 5,178 6,270 7,095 8,085 9,240 10,296 10,560 10,725
Transportation 2,100 2,200 2,400 2,500 2,600 2,700 =27800 3,000
Other Programs 9,071 10,240 10,570 12,250 14,000 15,600 16,000 16,250
Cost - Special Ed. Program 91,068 111,589 137,224 173,233 202,199 226,831 235,279 257,140
Agency Administration 2,427 2,553 3,300 3,800 3,800 3,800 3,800 3,800
Cost of Regular Program T A8 3108 215952 18295 621 15,4305480° 11,4735 2105 15871 15547 ,249 1,659,514
QOther Costs = 17,33} 23,285 23,824 24,609 24,896 24,985 25,286 25,647
TOTAL COST OF PROGRAM $1,165,641 $1,239,237 $1,319;445 $1,455,089 $1,498,106 $1,540,856 $1,572,535 $1,685,161

*pased on full employment of units allotted






economic conditions. Please have the foresight to provide flexibility for )
new and better educational techniques or proven procedures for the students
who haven't even been thought of yet.

Along the same 1ines, be aware of any proposed legislation that is
intended as support legislatior, and is only considered as ohe necessary
step in achieving the total desired outcome of financial reform and equali-
zation of the schools. The passage of such legislation may well be necessary
but be very careful to criticize if it is passed off as correcting the total
issue.

For example, many of the plans proposed for Texas have a strong provision
-concerning the ad valorem taxing methods now in practice. It is recognized
that the methods of assessing, reporting and distributing these taxes contri-
bute to the unequalizing factor.

Some of the proposed plans I have reviewed advocate the removal of the
property tax completely in the consideration of school finance reform. This
might be seen as an aiternative and even welcomed relief to some taxpayers.
But, the political realities of removing the property tax seem a little remote.
Taxpayers seldom expect a tax to be 1ifted once it is established. Also
to be considered is the fact that in Texas it has been estimated that the
state would have to come with an additional $1 billion from other sources
if the property tax were removed. The fact remains, the property tax exists
and, in all likelihood, will continue to exist. Every plan I studied that
dealt with the property tax calied for reform. First it was recognized that
assessments should be based on true market values. Second, that regulations
and standards need to be established for the assessment of property through-
out the state that would lead to equal assessments. A state agency would
~ be needed to regulate and evaluate assessment. One plan offers as an alter-

native that the state assume the responsibility of assessing, collecting



and distributing prbperty tax funds. I think it is recognized that reform
is desperately needed in the area of property taxation and a necessary step
in school finance reform, but it 15 only a step in finance reform and it

1s important to recognize it as such.

tqualizing education is the major issue inherent in the school finance
issue. I be11gve I quote Mr. Hooker correctly when he stated that "nothing
is more unequal than the equal treatment of unequals." Most of the plans
I rev1éwed were quick to point out that we should not spend an equal number
of dollars on each child. Look for those plans that allow for the dif-
ferences 1n needs of students and fund accordingly.

Several of the plans I reviewed dealt with updating and revising the
Minimum Foundation Program. In some instances the word minimum was dropped
from the revised title. This becomes very significant. The word minimum
implies a maximum {is available. I am currently working with a career edu-
cation project. As the foundation of our project we went to various com-
munity groups to determine those attitudes, skills, behaviors and knowledge
that a 17 year old school leaver should possess. We call these learner
outcomes. We then conducted a statewide validation to have parents, teachers,
students and businessmen determine those learner outcomes considered to be
basic to all 17 year olds. One of the items stated that "The student should
demonstrate his/her ability to read at approximately the fifth or sixth
grade level."

This item, when scored, did not receive sufficient votes to be considered,
as basic to a 17 year old. Through research it has been determined that a
5th or 6th grade reading level allows people to have the ability to read news-
papers, signs, advertisements, etc. and is considered a minimum level of
reading. I personally feel that this outcome wa% not validated as basic

because it is too explicit as to the minimal level. The people did not



reject reading and I feel that the thought was that a twelfth grader should
read at a twelfth grade level. This concept of idea transfers over into
equalizing schools. Any plan that presents a minimum, average and maximum
expenditure implies a good, better, best ranking of schools and will be in-
herently unequal.

As I have stated, review every plan carefully paying particular atten-
tion to each variable or provision of the plan. I have reviewed some of
the provisions I have found in Texas' plans such as the completeness and
the long-range effect of the plan. The emphasis placed on separate legis-
lation that is necessary to complete a school finance plan. The necessity
to allow for differences in the needs of studeﬁts and to reach for some
optimum point above the minimum educational level. Remember, there are
many more provisions that I could have spent as much time on or more.

Average dafly attendance versus average daily membership; provisions
for construction costs; allocation of teachers; allocation of support per-
sonnel and the 11st goes on. Review carefully reporting possible positive
and negative effects.

Much of the controversy over equalizing schools can be overcome if we
can personalize the outcome. If in planning you feel that the minimum program
is sufficient for the kid next door, the kids across town or at the other
end of the state, but for your child nothing less than the maximum is accep-
table, then you are not thinking equal.

If you can identify any reason why you would not send your child to
another school based upon any consideration of educational quality or excel-
lence, then your plan has failed in equalizing schools.

Make every kid your kid and strive for the best for all.

Thank you.










































We suggest that consensus be reached before the next session of the
Legislature., To be effective, we feel it is necessary to be rrepared
at the initial governmental planning stages.

Consensus would include the elements members feel necessary to provide
equitable finaneing for public schools and not specific methods of
financing. We ar

e interested in establishing common criteria which
will yrovide 2 method for objective comparison. !
g ol

LWV-Houston
HR Committee: Jan Wilbur, Chairman










































LYV of Texas
February 1973
(2 copies direct
‘ to president)
To: Local League Presidents & PR Chairmen
From: Mrs. Hill Baggett
Re: Sample Press Release - Public School Financing

FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE

The League of Women Voters of announced today that members throughout
the state will support efforts to equalize educational opportunity in Texas.

This position, anneounced by the Board of Directors of the argaﬁization, followed

a study of the issue after a federal court's decision made it apﬁarent that the

State af Texas might have to change its method of financing puﬁlic schools.

In anﬁouncing this position, Mrs. president of the League of

Women Voters of stated: "Our members believe that the level of

state supportlto Texas public schools should be raised to insure that all Texas
school children receive a high quality education. We know this will cost money,
Bﬁt we think it is neccessary even if it means that revenue would have to be

%aised by a stétewide pProberty tax, a state income tax, a corporate profits tax,
ér any combinafion of the three."

Othgr areas of concern are: taxing property at its full market value, supervision
to insure equitable and uniform assessment and taxing procedures plus professional
training for tax assessors-collectors. "League members put a great deal of encrgy
aﬁd effort into this study and we've concluded that pupil‘ékpenditures must re;ate
to their cducational needs. We would also like to see the local district capital
outlay supplemented by the state to equalize facilities. In our opinion, local
enrichment funding should be limited to 10% of the state program,"” Mrsclho@k o0 -
further stated.

The League is a nonpartisan organization which neither supports or opposes candi-
dates or parties but takes stands after consensus of the membership. The organi-
zation 1s open to all women of voting age.

Mrs. , was chairman of the study in 4
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For more than twenty years the Ford Founda-
tion has been attempting to reduce economic
and racial injustice in America. In the field of
education, the underlying aim of the Founda-
tion's activities has been to open new and im-
proved opportunities for high-quality educa-
tion, especially for the poor and for minority
groups. The two basic assumptions that lie
behind the Foundation's school-finance pro-
gram are, first, that the way state and local
governments collect taxes and finance public
schools and other social services for children
severely restricts the access of disadvan-
taged groups to quality education and to other
social services, and second, that the poor and
minority groups are taxed at disproportionate-
ly high levels by the state and local govern-
ments that provide schools and social ser-
vices.

This double bind of low quality services and
disproportionately higher tax burdens is a
complex problem to untangle. It may lack the
headline-attracting glamour of Congressional
or Presidential budget disputes, but complexi-
ty and lack of glamour should not be confused
with insignificance. Like most social democ-
racies, the United States has adopted policies
intended to commit government to finance
and provide social services needed by low-
income and minority group populations so
that they can participate effectively in the
mainstream of society. But unlike most Euro-
pean nations, the United States does not pro-
vide these services through its national
government. Instead, the financing of social
services in the U.S. involves complicated and
constantly shifting combinations of local,
state, and federal resources. In elementary
and secondary education, the U.S. relies
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happens at the neighborhood level as local in-
stitutions struggle to design the best pro-
grams they can, given the limitations of re-
sources and program guidelines. But it also
matters what happens as state and local
governments pass through the federal funds
and add some of their own (depending on the
service sector involved and on state and local
politics) and thus finance the services. In the
process, it does matter whether states and
localities have organized their resources and
institutions in ways that systematically dis-
criminate against poor people and minority
groups, which is all too frequently the case, or
whether the resources and institutions func-
tion in fair and non-discriminatory ways.

Consider schools. Until recently, most
states financed schools in a blatantly dis-
criminatory way; many still do. Local school
districts with large amounts of property to tax
have been able to spend large sums on public
schools even though they make lower than
average tax efforts. Local school districts
with low property valuations, on the other
hand, have had to exert above-average tax ef-
fort—in many cases, several times the effort
—only to realize below-average expenditures.
The outcome has been high taxes and under-
financed schools for children in poor districts,
and lower taxes and well financed schools for
the more fortunate. The accident of where a
child happens to live has been the major
determinant of the level and quality of his or
her education. In fact, variations among local
districts in the quality of schooling far exceed
variations within districts.

Not all poor people live in poor school dis-
tricts, but most do. Not all members of minority
groups live in poor school districts, but most
do. It would be fair to conclude that social ser-
vices, including services for children and
especially school services, are financed in
ways that provide better services to the rich
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than to the poor, and better services to whites
than to non-whites, while the poor pay a
greater share of their income in state and local
taxes than do the rich. Stating these facts is
not intended to suggest what the proper distri-
butions should be, but is meant to summarize a
condition in our society that is of concern to
many people. This nexus between state-local
tax and spending policies is the core of the pro-
blem that the Foundation’s school finance pro-
gram has sought to address.

The Foundation’s Program

The Foundation entered the school finance
field in 1970. School financing was an appro-
priate point of entry into the fiscal inequities of
state-local government both because the ineg-
-uities are so flagrant and because education is
by far the largest activity of state and local
government.

The Foundation's efforts have been guided
by two principal strategies. The first has been
to support long-range efforts to build greater
intellectual strength into the school finance
field. Effective reforms are built on the ideas of
skilled and committed people, and in 1970 the
school finance field had neither the ideas nor
the people. Our early grants supported fellow-
ships at major universities such as Berkeley,
Chicago, Columbia, Stanford, and Syracuse.
We supported both basic and policy research
at those universities and at other research
centers. From these activities emerged ideas
that quickly commanded center stage atten-
tion in legal and legislative circles. Special
care was taken to assure that the Foundation
not encourage or advocate, directly or indirect-
ly, any single point of view about how states
ought to set up new school finance plans. We
supported men and women who themselves
favored one or another reform plan, but our ef-
forts were devoted to developing a network of
leading advocates and scholars, not a ‘‘move-
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The Foundation's program has been devel-
oped in cooperation with other funding
sources. Notable among them are Carnegie
Corporation, the Spencer Foundation, the
federal government’s National Institute of
Education and the Cleveland, Rosenberg, and
Piton foundations. Substantial funding for
specific policy development studies has been
provided by states and school districts them-
selves, by a President's Commission on
School Finance created in 1970, and by other
federal agencies.

While the Foundation’s program is known as
a school-finance program, it has from the be-
ginning addressed an interrelated set of policy
issues in order to get improved leverage on
school financing policy itself and in order to
stimulate concern about related policy issues.
The two most important examples of this broad
conception of program are attention to the
analysis of state-local tax inequities related to
race andincome, and support of research and
advocacy groups in the field of children's ser-
vices. School-finance reform s, quintessential-
ly, tax reform; school finance is the largest
single component of state-local public finance,
and it makes no sense to consider school fi-
nance in isolation. Furthermore, school-fi-
nance reforms represent a unique opportunity
to reduce traditional reliance on regressive
local and state taxes. Similarly, basic research
about the distribution of power and authority
among the state, the family, and the child (e.g.,
Berkeley’s Childhood and Government Project)
led to grants supporting analyses of spending
on children’s services, including schools, and
to grants for groups seeking to improve the
quantity and quality of services for poor
children. Examples include the Children’s De-
fense Fund, the Massachusetts Advocacy
Center, the Children’s Rights Group, and the
Children’s Foundation.
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Policy Changes Since 1979

Since 1970 significant and fundamental
changes have occurred in the previously tran-
quil field of school finance. AlImost half of the
nation’s school children and taxpayers have
been affected by the reforms so far. These
changes have transformed a narrow and
obscure aspect of education, concerned
mainly with routine state-aid appropriations,
into a complex intellectual and political do-
main. Involved now are new federal and state
constitutional standards of fairness and equi-
ty, major overhauls of creaky state-local tax
and school funding systems, and infusions of
new scholarly and organizational perspec-
tives from outside the realm of professional
educators.

There have been significant fiscal shifts
during the past ten years in the patterns of
raising and distributing school funds. Here
are a few key indicators of the important
trends.

Between 1969-70 and 1978-79, enroliment
in public elementary and secondary schools
declined about 6 per cent, from 44,719,200 to
42,149,420. During these same nine years,
annual expenditures in public elementary and
secondary schools increased from $34.2
billion to $75.6 billion, an overall increase of
121 per cent, or, when adjusted for inflation,
an increase in real terms of 24.6 per cent.
School expenditures as a share of GNP were
almost unchanged, 3.66 per cent in 1969-70,
3.55 per cent in 1978-79. Despite everything
one reads in newspapers and in journals
about "‘declining public support of educa-
tion,”” the fact is that support for public
schools increased significantly during the
1970s, even in the face of declining enroll-
ments and strong inflationary pressures.

Turning to the composition of school reve-
nues by source, there has also been a
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dramatic shift. Between 1969-70 and
1979-80, school revenues from local sources
—traditionally the mainstay of school financ-
ing in America—increased from $21.0 billion
to $40.5 billion, an unadjusted increase of 93
per cent. When adjusted for inflation,
however, revenues from local sources actual-
ly declined by 3.1 per cent. Revenues from
state sources during the same period also in-
creased. In 1969-70, school revenues from
state sources grew from $16 billion to $46.2
billion, an increase of 288 per cent before ad
justment for inflation, and an increase in real
terms of 44 .4 per cent. State governments to-
day provide $30 billion more in school support
each year than they did ten years ago. Local
revenues for schools were 2.24 per cent of
GNP in 1969-70, but only 1.73 per cent of
GNP in 1979-80. State revenues, however,
which were 1.72 per cent of GNP ten years
ago, have risen to 1.97 per cent of GNP. In
real terms, therefore, local support for
schools has declined and federal support has
remained constant. State support has sub
stantially increased, in part because of
school-finance reform.

Some advocates of school-finance reform
are disappointed with the progress to date.
They claim that the reforms do not go far
enough, that they have not provided enough
new money for cities, that they almost always
involve compromise, and that they cannot
directly be shown to improve student achieve-
ment. But studies have shown that increased
funds in poor school districts are mainly used
to pay for improved services: more profes-
sional staff, more parent para-professionals,
more books, and other instructional expendi-
tures. Money alone is not the answer, even in
rich districts, but poor children deserve ac-
cess to good services. In addition, there is
good reason to believe that large disparities in

8



per-pupil expenditure of the kind typically
found in traditionally financed school systems
do indeed affect the learning of children.
What has happened since 1970 in California
and New Jersey, in Florida and Maine, in Kan-
sas and Michigan, and in a dozen other
states, constitutes a major step forward
towards improved equity and adequacy in
school financing. Reforms already adopted
provide billions of dollars annually of increased
state aid and/or reduced property tax burdens
in local districts, with poor and urban districts
benefiting more than well-to-do places. More
progress is clearly possible during the next
three to five years.

Opportunities for reform exist in key states
such as Connecticut and Colorado, where
favorable court .decisions promise eventual
adoption and funding of more equitable plans:
in New Jersey, where progress has been
made but more remains to be done; in New
York, where a trial court has declared uncon-
stitutional the nation's biggest, and perhaps
its most irrational, school-finance system;
and in about ten other states, where a solid
basis for reform has been painstakingly laid.

Of the three dozen states which had
serious school-finance inequities in 1970,
slightly more than half (or about twenty
states) have adopted major reforms; of these
twenty, ten have enacted incomplete reforms
and can be improved during the next three to
five years. In the other ten, continuing rear-
guard action by reformers may be needed to
secure comprehensive gains already made.
In the balance of the states that have serious
school-finance inequities, the picture is mixed.
In a few cases, the struggle appears almost
hopeless, and no viable reform group or
movement is on the horizon. But in most, con-
tinued efforts by the school-finance network
offer a good chance of achieving significant
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reform during the next few years.

At the same time, state and local tax sys-
tems have undergone some changes, usually
gradual but occasionally, as in the case of
California's Proposition 13, volcanic. Reliance
on the property tax continues to decline. Prop-
erty tax revenues now constitute about 15 per
cent of total state-local revenues, down from
26 per cent just 15 years ago. While experts
argue about whether the tax is indeed as re-
gressive as it was once widely thought to be,
few dispute assertions that the valuation pro-
cess is irrational and inefficient, that the resi-
dential property tax falls hardest on low-
income people, especially renters, and that
heavy local reliance on the residential tax
creates serious disparities between the needs
of a community and its capacity to finance
necessary services. States have assumed a
greater responsibility for state-local finances.
As a result, there is a clear trend toward in-
creased use of personal and corporate in-
come taxes, which is widely thought to de-
crease relative tax burdens on the poor.
School-finance reforms have functioned as a
wedge to hasten these trends. But it is not
easy to determine what is fair and equitable in
the jumble of state and local taxes. Much
more could be done to untangle the confu-
sion, and those concerned with social justice
must begin to take a more active interestin a
tax system that takes one-third of the nation’s
income each year.

| believe that it is possible to anticipate
some of the fiscal policy trends and problems
for the 1980s that pose agonizing choices for
policy makers. The public sector has stopped
growing and will remain at about one-third of
GNP. Strong pressure will continue in some
states for reductions in state-local tax rates.
The federal government will increase real
spending for national security. Steep rises in
Social Security taxes, already begun and
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In the past decade, partially as a result of
the civil rights movement, the war on poverty,
and the expansion of certain rights by the Su-
preme Court, there has developed an increas-
ing likelihood that many of these problems
can be ameliorated. Organizations have
emerged that seek to protect and expand chil-
dren’s rights to public services, to standards
of fairness and equity in the delivery of ser-
vices, and to due process procedures. These
groups use a hybrid set of strategies and tac-
tics that are generally known as ‘‘advocacy.”
Seeking long-range reform of badly fragment-
ed public delivery systems and standards,
these organizations have ingeniously pursued
their goals by combining techniques of public
information, close working relationships with
local citizens' groups, applied research, aca-
demic network-building, monitoring of admin-
istrative agencies, litigation, and extensive
technical assistance to other organizations
and agencies.

The Foundation has supported several ef-
fective advocacy organizations, including the
Children’s Defense Fund, the Massachusetts
Advocacy Center, the Education Law Center,
the Lawyers’ Committee for Civil Rights
Under Law, the Children’s Rights Project, and
the Childhood and Government Project at the
University of California.

The school-finance reform movement was
started not by the Ford Foundation, but by a
combination of events in American society
and the ideas of key individuals, two in partic-
ular. The events included the civil rights revo-
lution launched so brilliantly by the Rev. Mar-
tin Luther King and his associates. They had
been encouraged to protest racial discrimina-
tion by the Supreme Court's historic decision
Brown vs. Board of Education. President
Johnson's legislative programs to attack
poverty, along with decisions of the Warren
Court, helped lay the judicial and political
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groundwork for what was to follow. The idea
of using these developments to attack the
constitutionality of state discrimination
against children and taxpayers in poor com-
munities should be credited to John Coons,
then a law professor at Northwestern Univer-
sity, and to Arthur Wise, then a graduate stu-
dent at the University of Chicago.

Only a dozen people attended the few
meetings held in the late 1960s to try to figure
out what could be done with Coons’ and
Wise's ideas. Since then, many dozens, then
hundreds, and now thousands of able people
have been engaged in thinking, writing, and
advocacy in the field that came to be called
school-finance reform.

During the past ten years, considerable
change has occurred, but much still remains
to be done. After all, conflict and tension
about issues of equity and equality have been
fundamental to American intellectual, social,
political, and economic history. Those who
work in the vineyards of equity did not naively
expect an avalanche of changes, but they did
aim to have some influence over what signifi-
cant sections of American society thought
about these subjects and to shape the direc-
tion of public policy trends. That, | submit, has
been accomplished.

The Ford Foundation expects to continue
to make grants in this field for a year or two,
although on a diminished basis. We believe
that an excellent start has been made during
the 1970s and that the network of persons
and groups identified with reducing discrim-
ination due to race, ethnicity, sex, and income
will make further progress in the 1980s.
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Scholars and groups receiving
support from the Ford Foundation
have produced a considerable
volume of research on school
finance and related topics over the
last decade. The bibliography lists
nearly 500 titles of books, articles,
and reports on such issues as
education policy and taxation,
social services for children, and the
legal background of school finance
reform. The bibliography has been
compiled as an aid to scholars,
school administrators, government
officials, and others with an interest
in the field.
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