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PREFERENCES FOR SERRANO-PRIEST E'IN~.NCE PROPOSALS 

EXPRESSED BY CALIFOHNIA SUPERINTENDEN'XS 

Abstract of the Dissertation 

Purpose: The financial implications of Serrano vs. Priest have caused 
a great amount of concern in California among the superintendents of the 
school districts at all levels of o:rganization, The_ purpose of this study 
was to determine how superintendents throughout the_ state felt about the 
finance plans suggested.in the Jefferson decision-in terms of each .Plan's 
impact on their school district .• 

Procedure: A questionnaire was sent to 52 elementary, 16 secOndary, 
and 24 unified superintendents in California asking them to indicate ~Jhich 
of the five fil"'U1Ce prop::lsals ;:;uggested by Judge Jefferson they preferred. 
The resporises, show~ng the preferences of all superintendents, were tested 
for significance-to determine if any one of the five plans was more highly 
preferred than the _ othe:rs. Each of the five plans ~'las· examined using t..,e 
Chi Square test to determine if any of the demographic variables of leve-l 
of organization, size, area served, wealt~, source of revenue, and type 'of 
state -aid--of ·the distri-cts resulted in any significant·- preference_ for. any 
one plan. 

Conclusions: 1. Full State Funding· was the most preferred plan; 
Power Equalizing and Removal of the Commercial and Industrial Tax Base 
were also acceptable, but no one plan was significantly preferred over 
all of the othP.r five pl:ms. 2. Both Consolidation and Vouchers were 
reje-:ted as potential finance planso 3, Four demographic factors (wealth, 
size, sourt:e vf aid, locatior.) result-sd in the five finance plansQ 4. 
California school districts are unique in character,- an;d it is important 
to study the at-:.itudes of t.TJ.e superintendents serving them in relationship 
·to the demographic vqriables of their districts. 

Recomm.endat.ions: 1.. Submit a similar questionnaire to·members of the 
State Legislature., 2. Initiate another study using school board ra13mbers 
instead of superintendents. 3. Replicate the study with a new sa~ple. 
4. Conduct a new survey with a wider range of choices for each plan. 5. 
Examine ~~e relationships amOng the combination of demographic variables 
tha·t make up a district and the responses of the superintendents. 
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CHAPTER I 

Hl'r-RODUCTION TO THE STUDY 

As early as 1905 educators were expressing a concern for "equality 

of educational opportunity." 1 Although the term has been used frequently 

and many definitions have been offered, there is a disparity that exists 

arnon<J these definitions. Burke contends that the reason for these dis-

C!:epancies is that equality of educational opportunity is a complex 

concept involving five discret.e elements: programs, personnel, financial 

support or aid, financial resources, and tax burden. He also points out 

. that most authorities, when discussing the concept of equality of educa-

tiona! opportunity, tend to relate the quality of education available to 

students to the financial resources expended on their behalf. 2 

r.rhe courts have often been used as an avenue of redress when there 

that pert of the l4t.h Amendment to ·the Uni·ted States Constitution that 

states: 

No state shall make or enforce any law which shall 

abridge the priveleges or the immunities of citizens of 

the United .Sta.te.s; nor shall any state deprive any person 

ot life, liberty, or property, without due process of la,v; 

nor deny a.ny person within its jUrisdiction tJ1e. equal pro--

. £ . 1 3 tect.ton o·~ t.tle aws. 

1
Eli·JOod Cub:Oer ley, Scl}S?_ol_}''unds _E_0.sl_ •ri-:u::J:.£_Ap£S2!:_!;.~onm~.,!lt, 

(Ne\ .. • York~- Teac.ber.s Co.Llege, Cplu:mbia University, 1905}, p. 54. 

2 
Arvid J .•. Burke, l"i.~c::,ncir:g ~ub...:.lic::_ Schools ~n ~the :._!?.~-i_t:.ed Stat.e~_, 

(New· York: Harper a.nd Bro·thers Publishers-, 1951), p. 89, 

3 . . . . tl ~- t U:t.t·l ted States Cons tl tut1.on, Fou.rtE:-!en 1 l-unenumen.:. ~ 

1 



Some of the Supreme Court decisions dealing with equality of education 

4 based on this clause were Brown vs. Topeka (1955), segregated schools; 

and most recently, San Antonio vs. Rodriguez (1975), financing education. 5 

When discussing equality of educational opportunity, the courts have 

not made an effort to separate the financial aspects of the concept of 

equality from the educational aspects. According to Benson, rulings based 

on educational issues and financial issues alike have been made regarding 

the violation of the Fourteenth Amendment. 6 

Host of t.he cases involving equality of educational opportunity as 

rep,-esented by available dollars for educational purposes are now being 

heard in the state courts. Burke point.s out that courts in California, 

Minnesota, Texas, New Jersey, Wyoming, Arizona, and Kansas have held that 

the state governments are responsible for the ine.qui ties and irrationaLities 

which characterize ·the raising and distribution of educational revenues in 

each of t.ho.se states;. state gdvernments have created ~c:hool districts 

with unequal fiscal_ capacities on the one hand and have failed to compen-

sate for .these differences through state aid on tne other. 
7 

This- has 

resulted in children receiving an unequal educational opportunity based on 

not having equal financial resources available to all districts throughout 

the state. 

347 u.s. 483 (1955). 

" ~§~1 An!s:>!l:i£..~'§..:.__l(Odrigue~, 411 U.S. 1, 935, ct. 1278 (1973). 

6
charles S. Benson, "Observation.s of Finance of Education. 11 

~.b:E~st., Novemb~.=:r, 1973, p. 13. 

7 
Roe L. 1John.s, Ker:n Alexander, and Forbis Jordan, Editors, 

!~:!::~~-S:.~~.']_J~d~~t.i~n, J:o..,iscal a.nc~ Legal Alternat:..:i.:.ve§_ A Summary of the 
National Education Finance Project. (Columbus: Charles E~ Merrill 
PtL':Jlishing Co., 1972), p. 127. 



3 

This conce.r-n ov.1r equality of educational opportunity is sometimes re-

fleeted in the controversy over who should bear the responsibility for sup-

porting education, the state or the local agency. This question has for 

many years been one of the major problems in financing public education in 

the United States. It was Cubberley, in 1905, who first suggested that the 

statfl should be the main source of support. He felt that state aid should 

be distrib>1ted "in definit.e relation to the needs of the community and to 

the efforts which it makes to provide good schools and to secure the attendance 

8 
of children at them." This principle dominated thinking on this subject 

during the 1900's. 

In spit.e of widespread acceptance for the concept of substantial state 

support for education, it is not yet the main source of educational financing. 

A 1971 N.E .. A. su:cvey shot-is t,hat state support nationwide is well below fifty 

percent. 'l'he repo.rt·. also sh•)\VS that st.ate support fo.r educat.ion ra:r1ges from 

a low of 5. 3 pe.rcAnt in New HampshiJ::-e to a high of 88 .. 7 p~~rcerrt in Hawaii. 

-.9 
California ranked· thirtieth in percentage of state support with 34.8 percent. 

In 1968 the National Educational Finance Project, conducted a four .... year 

nationwide study of school finance. At the conclusion of their study in 

1971, they reported that this optimum model for finance \'Jould be one involving 

some small degree of local f.ina.ncing to stimulate innovation a:nd experimen·" 

to.tion~ Further, they suggested that primary reliance should be on funding 

from ~Jtate (55%·-.60Z') and federal ( 30%) sources, and that the ·local level 

10 
should provide not- mu.r.e~ ·than 10 ·to 15 percent. 

8 . ' l ' 87 CubDler ey, op..:....._£1t., p. • 

9
charles Leist.ner, Editor, Fin~?c.l~q-~~ucatiol!_ (Hannibal, Mo~, 

Standard Printing Co., 1972) ~ p. 121. 

10 
Roc::- L. John.~:;, 11 'l1m•lard .r.:qui t:y in S~honl 'F i. nance, '' ~mP~_Eic;:~~.~~]uc~t ,!_'2~-

Nover:l.ber, 1971, p. 4. 
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Roe L. Johns, Director of the National Educational Finance Project 

(N .. E.F.P.), also points out that the variations his project found i.n 

school support. and the educational inequities inherent in them are re-

la·ted to the practice of using local property taxes as the primary source 

f f d f bl . d . 11 o un s or pu ~c e ucat~on. It is this contention, that using property 

taxes as a base for financing public education brings about inequality of 

educational opportunity, that has resulted in the court cases which have 

been filed. 

The term, . equalization of educational. opportunity, as used in the 

writirigs of Strayer and Haig and other~, has long been espoused as an 

import:ant gcal of school finance specialists. At the same time, these 

specialists suggest tha·t even when a common definition can be agreed upon; 

•t . 12 ~ ~s a problem teo attain this goal. If local property taxes continue 

to be the r.;-:r.incipal source for fund,.tng schools .. it. is not likely that 

eq;Ja.li. ty o:f. 12duc;::~ tiona.l opport.uni t.y can be achieved~ In t:-1e Ca.l..i fo-l:-n i..a c.a.::;e. 

of ~:!!:~:~?~~-us .Priest,. it VlL'i.S questioned whether th"."~ disparit.y of 

a_yailable f 1Jnds a.rnong dis-tricts which ·results ·rn i:he inequality of educa-

t.ional opportu11ity is in fact a violatiori of one or· more elements of the 

F.'our+.:.eenth .A.rnendmen t of the United States Consti tuti.on. The California 

Supreme Court rilled that the State.• s cu:rrent method of _financing its 

schooJ..s is urr...::onst.itutional.. The court. said that th-2 system denies equal 

. . . . . . . b h d 13 
p:rotectJ.on of the law to ch1ldren J .l v1.ng 1.11 poor ne1.gn or oo s. This 

ll b'd L. j_ .. , p. 5 

12 d J • h . . c t d .. George D4 St.rayer an P.o.Jert Murra.y H~ag, _!_t:: F'lnancr.ng OL "~ ucat~on 

:Ln t"he Stats of NGvl York, Heport of the Educational Finance. Inquiry· Com­
rr\LS-siOll;-·(i.Jev.> y~;~i:--;-··---M;.icmiLlan, 1923); p. 173. 

13
,J:_;;i·:n. J<.:ay Adc.i.ms, "The California School '11 ,iX Ruling~ What Does It 

Mean?'; .~Y-.:P.9.£!:~~!-~_:i:,.~;y_ January-FebruaLy, 1972, p. 3. 



ruling· did not resUlt in any immediate action, however. Tho court rr.c:rBly 

l."l.tled. the tax system unconst.itutiona.l because the system discriminated 

against the poo.r and their fundamental inte~·est in obtaining an education. 

In its decision the court did not tell the legislature how to change the 

system to make it constitutional; it did not issue any orders about how 

to operate the school system; _it did not rule out a tax system based on 

the property tax; it did not ·say that the-state has to spend the same amount 

of money on each pupil in each district. In a following memorandum, the 

court said the system of proper-ty taxes could continue while the case was 

returned "for further proceedings" to the trial court. In the final 

analysis, the method of solving this dilemma was left to the State Legis-

lature. 

The follo>~ing is a chronicle of what took place between the time the 

initial decision \'las handed down in j)~ugust, 1971, until ·the fu.ll hearing 

report. ~~as issued in August, 1974. There was no immediate action by the 

legislature to ca~·ry cut the mandate of the court .. The first legal ac·tion 

was in the form of an initiative, placed on the November, 1972 ballot by 

Phillip Watson, County __ Assessor for Los Angeles County. This initiative, 

knot-m as Proposition 14, would have completely eliminated property taxes. 

Gordon Winton pleaded. that "unless everyone connected with public educa-

tion bends every effort to defeat the Watson Initiative,. the public schools 

of California may very well be relegated to complete fiscal irnpotenca."
14 

Following strong opposition by the governor, the legislature, and the major 

teacher and administrative organizations, the electorate voted the measure 

down by almost a 2-1 margin. 

14 Gordon H. Winton, Jr., Sacramento Education Legislative Letter 
(Sacramento: School Administrators Legislative Office), October 9, 1972. 



- _j 

Th" s'econd legal move to meet the demands of the Serrano decision was 

made by the legislature. Less than a month after the defeat of the Watson 

Initiative they passed a tax reform bill known as s. B. 90 which according 

to Downing, included: 

1. Realistic Foundation Programs. 
2. Increased assistance for low wealth districts. 
3. The State assuming its fair share of mandated programs. 
4. Recognition of the economic needs of disadvantaged students. 
5. An annual adjustment factor for inflation. 
6. l!"iscal. updating of cat.egorical aid programs. 
7. Abolition· of slippage so that the State School Fund is 

completely distributed. 
8. Forward funding, fg districts could plan early for 

succeeding years. 

6 

The summary of S. B. 90 states that the new bill provided $561 million 

for school aid in 1973-74. Of that amount, $225 million was new state aids 

for irnprovemer1ts in equalization, and $229 million \'las for local tax 

16 
roll-back. The trailer bill, A. B. 1267, increased the inflation allowance 

from !)65 to $70 per unit of' average daily attendance (a.d.a.) for 1973-74. 

This biLl. also increo.sed the foundation program in 1974-75 and for the 

:t7 
j~ollowing four years. IJ.'hE·re was no mention made in either piece 'of legis-

lation as to how the new :monies were to be expended. This lack of direction 

vms allowed in spite of the fact that the Serrano decision specifically 

itlentifies areas which reflect 11 quality,. indicators. Howe argues that the 

asstunpt.ion that mer·ely increasing expenditures in low-cost schools will en­

hanc·::: e-ducational opportunities is debatable.
18 

15George H. Dovming 1 Sacrarr.ent.o Education J·egislative Let·ter 
(Sacramento: School Adminis·trators Legislative Office) 1 December 6 ,. 1972 .. 

16 b' ·' I ~u. 

17 l ,· J 't Jl 1·3,1973.· Co.rc on H. W2nt:on, r. 1 .£E.::.~. ,_ u y 

lB 1 · " h ' b 1 t " " t , R ' Haro ... d Howe,- II, T e Prope_rty Tax ~s 0 so e e, ba ~~~ev.te.!?., 
NOV(~!nhr.~r 20 r 1971, P.• 85. 
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Educators throughout the state looked to S. B. 90 as a major break-

through in financing education and thought that the changes brought by this 

bill would go far in answering the Serrano complaint. However, just four 

months later additional bills were introduced in the legislature to remedy 

some of the problems that had become apparent after the enactment of the 

original bill. Although the .initial bill covered other governmental agencies 

than education, the trailer bill, A. B. 1267, was concerned mainly with the 

educational portions of S. B. 90. 19 

During the time this legislation was debated and passed, the case was 

returned for further proceedings to the Superior Court for Los Angeles 

County. In August, 1974 a decision was reached. This judgment was impor-

tant in that in addition to affirming the findings of the CaLifornia Supreme 

Court, it also said that: (1) the provisions of S. B. 90 and A. B. 1267 did 

not chang·e the i.nvaJ.i,lity of the California Public School Financing System; 

(2) the financinq meth'Jd is .invalid because it is a violation of the equal-

protection-of-t.he-laws provisions of Califonl.ia:, but not necessarily the 

equai··pro\:ection-of-the-laws pr.ovision of the United States Constitution; 

(3) all changes should be made by legislative not executive ac·tion; (4} full 

complaince with the equal-protection-of-the-laws provision shall be accomplished 

in no longer than six years; and (5} there is no particular plan or system 

required for financing educaticm in California to comply with the judgment 

<except that any plan or :oys·tem adopted must comply with the equal-protection-

f . 1 . . l 1. f . . . . 20 
o -t 1e-laws provJ..slons of t 1e ca 1 ornla Cons·tJ..tutJ..on. 

During the rehsar ing in the Los lillgeles Court, some superintendents, 

as well as other. members of t.he educO:tional -commUnity,- ~..,e-re balled upon to 

19 . t . t J 1 13 1973 \'IJ.n on, 9£.:... c':._., u y , • 

20~et:E~E.9..~~...:._,_!:ries1:_, 96 Ca.l i fornia Repor-ter 601. ( 1974) ~ 
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testify. This testimony aided the judge in coming lip: with ·his final decision 
•:: 

and statements regarding the inadequacy of S. B. 90 and A. B. 1267. Al-

though the judgment handed down by Judge Bernard s. Jefferson did not re-

quire a specific plan or system in the Findings of Fact and Conclusion of 

Law, it did list alternative plans of financing public education that would 

not appear to produce wealth-created spending disparities, and that are 

workable, practical, and feasible. 
21 

It is these plans that will provide 

the basis for this study. 

Statement of the Problem 

'I'he Jefferson decision clearly stated that all changes or modifications 

to meet the requirements of the judgment must be made by legislative action. 

It appears, however, that the persons ·who will be most affected by this 

legislation and who will be responsible for its implementation, the District 

Superintendent .. s ,_ will have only -token input in the deve1opment of these plans. 

It seems imperati V'=. tl-~a.t t.his group have an opportunity to express their 

opinions about the S 1Jggested alternatives. 1'hey should also have the oppor-

tunity to suggest other alternatives which may meet the judicial criteria. 

Purpose of t.he Study_ 

The purpose of this study is to determine whether t.he chief adminis-

trative ·officers in the school districts of California have a preference for 

one OJ7 more of the specific alternative plans of financing education which 

·.;as propos<·d by Judge Jefferson. It will also provide them the opportunity 

to sug9est an alternative fina.nce plan which may meet the equal···protection-

of-the-laws provisions of the California Constitution~ 

21 . . 
§:,~_:_:~::.~ .... ~~ . P r ~est , 912 .. c~ t . 
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Procedures of the Study 

In order to achieve the purpose of the study, a random sample of 

District Superintendents throughout the State of California was surveyed. 

This random sample was stratified on the basis of three independent 

va.riables: wealth and tax rate, size, and societal area. The surveys 

listed, with a short explanation of each, the five alternative finance 

plans suggested in the Jefferson decision. The respondent was asked to 

rate each finance plan as to its acceptability as an educational 

financing system in terms of the impact on his district. In addition, 

if the Superintendent felt that none of t.he suggested plans were accept-

able, he was asked to describe a modification or combination of those 

pl.:.:.ns, o:c to outline a plan which he. ;;qould consider acczptable4 To 

ar.al·/o.::e whc:---u·,er one plan w.as s_ignificantly more preferable to ·:ill of the 

superintendents than any other plan, all plans '~ere tested using a t-test 

for significant differences --of gr-c5up-·means. Th-e responses for each plan 

were then analyzed for significance based on the variables of level of 

orga.nizati.on, source of revenue, type of state aid, wealth, s.ize, and 

societal area using a Chi Square test. 

f':; 
\ r{ 

!fypotheseo 

This study Is based on the following hypotheses: 

!!.XE.~_E~ese~_l:_. Superi.ntendent.s in California showed no significant 

preference for a.ny one of the five finance plans suggested by Judge 

Jefferson. 

Hypo.!:~~-.2· There is no significant difference in ·the prefex:ence 

9f supe.r:int<.c;ndent~=l from t~lementary, .sec:::-;r.dary ~ a.nd un.ified school 



districts toward Full State Ftmding. 

Hypothesis 3. There is no significant difference in the preference 

of superintendents from elementary, secondary, and unified school 

districts toward Consolidation. 

Hypothesis 4. There is no significant difference in the preference 

of superint.endents from elementary, secondary, and unified school: 

districts toward Removal of the Commercial and Industrial Tax Base. 

Hypothesis 5. 'l'here is no significant difference in the preference 

of superintendents from elementary, secondary, and unified school 

districts toward Power Equalizing. 

Hypothesis 6. There is no significant difference in the preference 

of superintendents from elementary, secondary, and unified school 

di st.ricts ·toY~rard Vouchers. 

Hypothssis 7_~ 'I'hr.~re is no significant. difference in- the preference 

of superintendents from re:~ddential tax based districts and commercial/ 

indus-trial based -districts toward :Full State Fundi_ng. 

IIYP!:>!;hesi~-· There is no significant difference in the preference 

of S-uperintendents from residential tax based districts and commercial/ 

industrial based districts toward Consolidation. 

!fypoalesis ~-· There is no significant difference in the preference 

of superintendents f'rom residential tax based districts and commercial/ 

indestrial based diHtricts toward r:emoval of the Corn:rnercial and 

Industrial Tax Base~ 

10 

Hy;pot~sis __ l.Q~ There is no significant difference in the preference 

of ~:::upexin-tendents from ·residential tax based districts and commercial/ 

i~1dust:ria1· based districts to\vard Povu~r Equa.lizi_ng. 
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Hypothesis 11. There is no significant difference in the preference 

of superintendents from residential tax based districts and commercial/ 

industrial based districts t01oard Vouchers. 

Hypothesis 12. There is no significant difference in the preference 

of superintendents from urban, suburban, and rural school districts 

toward Full State Funding. 

Hypothesis 13. · There is no significant difference in the preference 

of superintendents from urban, suburban, and rural school districts 

toward Consolidation. 

Hypothesis 14. There is no significant difference in the preference 

of superintendents from urban, suburban, and rural school districts 

toward Removal of the Commercial and Industrial Tax Base. 

Hypo~s _15. There- is no s_ignificunt difference in the preference 

Of superintende_lictS from urban,: suburban, and rural scl:·£·001 districts t.C'\\!'2trQ. 

Pov1er Equalizing~ 

Hypothesis 16_. There is no significant difference in the preference. 

of superinter,dents from urban, suburban, and rural school districts 

tcrwa~·d Vouchers. 

Hypothesis 17. There is no significant difference in the preference 

of superintendents from rich and poor d:i;stricts toward Full State Funding. 

~YJ29:thesi.s '18~ There is no significant difference in the preference 

of Superintendents- ·frOm rich and poor district-s tow~rd Consolidat.ion. 

Hypothesis 19. There i.s no significant difference in the preference 

of superintendents from rich and poor districts toward Removal of the 

Commercia·l and ·.Industrial Tax Base. 

· HYPO!l,(-:i'si~~ Thfire- ·iS- ·no sig"nifica:nt differen-ce- in· the ·prefe.i·en-ce · 

of r;uperinte:ndnnt~~ from rich and poor districts toward power Equalizing .. 
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!:!~thesis 21. There is no significant difference in the preference 

of superintendents from rich and poor districts toward Vouchers. 

Hypothesis 22. There is no significant difference in the preference 

of superintendents from basic aid districts and foundation plan districts 

toward Full State Funding. 

Hypothesis 23. There is no significant difference in the preference 

of superintendents from basic aid districts and foundation plan districts 

toward Consolidation. 

Hypothesis 24. There is no significant difference in the preference 

of superintendents from basic aid districts and foundation plan districts 

toward Removal of the Commercial and Industrial Tax Base. 

Hypothesis 25. There is no significant difference in the preference 

of superintendents from basic aid districts and foundation plan dlstricts 

toward Power Equalizing. 

~potJ~is 26_~ There is no s_ignificant difference in the preference 

of superintendf~nts from basic aid districts and foundation pl_an d-i~t.r~ct~ 

toward Vouchers. 

Hypothesis 27. There is no significant difference in the preference 

of superintendents from different size school districts toward Full State 

Funding • 

. !IX .. t-">th<=:sis 2~. There is no s.ignificant difference in the preference 

of superint.endents .f.rom different size school districts toward Consoli­

dation. 

Hypot.hl~sis 29. There is no significant difference in the preference 

of superintendents from different size school districts ·toward Removal of 

the Ccmmercial and Industrial Tax Base. 
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!!lr;?_!::hosi:>_}.9_· 'l'he.re is no significant d.ifference in. the p:referen.ce 

of superintendents from different size school di>;tricts toward Power 

Equalizing. 

gypothesis 31. There is no significant difference in the preference 
• 

of s\lperintendents from different size school districts t01vard Vouchers. 

Limitations of the Study 

This study is limited to analyses of the responses to a question·· 

naire sent to District. Supe:-:-intendents of public school districts in the 

State of Californi2-. It did not include special schools or programs 

operated by t.:he County Office of Education nor Junior College Districts. 

The responses were based on the backgro\md and resources which are 

inherent in the position of District Superintendent in school di.stricts 

in the State of California. The findings of this study are limited 

·to those distric-ts having similar characteristics to the districts in the 

stratified sample~ 

Definition of Terms 

For the purposes of this study, the following definitions were used: 

~_9e Daily Attendance (A.D.A.) - a figure arrived at by dividing 

the total time in attendance for pupils by the total number of teaching 

days for a given period of time.
22 

. Apport.ionment Formula_ - a mathematical formula for computation of 

the amount of state aid for which a local school district may be eligible. 

22
Eugene Benedetti and Harold Hall, School Finance and Business 

Man~<;r_<"::'tlent (Los Angeles: Los Angeles State College, Division of 
Education, 1946), p. lOS. 
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It usually truces into consideration the school district's ability to 

raise a designated ru~ount of money from a uniform tax effort toward 

f . . . . t d d ll f 'l 23 
~nanc~ng a ~n~murn guaran ee o ar amount o revenue per pup~ • 

Assessed Valuation - the official valuation of property or income 

f h 
. 24 

or t e purpose of taxat~on. 

Consolidation - the .legal reconstitution of the basic administrative 

units (school d.is·tricts) of a state. It is. a responsibility of the 

state and can be accomplished only through authorization of the state 

.l . l' 25 
eg~s ature. 

,!'quality of Educational Opportunity - the state should insure equal 

educational resources to every child within its borders at a uniform 

effort th:coughout t.he state in terms of the burden of taxation; the tax 

burden of education should, throughout the state, be uniform in relation 

to ta>:paying abi.lit.y, and the provision for schools should be unifonn in 

l . 'h "' •'--1 l ' d . . d t' 26 
n:!: at1.on to t ... e e.~ ... nca.u e ,popu at1.on es1rJ.ng e uca -J..on~ 

~;q.!;lity - a tax st.ructure requi1:ingo (l) equal treatment of e.quals; 

(2) distribution of the overall tax burden on tho basis of ability to pay, 

as measured by income, by wealth, by consumption; (3) exclusion from tax 

of persons in the lowest-income groups, on the grounds that they have no 

taxpi:lying capacity; and (4) a progressive overall distribution of tax 

x·elat.ive to income on the basis that tax capacity rises more rapidly than 

23 . , 
Br1.gnton StaYner, Financing Public Schools, A Study. Guide 

(WaBhington, D. C~ z Conunitt8"e ori Edu~atiOOa.l Finance, N.E.A., 1965), p. 61·. 

24 
Leon Osview and Wm. Gostet.ter, Budgeting for· Bet.ter Schools 

(Englewood C.liff,s, N. J. Prentice-HaU.;J.960j-;-p:--31.5. 

/5 I 

~ John E .. Co:cbally, Jr ~ , School Finance (Boston: Allyn and Bacon, 
Inc.,. 1062), p. J.S. 

~6 . ' 173 Strayer and. H<=!.lg,. s>E.~-~~@ ·' p. · · 
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.tncome. 

Foundation Program - a plan for financing schools that requires 

equity for taxpayers as well as equality and adequacy of opportunity for 

students. It means that the resources of each state must be used to 

provide the financial support required 'co meet basic educational needs. 

In California, it is a dollar amount set by the legislature.
28 

Full Sta:te Funding - the class of school finance systems in which 

the state government raise.s all school revenues and distributes funds 

15 

according to the number of pupils in each district and other educationally 

29 
relevant factors. 

Power Equalizing - a system of state aid that leaves subunit.s free 

to select levels of spending for education while giving each unit equal 

30 power to do so. 

~ro_Q~E!=X ;l~~~- .- a . tax placed c.D real p:rcpert_y tl1at is laid in pro-

. 31 
port1.on to the~ esti!i'.a·ted. value of property .. 

27 
Roe L. Johns, Full .Stat.e Funding of Education (Pittsburg, Pa.: 

Urdve.rsity of Pit:tsburg Press, 1973), p. 48 .. 

28 . . 
Roe L. .Johns r· and Edgar L. Morphet, Financ:tng t.hG:- Publ1.c Schools 

(Englewood Cliffs I N. \J- : Prentice--Hall, rnc:-;.l96"o )-:-P:--.2"6.3 & ---·---

29 
Jchr1 Pincus, School Finance in Trans~_tion {Ca:.:nbridge, Nass.,: 

'Rn"? , ing<>r P1· ,__1,. sh' l' tr~;:~----·--1-9.74' p 48. _.__.._! -- ..UJ ..... . :..._1~ ....... _l., . }_f • -

30 
.Tohn .E. Coons, ~·lm. H. Clune, III, a.nd Stephen D. S_n9arma.n, Priva~~ 

!::~.:~ -r~.h _E;~~-_£!~.:?-2-5 ~duca·tio_r_l_ (Cambridge 1 Mass. : 'l1he· Belknap Press of· 
Harvard Universit.y Press, 197j, P~ 202 .. 

Jl r•h ' • - y ·B d t . ' !0 bl' c h J ~- J:.l.s 11.. uc .oung 1 ... u ge ~:ng 1n u lC .... c co _s 
Sv1ift Co~, 1946) ~ p. 132.-----·------·-·-~-----------

(Chicago: John s. 
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Real Property - land and improvements thereon and things which are 

fixed or inunovable in a general sense. It is taxable only by the. govern-

mental unit in which it is located. It is the primary subject of property 

32 
taxes and provides the major portion of revenue received from the tax. 

Revenue - additions to assets which do not increase any liability, 

nor represent the recovery of any expenditure, nor represent the cancel-

lation of liabilities without a corresponding increase in other 

liabilities or a decrease in assets a Revenue refers to an increase in 

the net resources or surplus of a fund. The basic sources of revenue for 

financing public education in California are property taxes on residential, 

industrial and commercial properties. 
33 

Tax Base - the unit against which a rate structure is applied which 

det:erntines ta:{ n~venue. It :i~:; usua.lly express&j in dolla.t' unit-s (e.g. r 

. ~ l 't • . h " . h . ·' t ) 34 
Wl ::n. sa f'!S tax, t 1e oase :ts t e cost o.t t:: ... e- purcJ.~.aseu. __ l ~em .. 

~x-~ate - the:· amount of ooney levied per one hundred dollars of 

assessed valuation. This money may be .used by the district for any legal: 

35 
purpose. 

yo~p_l::!_er Plaf!. - an educational financi_ng- system that would cha_nge one 

traditional syst.em of using tax funds to finance public schools to an 

arra_ngement of pro~ .. riding tax vouchers to individual parents ,Nho would 

32 . . 1'1 . 't Cerna __ y, ~2E=-9-~·, p. 141. 

33~ 1' f . . . 
~-a .1 ·o.nu.-3. State 

~ng_!~~n;~~:..~ (;3acrmnento: 
Department of Education, California. School Account­
California Office of Sta~PrDiting, 19-73)-;- p:---

XIII. 

34 . 1' . l" Cot:na ... y ~ £-f::_~!:-~-. , p. ..) . 
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. 36 
pu~cha.se education in a market place of d1. ve.rsr.= schools. 

Organization of the Studx_. 

In Chapter I equality of educational opportunity was discussed. The 

problems with the meaning of the term; court cases resulting from the de-

mand for it, specifically the case of ~ano vs. Prjes~ in California; 

the resulting legislation to attempt to answer the inequities; and the 

co;.'lrt.' s response to ·this legislative attempt \'Jere presented. T·he -purpose 

of the study was stated, the hypotheses, and the procedures that ~1er:e 

uaed to analyze them were also presented. Those limitations which were 

placed on the study were enumerated, and the basic terms were defined. 

A review of what others have had to say about equality, equity, and 

various fJnance schemes are docw:r.ented tn the second chapter. 'rhis 

review will focus mainly on equality of educational opportunity, P..quity, 

... j and how legislation and the recent court cases are related to these issues. 

The design and procedures used·· in the study -are ·covered in Chapter 

III. It includes the sampling procedures, data sources, data collection 

techniques, and th.e methods used to analyze the data which were collected. 

In the fourth chapter, an analysis of the data which were collected 

is reported. 

In Chapter V, a summary statement of the entire study, the conclu-. 

sions that "ere 'derived 'a.nd reconunendations for future studies are 

}?resented. 

36 
George R. 

(Nc.w York, N.Y. ; 
LaNone, Educational Vouchers: Concepts and Controversies 

Teachers College Press, Columbia University, 1972), p. 12. 



CHAPTER II 

HISTORICAL DEVELOPMENT 

In this chapter the literature pertinent to this study is examined. 

In the first section the historical development of the concept of equality 

of educational opportunity, as it pertains to financial equality as it is 

perceived by various authorities is analyzed. The origin of the concept 

of p•lblic education in the United States is presented. This is fo.llm<ed 

by the research on the manner in which schools are financed. The events 

that contributed to the principle of an equal educational opportunity for 

all students, the solutions that were proposed and utilized to provide 

fina.ncial equality, :the different. viewpoints of authoritative sources on 

the 1.ssue of equalization, and a study that was conducted about the quality 

of education in the nation's urban schools are reviewed. In the second 

section the sot.;rce.s of. rev~nue. for educcttional purposes· are presented. 

1'hr= aygmnE!ni:s of author·i"cies for and _a<Ja.ir.~,st property tax, the most ccm­

mon.ly used source f the advantages and disadvantages of .state sources versus 

local ~ourcr~s, and the pOe,sibili ty 0-f federal support are di_scussed. 

The third section is concerned with alternative fL1anci_ng proposals 

that ecucators aHd financial experts offer as an equitable method for 

school financing. Those alternatives discussed are full state funding, 

power. equa.lizcit.ion f and i:he vo'ucher. system. The alternatiVe of federal 

fund...~ng i.s also mentioned .. 

'!'he legal uspect.s: o.f equality .in educational opport:unit.y are re­

~;earched i.n the fourth s·ection. The constitutional provisions of both 

fedf.~ral .:':ind st:ate constitutions are re.vie,.ve.d, and the landmark financial 

equ-ality cases that..: wex:e heard by the cou.rts and the results o.f these cases 

a:re ci t.ed. ~rheso are followed by an analyFois by educators ;.md .other 

].8 



prominent financial authorities on what these decisions meant and what 

impact they could have on the schools. 

In the fifth section is presented an account of what occurred in 

California in response to the charge by Serrano that the state's method 

19 

of financing education is unconstitutional. The development of legis­

lation to overcome this problem is stressed concluding with a presentation 

of S. B. 90 and A. B. 1267, the legislation that was heralded as the 

answer to the Serrano decision. The chapter is concluded with the results 

of the rehearing of the Serrano case by Judge Jefferson, listing the 

reasons for his finding that the new legislation did not change the 

original· fincl.ings of the unconstitutionality of California's financing 

procedures, and the possible alternatives he suggests that might provide 

a legal system. 

Hj 2b ... J~:-ical DeveJ.opment· 

In order to place- thi.e. ·study in perspective it is nece-ssary to examine 

the historical development of the responsibility for education and the 

sources of revenue available for the public financing of education. Of 

equal importance is the historical concern -with the concept of equality o.f 

·educa.tional opportunity, the initial and current definitions of the term, 

and the c~fforts , .. ,hich are being made to achieve this elusive goal. 

IJ.1he early settlers of America, as chronicled by Rosenstengel a.nd 

Ea.stmond, b:tough~~ with them the ideals and traditions of their mother 

count.rie~3. 'rhe prevailing attitudes of the colonists, except for those in 

New England, held that whatever provisions were made for educat:ion should 

be HtadB by the church or the family. Compulsory education at public ex-

perAse. can be trac·ed to laws made in Massachusetts dating back to 
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1634.
36 

Mort notes that at the time the Constitutional Convention de-

cided to leave education "to the states or to the people," tax-supported 

37 
education was limited to the older New England states. To the large 

majority of the original states, public education was an unknown concept. 

Twelve of the thirteen original states adopted constitutions in this 

period.; only seven of these constitutions mentioned education. It >TaS 

another forty years after the Constitutional Convention before New Jersey, 

Pennsylvania, and Rhode Island became the next states t,o have tax-supported 

schools. Host of the remaining states did not take this step until another 

eighty years had passed. The land grant policy adopted by the Continental 

Congress in 1787 provided a strong impetus to education for the area west 

.of the Allegheny Hountains. This policy inoluded the earmarking of land 

for school purposes in eve,:y township of the Northwest Terri tory. By the 

. y2a.r 1890, whe.n tax-supported public ed'..lcation was an accepted policy in 

all ti:-w: states, one--fourth of the states were providing more than half of 

the costs of public- education from state revenue. 

Mort notes that by 1830, the shape of public education had begun to 

appear. It contained a system of public control and a method of public 

financing. In the decades irrunediately following, the new states espoused 

tax-supported educat.ion and used the money from their federal land ,grants 

"8 a.s _a st.imulus t.o local actiOn . ..J 

36 
Wm. Even"!tt. Rosenst.engel and \Jefferson N. Eastmond, _§choo.!.._~"'in~~-r 

.!_~s '1\hec_!..Y_~!l~_!~_~c-tice, {New York: The "Ronald Press Co., 1957), P~ 26~ 

3/ 
Paul R. Mort, 

~~~~~~e, (New· York: 
Walter C. Reusser, and John 1N. Polley, !:1Jblic School 
McGraw-Hill Book Co., Inc., 1960), p .. l94. 

38 
t1ort, Reusser, and Polley, op, ci't~, p. 196. 
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Education in the first half of the nineteenth century in the United 

States was described by Benson as being "mixed. "
39 

By this he meant that 

although there were public schools, schools which were under public manage-

ment and open to all children regardless of class or religion, it was 

assumed that those parents who were able would help defray the costs of 

educating their· children. Children of indigent parents attended free of 

charge, and persons with no children made no monetary contribution to the 

schools. 

After 1850, such men as James G. Carte, Horace Mann, and Henry Barnard 

led this cocc~tr] in strengthening the public school system. According to 

Hinsdale, Mann a.dvocated a structure of publicly supported and publicly 

40 
operated "common schools." This ba.sic concept remains with us today .. 

Of equal importance historically was the manner in which schools would 

.be financ£:c1. Barr describes the earliest source of funding in the P...merican 

colonies as being derived from· grants from England 1 and he observes tha·t 

state support of eCiucation in this country grew from practices in England 

. . 41 
and Europe. The early laws of Massachusetts, according to Rosenstengel · 

and Eastmond, were the bases in this country for laviS to establish and main-

tain a school system to serve all of the children, and to provide for its 

support by t.he equalized and comvulsory tax of all "householders. " They 

list.ed some of the early day sources of revenue as the fuel or wood tax, the 

rate bill, tuition fees, land endownments, a variety of license taxes, local 

39 , 1 h . Cr..ar es S. Be:nson, T.e Econom1cs of Public _EducatiOJ.~J (Boston: 
Houghi:on i-1iffl.in Co., 1961), p. 314. 

40
Bt3rnard A. Hinsdale, !:!_~r~.,:;e lilann and the Com.~11on School_ Revival 

in the ·g-.:~!. ted §_!~te:'=?_; (Ne\'1 York: Charles Scribner 1 s Sons, 1960) , p. 28. 

41 w. Montfort Barr, [1.~~-~..9~-~.Pu~l~.£- School._£:_Lnance, (Nevi York: 
Amerlca.n Hook Co., 1960), p. 87. 
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appropriations, occupational taxes, organized lotteries, bank taxes, fines 

d lt . . d t . . . 42 an pena J.es, Insurance premlum taxes an sta e appropr~atJ.ons. 

The Kalamazoo case in 1872, a landmark case in the idea of high schools 

becoming a part of the public school system and being tax supported, had a 

great deal of influence with increasing public support of schools.
43 

It was Cubberley who recognized the need for the state to have high 

involvement in funding public education. He proposed that this be done 

through both equalizati<;m and incentive payments. 
44 

His study led to 

efforts to translate the philosophy of equal educational opportunity into 

a viable state finance program which adjusted for variations in district 

wealth. This task was assigned to the Educational Finance Inquiry Commission 

(1921-23). Their results, reported by Strayer and Haig, established a pro­

gram called the foU.lldat.:i.on plan. 
45 

Coons observes that. modified, scrutinized, 

criticized ·as it. was 1 this p.rog1~am remained the paradigm of state aid t6 
1l6 

E:.du.c~rtion until after 1960.- It was Benson in 1961, however, who first 

wrote that the S trayer-Haig s.cheme providing for equal· educational- oppor- -. 

. 47 1 h' f . . . d tunJ.ty was a. myth. The .o_ng~term J.story o revenue sources 1s summarJ.ze 

by Burke as: (1) a gradual abolishment of many early non-tax sources of 

revenue; (2) the growth ?llld decline of income from permanent school funds; 

(3) the growth and decline of local, county, and state property tax support 

for echools 1 (4) tbe decreasing impoi~ta.ncc of carrnaxked state schqol taxes, 

42 - - d . t ?8 Ro.ssnst.enge_i and Eastman , op. c~ ~, p. ""' . 

43.. . ., IIJld, p. ~4. 

Ll • 
·''cubberley, ~· ci!:_., p. ll7, 

45 . 1 . 't 20' Strayer anc HaJ.g, op. CJ. . , p. .1.. 

46. . . t "3 Coons, .912.~_!::~~.:._.., p. 5 . 

47
Benson 1 ~'ht:~Econ'2!~~y£~-i'_?__I;!d~.C:..E~!L_on, PP~ .20.1-210. 
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and the spread of state general-fund educational appropriations; (5) the 

growing potency of the federal tax structure and the provision of annual 

revenues for public schools from federal tax sources; and (6) the develop-

ment of local or county nonproperty rates to supplement or reduce property 

48 taxes. 

The concept of financial equalization has been a topic of discussion 

of educators for many years. Cubberley described his concern for whether 

states had evolved a just and equitable plan for distributing funds, yet 

he felt that the state school tax at that time best equalized the burdens 

49 
for revenues. 

The equalization principle is a very difficult principle to define. 

Some authorities base their interpretation on financial equality, while 

others are more concerned with establishing the same quality of education 

for all stude:rrts. Burke feels it is hard ~co define because of the five 

E~ler:.::~nt3 t~ha.t it i.nvol-;_res, ·which w(=re discuSsed in the first ctapter .. All 

of these are difficult "l:o delimit. 
50 

He illustrates this by iis·ting eight 

popular definitions of the equalization principle given from 1923 to 1940 

by these authorities: Noehlrnan, Simpson, Grace and Moe, M'cGuire, Hart, 

Norri son, Z:.'lort and ReUsser, and finally Strayer and Haig. None of the 

defini tiona offered are exactly the same, yet each au"tr,or attempts. to de~ 

scribe equality of educational opportunity·. These men make little effort 

to sepa.rate the financial aspects based- on the amount of revenue available 

for educa·tion, from the same quality of education for all students. 

4R 
.... Burke, op~ .cit., p. 109. 

49 
Cubbe~ ley, op. _cit. , p. 18. 

59 
Burke, 91'.! .. ci·t. , p. 89. 



I 
j 

--1 

-l 
J 
I 

I 

- ~ 
I 
j 

Strayer and Haig report the findings of the Educational Finance 

Inquiry Commission on the essentials involved in the principle of equal 

educational opportQ~ity as follows: 

To carry into effect the principle of "equalization of 
educational opportunity" and'equalization of school support" 
as commonly understood, it would be necessary (l) to establish 
schools or make other arrangements sufficient to furnish the 
children in every locality within the state with equal educa­
tional opportunities up to some prescribed minimum; (2) to 
raise the funds necessary for this purpose by local or state 
taxation adjusted in such manner as to bear upon the people 
in tax-paying ability; and (3) to provide adequately either 
for the supervision and control of all the schools or for . 

51 their direct administration, by a state department of educatlon. 

In 1964 a commission was authorized by the United States Congress 

to study the quality of learning in the nation's urban schools. The 

report of this commission, commonly called the Coleman Report after its 

senior author James s. Coleman, has generated a great deal of contra-

24 

_j versy over its findings, and the rnet.hodology and validity of its· re-

st~arch. Also, there: Vlas a g-reat a.monnt of confus-ion regarding the data 

and r-ecoi'l\Bendatior::.s follovdng the publication of the re.port.. ll. Harvard 

facult.y seminar spent- three years reanalyzing the Coleman Report data 

which was reported on by Mosteller and Moynihan. An article by Patterson 

lists their major findings as: 

1. There is almost no re-lation of variation in School 
facilities to variation in levels of academic achievement; 

2~ Only fractiOns of a percent of variance in ·achievement 
was accounted. for by pupil expenditure; 

~ 3o Family background differences account for much more 
variat:ion in achievement than do school differences; 

4. ,Facilities and curriculum are much less re.lat.ed to 
achievement than a.re the attributes of a child'S fellow 
students r 

5. •J'he high<er· the social class of other students, the 
h:i gher any qiv<~n student 1 s achievement; 

6. 11 Good SchoOls, 11 by themselves, are not enough to 
assure. good education; 
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7. Teachers mattered, at least for black students ••. ; 
8. For t~;elfth grade, only 16% of Negro students through­

out the nation ~;ere at or above grade level. Similar results 
held for Puerto Ricans,_ Mexican Americans, and American Indians; 

9. A child's 11 sense of control of his envi:t:onment 11 

correlated strongly ~;ith his/her education achievement. 
10. Black and ~;hi te children had nea:dy comparable school 

resources within regions and once one takes account of race and 
family background, academic achievement is ~;eakly related to 
school politicians and resources .... ; 

11. Blacks on the average are currently performing best in 
majority white environments, and whites are not performing sub­
stantially worse in moderately integrated environments than in 
all ~<hite schools; 

12. Classification practices ... may be harmful to the 
achievement of blacks while not aiding the achievement of 
whites verY much; 

13. The variation in achievement among schools was small 
52 compared to that among individual students within the same school. 

In a follow-up to the Coleman Report by Jencks, the basic theme is 

that even if the inequalities which he lists as existing in schools were 

eliminated, this would do little to raise the achievement level of 

53 
children or irap.rove their chances of going to college. Another con-

i:enti.on in Jencks' study that equalizing educational opportunity will 

ha. .. Je. no appreciable effe.ct on· equalizing income in our society has pro-

voked <'ide spread controversy. Tanner, questions Jencks' hypothesis by 

stating that the education of a given population cannot be construed as 

the path toward equalizing income, but rather providing 1nembers of that 

54 
population wiU1 life choices that otherwise might not be open to them. 

Wa-lberg arid Rasher report that some researchers have interpreted 

these studies to indicate that a-student 1 s general test scores are 

52
Frederick -t-~osteller and Daniel P ·- Naynihan, {eds.) Q~-}~_g_ua.:!_~ty o~ 

Educational Opporttmity (New York: Random House 1 1972) r cited by Wade. N~ 
·p~tt;·(~rSo~- '•Aft~r- tile Coleman Re_po.rt-What About It?.. ~ust, ·val. 3, No. 2 
(Now,mber, 197 3) , pp. 11-.12. 

25 

53 
h ' h h 1· f tl Eff ' C r1.stop er Jencks and ot ers, Inequa 1ty: A reassessment o. · 1e - ec:. 

of ~~~~-~.¥..- anc1 _ _?_c1~o_oli~ in ~mcric~ (Ne~:;·-York-:- Basic IiOoks-;-·r-n;_-;- 1972f·, p .--206 & 

54
naniel rra.nner' "Irmquali-ty Mi~)COnstrued, II Ed~c-~~~-i.:ma..._~Lead~_ship, 

Clay, 1973, pp. 703·-705. 
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strongly related to post test scores; moderately related to the social 

class of the school he attends; and unrelated to educational inputs such 

as expenditures per pupil and pupil/teacher ratio when the first two 

factors are taken into consideration.
55 

They then proceeded to present 

their research data, based on what they claimed was a much more reliable 

26 

study than the Coleman Report. Their findings showed that just the opposite 

of the researchers interpretations was true, and that regardless of 

socioeconomic and environmental differences, higher levels of educational 

expendit;lres and smaller pupil/teacher ratios in the public schools are 

related to lower rat.es of failure on the mental test used in their study. 

Even though the Coleman Report in itself does not include financial 

equality per se, there are many aspects that relate to inequalities in 

financial support. Also, the report has been cited in testimony in several 

of the court C?ases \·1hich ar(-: reported in this study~ 

Sources of Revenue 

•ro establish the background for the court decisions handed down in the 

Serrano case, it is important to examine the literature about the effect 

that sources of revenue have on the concept of equality of educational 

·opportunity. 

J-ohns gives the four major sources o:f 'the tax revenue which are avail-

ablt-::: . to support public services as personal income taxes, corporate income 

te..xes, sales and excis-e taxes and property tax_es. These revenues may be 

56 
levied at ·the local, state, or federal levels· of government. 

5~ Herbert J. Walberg a.nd Suf! Pinzur Rasher, "Public School Effectiveness 
and Equality: New EvidenCe and Its Implications.," .!:_hi ~Q~.+ta Kapp~~, Vol. LVI, 
No. 1, Se.pt:ember, 1974, pp. 3-9. 



Historically, as cited in Table 2.1, of these three sources, the 

major proportion of support for public schools in the United States has 

come from local revenue. 

School Year 
Ending 

1920 
1930 
1940 
1950 
1960 
1965 
1970 
1972 

Table 2.1 

:Percent of Public School Revenue Derived from 
Various Governmental Levels (1920-1972) 

Federal State 

0.3 16.5 
0.4 16.9 
1.8 30.3 
2.8 39.8 
4.4 39.1 
3.8 39.7 
7.2 40."9 
7.1 40.9 

Local 

83.2 
82.7 
67.9 
57.4 
56.5 
5"6.5 
51.8 
52.0 

Source: u. S. Bureau of the Census, Historical Statistics of the United 
States (Washl;ngton, 1.960) ; and National Education A57ociation, Estimat~s 
of Sc~ool Statistics, (1971-72) (Washington, 1971). 

The ·most commonly used form of local revenue i -s the property tax. 

27 

Groves defines the property tax as a tax upon all wealth tangible and in-

58 tangible, which possesses exchange value. This tax, as defined by Burke, 

is levied at a uniform rate upon all property in a taxing jurisdiction 

according · to an equitable (uniform) assessed valuation placed upon the 

th h 
. . . ·a· . 59 t d property by e official assessors oft e _Jur1s 1ct1on. ·Data repor e 

by the National Education Association {N.E.A.) showed that for the ten year 

57 . _ LcJ:stner, op. cit., p. 121. 

58 Henry M. Groves, Financing Government (Ne~ York: Henry Holt and 
Co., 194.5) p. 57. 

59 
- Burk~, op. cit. _, p. 113 .• 
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period from 1956 to 1966, the percentage of all local tax revenue from 

60 the property tax stayed at approximately 87 percent. This tax, which 

is utilized as both a state and local source of revenue, has been both 

supported and criticized through the years by authorities. The criticism 

has centered on the opinion supported by a study made by the New York State 

Education Department that it is the most inadequate and regressive of all 

61 
of the tax sources. Netzger observes that the American property tax system 

aboundsin anomalies. During the past century no major fiscal institution, 

here or abroad, has been criticized at such length and with such vigor; 

yet no major fiscal institution has changed so little in modern times.
62 

Kent reported that in state after state, districts making the greatest 

local tax effort had the smallest amount of money available to them. Also, 

he continued, there tended to be an inverse relationship between the social 

need for educ(?..t.:.ion as ·cneasu.red by corhmuni ty socio-economic stn.tus indica-

tor-s . 63 and the level of support avaJ.lable. Leroy Greer.J, the C~ainna.n of 

the California l'.ssembly Education Committee, feels that the· property tax 

should be · aba>'ldoned as a tax source except for those services (e.g., streets, 

sidewalks, police and fire protection, utili ties) that dir-ectly benefit 

property. He also believes that· there is no logical relationship between 

60N.E.A. Research Bulletin; Vol. 47, No. 2, May 1969, p. 53. 

61
Nmv York State Education Dept. , 11 Full St.ate Fund:i.ng of ElB~entary 

and Secondaty Educai:ion in New York State, 11 (Albany r New York State 
Education Dep·t., Div. Of ',Educa. Finance, ERIC Documellt, February, 197.2), 
p. 17. 

63
Russell Kent., ''The Financing of Equal Educational Oppor·tnnity," 

_'I'h_!'~W-t, Vol. 3, NoA 2, (November, 1973), p .. 9. 
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the value of property 1d thin a school district and the need to finance a 

t d I d 
. 64 

s u .ent s e ucat.1.on. _ 

In spite of all this criticism the property tax remains the mainstay 

of revenue sources for local units. This is true, reports the United 

Stat<>s Committee on Educational Finance, despite property weaknesses which 

they list as: the substantial leakages in revenue resulting in under-

assessment, slack collection procedures and exemptions, the unrealistic 

limits imposed by state constitutions. and statutes on the rates, and the 

great number of governmental units (about 100,000) relying on this revenue 

65 
source of which school districts comprise about half. 

There have been some authorities who have favored the property tax. 

Updegraff felt that the idea of local support was fundamental and that a 

66 
minimal property tax should be used for this support. 

Jchn fs.e1:; t.!:.a.t dem6c:c.::-~.tic pax:t5 .. -cipatiop in the operati.o!1 of local 

schools can best be guarmTl:.eed Oy the availab·il.ity of funds from the J.o .. -

67 
cal property tax, which is closely associated with the local econumy. 

Barr supports this viewpoint when he states that it is vital that the .local 

community ha.V"(~ an important share in decisions as to the quantity and 

quality of the educational program, and that it have considerable leeway 

in raising school ftn1ds. He adds that local desi.t;·e for better schools is 

often not as eff.cct.ive when the sta1:e provides all o.r most of the necessary 

64 

p. 36. 

65 

Leroy Green 1 ''School Financing (California) 1 •: C~pact., December, 1971, 

U.S. Committee on Educatio:na.l Pinance of the N .E .A~, ~~~-.!::_ocaJ.:. 

Sc.::~~~-of :!'.::1x R~~ue~~-' (Washington, D. C., N.E.A., 1950), p. 14. 

66
nar..1.an Updegraff t Rural School Survey of~ N~_!"_~:..~_..§.!~C::!_~_;_!:_inan~~~J... 

§.l!Pl'~! (Ithacai B:! the author, 1922), p. :27. 

67 
R. .L. Johns, .T.!.?:~ _ _!>_:r·ope:r.ty Tv.x ~E9~- Pu~~!_<::~~~~ho~!~. F i!2~n·c~.:~..2, {Wash..i.ngton, 

D. C.: I .. cgis_l.:.tt.:i.ve Commission, N.E.A., l9:i8, p. 2 .. 
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funds. He feels that the property tax is still the backbone of local 

government, and that it is the significant task for each state to inte-

grate property taxation into its state tax system in such manner that it 

becomes equitable for all citizens.
68 

30 

It is noted by Corbally that over 95 percent of local school finan-

69 
cial support is derived from the property tax. The other local sources 

are called nonproperty taxes. Local sources of revenue in this category 

are ·taxes on income, sales, gasoline, and gross receipts, with a number 

of other taxes bringing minor amounts of revenue. Municipal governments 

have been the main governmental units to utilize nonproperty taxes. 

Alford comprehensively reviewed nonproperty taxes on a local level 

and examined taxes on personal services, consumption and income as po-

tential sources. He concurred with Burkhead
70 

that except for large 

n cities or country-wide levies, li·ttle use can be made of these sources. 

::Lhe National Co\'nmi ttee for the Support of· Public Schools coucl.1.1ded ·from 

their research that t.he likely trend _for local sales a.:-td income taxes 

would be useful only as local supplemental rates on the state tax base 

72 administeren by the state. McLoone suggested that unifo.nn state·-wide 

propGrty-tax rates be set at levels necessary to provide designated minimum 

68 
Barr, .':'P.~_ci t. , pp. 121-122. 

69
·J· h 1<' c b ]"' ._ o n ~..:... .or· a .J.y, Allyn and Bacon, 

Inc., 1962), p. l48. 

70 
;Jesse Burkhead, State and Local T<ixes for Public Educatio'!., 

(Syracuse: Syracuse University Press, 1963), p. 139 .. 

71 
Albert L. Alford, _l!onp:t:.£JL'!E.ty Taxation for ~!'O()_ls, _!'_"ssibilities 

for Loca.l Appljccaj:ion, (Washircgton, D. C.: USOE, 1963), p. 47. 

72National. committee· for .the Support:. of_ Public Sc~ool?_, "Broadening 
the Bal?e o£ St~"lte Support,'~- ]SnC?w Yo~_;:_.Schools_ Fact Sheet, N~:.._§_, unpub­
lished,. October, l;JG6), p. 2. •. 
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programs. This would assure that all property within the state would 

contribute to the basic educational program. Local communities with the. 

capacity and the desire to spend more on their schools could level non-

property taxes, and make available a complementary alternative to the 

property tax. · 

The other sources of tax revenues available for education are 

generally collected at the state and national levels and are then appor-

t.ioned out to the local school district.s in some manner that officials 

feel will equalize the imbalance of the variations occurring in the level 

of support at the local level. 

State support, which was the first support used in this country, is 

the second largest governmental level utilized for collecting revenue. 

The st.ate property tax, as espoused by Cubberley and others, was one of 

the first stat..:.e sources of revenue. But, as a need for property tax 

rel.ief" g:!:'m•? rr,ore a.pi;Jaxent afte·r th.e 1920's, Swi.ft reports that. many states 

73 
began to adopt new tax sources .. 

Barr enumera-tes -early state tax: sources as license taxation and 

other tax sources a£ poll taxes, real property, personal property, income, 

profits from trade, sale of pri.veleges, and excis·e taxes. He reports 

modern :?tate systems of taxation of individuals, commodities, and businesses 

as h.avi.ng these sources: sales t:.axes, income t,ax, an_d license taxation 

'h' h ·. 1 d h' 1 74 
lt; JJ-: 1nc u es motor ve 1c e taxes~ 

73 . F'letche:t.· r;:arpGr Swift, _Fe_der.il. and S-tate 
§.~ho21 P.i.:_na.n~~j~ t:he. Uni i:ed St:c:rb.!s (New York: 
p. 87. 

74 
Barr, .£E.:._9i t. , . pp. 134-14:>.. 

PoLicies In Public -------
Ginn and Co., 1931), 
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Cyr points out that an increase in the use of these various tax 

devices occurred in the 1930's. These are presented on the following 

chart: 

Number of States Levying Various Taxes
75 

Tax 1928 1934 1937 

P8rsonal Income Tax 11 25 34 

Corporation Income Tax 12 27 32 

General Sales Tax 4 22 23 

Chain Store Tax 2 19 19 

Tobacco Tax 11 15 25 

Liquor Tax 0 16 47 

State tax sources having widespread support in current tax theory 

according to Rosenstengel and Eastmond are: consumption taxes; personal 

income taxes; property taxes; corporation net income taxes; severance 

taxes; death and gift t.axes i and taxes on banks_, insurance companies, 

public-:- utili tie;s, and other businesses. 
76 

Not all :cevenue sources are used fo:c fina:-,cir..g education. In some 

states only certain ones may be used, but the general trend seems to be 

for states to provide support for education from the general fund' Barr 

reports that during the 1957-1958 school year about 75 percent of s'cate 

school support was appropriated from the general funds of states. A 

.li ti:.le under 25 percent was obtained from the receipts of state.- taxes 

32 

earmarked for the public schools. Permanent school fund income accounted 

. 77 
for only 1. 5 percent of sta.te school support o · Corbally discourages the 

practice of ob-tnining revenue from a state eannarked t-ax because of the. many 

problems it can promote. He asserts that most schools- obtain their main 

---------.·-
75 

Frank W 0 Cyr,. Arvid J o Burke,. and Paul Ro. Mort, £>aying for _ou>; PUbli_c;:_ 
~ . .9.~:?.~~~- (Scranton, Pa.: ·International 1l'6xtbook Co., 1938), p .. 135. 

76 
Rosensteng-ol and Eastmond, 9..£:.. c:it., p. 129. 

77
JJarr, £Po cit:_., ppo l42-144o 
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state support from appropriath1ns from the general fund which is brought 

about through a legislative process that he feels is a sound approach to 

efficiency in tho allocation of scarce funds to governmental units. 78 

33 

Federal sources of revenue, according to Barr, are of only incidental 

interest in public school finance since they have been the source of only 

a small portion of public school. revenue.
79 

The federal government 

utilizes two major sources of tax revenue, the individual income tax and 

·the corporation income tax. 

·The sources of revenue that are reported in this section have been 

reviewed by the courts. They have never found any of the sources to be 

unconstitutional, but only the manner in \vhich the revenues were used. 

Proposals for the legal utilization of these sources will be presented in 

the follov:ing section. 

J;"n this sec_ticm the-- al-ter-native finance proposals for public schools 

menti.oned by the courts as most closely meeting constitutional require-

ments will be pre.sented. They are: (l) Full State Funding, (2) Power 

Equalization, and ( 3) Vouchers. In addition, even though it has been re-

ferred to. only minimally in the court cases, federal funding will also be 

discussed because of the increasing interest it. i.s re.ceivi:qg as one of the 

ansv.rers to equality in financing on a nation~;.;ide basis. 

A recent report by the Phi Delta KappaCommission on Alternative 

Designs for Funding Education lists five alternatives: Local Support Alone, 

---------------
78

corhally, Of;~ ci~., p. 88. 

79 - "9 Barr, !212_· _c:t_!:.. , p. b • 
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Full Stahl Funding, The Traditional Foundation System, Equalized Local.,·.· 

Initiative Systems, and Foundation System Supplemental l<ith Equalized Local 

Initiative. After listing the advantages and disadvantages of the alter-

natives, they announced their preference for a Foundation System Supplemen-

tal with Equalized Local Initiative, a plan similar to the concept of 

l
' . 80 power equ<t 1zat1on .. Many school finance authorities including Scribner, 

Chu, and Milne limit their choices to some form of full state funding or 

d . t . l' . 81 1s r1ct power equa 1z.at1on. 

Shalala defines full state funding as "the assumption of substan-

tially all responsibility for financing local elementary and secondary 

. 82 
education from State and Federal revenues." This definition appears to 

belie the term "full" but in practice this is what the majority of the 

states mean when they use the term. The one exception at this time is 

Hawaii which does have, except for a small percentage of federo.l suppo.r:t, 

full. state funding. In the study made by the New YorJ( State Education. 

Department, full state ft1nding as it presently exists in Hawaii and Dela-

ware was discussed. In .Hawaii, all of the financial support for regular 

programs in the public schools comes from appropriations ·made by the State 

Legislature. The sourc.es of this support are the state general excise tax 

and state income taxi Property taxes are not used for schools~ 

8
°K. Forbis ,Jurdan and otherS (r.i'hc Phi Delta Kappa Commission on 

Alterna,tive Desi.grH:1 for Funding EdUcation) 1 Financing the .Public Schools_: 
~ Se_ar~~ f~r Eq1~a.l~_ty (Bloomington, Ind., Phi Delta Kappa, 1973), pp. 41-50~ 

81 
Joy D. Scribner, Horgan Chu, and Mary l'·1ilne, 11 Schoo1 ~inancy?: Reform; 

The Afterma-th c:;i_f .Serrano vs. Priest~-" Educat.ion a.nd .Urban Societx, 
Febxo.ary, 1973, p:--.1.38~---------·---·- ----··---------------

82 . . 
Donne. E. Shalala, '~The Pol~t1ca.l Realities of Revising State 

Education· f'inan<::e Systt:ms," {a paper presented at: the. Ame.r:icat1 .Educational 
R1.:!Sea.rch Association Annual Meeting 1 Aprilt 1972 ~ Chicag:o, · Illinois). 



i 

-1 
1 

_j 

35 

1'he State of Delm<are provides 82 percent of nonfederal income to schools 

for educational purposes and allows the local district to levy a tax to 

supplement state apportionment. The state allowance is mainly for teachers' 

salaries. The New York study also reported on proposed legislation in 

Minnesota and Michigan which would greatly increase the state's share of 

support. Based on these findings, the State Education Department proposed 

a plan whereby the State of New York would fund 75 percent of the cost of 

·public school education. 
83 

Shalala claims that this plan would tend to 

have an adverse effect on cities as it would cause a redistribution of 

84 
educational resources from large cities to other parts of the state. 

The cited Ne\< York study lists the following principal categories of 

educational finance problems that prompt consideration of full state 

funding: {1) the lack of equality of educational opportunity; {2) the 

Balkanization of t.he metropolitan ae ~..;ell as the rural areas by local 

schoO.l distric:to and other governmental units; { 3) the cost pressures 

arising from market. force:-; ·that operate on teacher salaries; (4) the cost 

pressures arising. from tf1e incredsiilg Suc.;;ess of militant public service 

unions; (5) the intermittent concern of the Sta-te Legislatures for meeting 

the State share of educational costs; and. {6) the incn>asing:Cy inadequate 

85 
p~operty tax base v..rherein rests the great bulk of local support. 

Another alternat·ive to present school financing pro·zedures is district 

power equalizing~ Benson defines district po~r1e:r ·equalizing as a scheme where 

the stat(; matches local spending, but at a different .rate in poor and rich 

83 
New York State Educatit..:m Department, _9_!2..:._ cit. 

85 . 't Netv Yc.,rk State Educat.lon Depart-me.nt, ~_..e_:· 
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districts such that districts are equalized with respect to tax potentia1.
86 

Any given school tax rate raises the same number of dollars per student 

without regard to wealth of the local authority. This plan appears to be 

more in accord with the general direction of education in America. It 

wculd be up to the local citizens to decide whether they want to spend a 

great deal of money on schools or only a small amount, and then vote 

according to their decision. 

Coons, Clune, and Sugaman give strong support to the principle of 

power equalizing. They define power equalizing as a system of aid that 

has these characteristics: (1) Any right of sub-units of the state to 

be relatively wealthy for educational purposes is denied. The total 

finat"lcial resources of the state should be equally available to all public 

school children. Ultimate responsibility for public schools is placed 

squarely with the state; (2-) the units should be free, through the ta:dng 

rtlec':ha.!lisrtt, to ·choose t:o s·hare·· -..ra.r.ious amonnt:s of t.he st.ate.' s wealth. A 

great variety of sb.1t.e edu.cational policies, o1:her than fa\roring the 

f f f h 
. 87 

possess·ors o. 'Nea.lth, may ef ec·t the extent o s ar1.ng. 

~'wo states, 'New York and California, have made a careful study of 

these two alternatives. The Fleishmann Report in New York State gave the 

following argument in their report: 

We prefer f.'ull State FUJ.Iding to District Power Equalizing 
.for sevex~l· reasons: .First, assume that v,realthy districts are 
ini1ab:i t:e-:1 by "'ealthy residents and poor districts are populated 
by -:h'?. pocr. i\11 Dist.:~.ict Po\.Jel.· Equalizing does· is to assun1e 
equity tax rat.es ""'liS--J..-vis school expenditures. Poor people 
would haVe difficulty .i.n mee·ting the competition of r:Lch people 

86 h l c ar es s. Benson, 
Vol. 3 r NO. 2. (November I 

11 0bservations on Finance of Education, II Thrust, 
1973)' p. 15. 

87 . 
Coons, Clune, and Sugarman, .9E.:.._.Ci~., pp. 201-242. 
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in rich districts, once the latt-er sa~< ho~< the finance plan 
was shaping up and raised thei.r school tax rates to preserve 
their favored position. Second, assume as we do, that there 
is no absolute standard of education which can be described 
as "adequate"----------that all educational disparities are 
relative. Then, if one is going to embark on a major revision 
of educational finance arrangements, why should one not remove 
11 place inequalities .. as well as wealth inequalities? The 
quality of a child's education should in our view be no more 
a function of how highly his neighbors value education than how 
wealthy they are. 

As we nnderstand the ideals of a democracy, public in­
stitutions, ·and especially the schools, should see· to it that · 
personal at·tributes such as aptitude, talent, and energy, play a 
progressively larger role in an individual's success and develop­
ment while parental ~<ealth, on the one hand, and apathy on the 
other, play a progressively smaller role. We see no way for this 
ideal to be achieved in the absence of direct state intervention 
in the allocation of educational resources. 

One of the functions- of an educational system is to act 

37 

as a sorting device. Classification of people on g:o:ounds of ability 
and aptitude occurs all the time and schools act as a major trans­
mitter of the _process. But if p:r:ima:cy schooling of some children 
is of vastly greater quality than that of other children, the 
sorting p:r.ocess is .in-?ffectual and dangerous. Local ·tastes for 
basic educational services shot::ld not distol-t the function of 
tl1e sort.ing mechag;i,sras and pcssibly 'Ulidenn:Lne students' poteritial 
and a.chit?.·vemer .. ts. 

0 

In a report ma.de- by Benson t.o the 3enate of the State of California 

on the comparabilit:y_ o.f '!:hE. t\\70 alt~_rnati \tes 1 he recommended dist.-rict 

power equalizing .rather than full state· funding. His. opinion was based 

on these t:wo ideals: firsi:, that we ~:>ht)l.1ld be able to make bntter 

judgments about the.learning requirements of students and abol!t education-

al costs in order to guide allocation o't resources; and second, that we 

should.be able to believe that there is sufficient power in organized 

administrators and teachers to see that the state spends what it needs on 

d 
. 89 

e ucat .. 1on. 

--------------------
88!.l:!.~:¥,:.leis.hrnann Report on the_ Quality, ~~~st and Financin<~J..-~~ 

!!leme:'!.tary an~ Sf~~~ondary Educat_ion iE._~~w Yo_!k St.ate (New York: The 
Viking Press, 1973), pp. 38-39. 

89 
Benson, .. Observations on Finance of Education," 5:?£:.......£~!:.~ 1 p . .16. 
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A third financing alternative is the Voucher plan. The first of the 

modern voucher concepts, which used the traditional Catholic social 

philosophy of subsidiarity to develop the concept that values in a school's 

curriculum and culture should be totally determined by the parent, was 

proposed by a Jesuit political scientist, Father Blum, at Marquette 

University in 1958.
90 

During the next decade several different approaches to vouchers were 

proposed. Carr and Hayward looked at five of these proposals made by 

Milton Friedman (1963), Christopher Jencks (1966) , James Coleman (1967), 

Theodore Sizer with Phillip Whitten (1968), and Henry Levin (1968). They 

found Coleman's plan to be most practical and comprehensive. However, 

the author's felt that all of these plans fall short of the goal of 

. • ~· 91 closlng .the gap beb;een reality and expec~ac.lons. 

In 1969 the United States Office of Economic Oppor:tunity (O.E.O.) 

ma:l.e a gra.nt t.o' t.he ccnte:r_- for the· Study of· Public Poli·cy, tvhich vras under 

the di:rect.ion of Christopher ,Jencks, to supper'!= a d9taj.lEcd study .of educa-

tional vouchers. Repo.c·ting on the study, Areen and Jencks state that the 

results were a proposal with a regulatory system which had two basic 

principles: (1) no public money should be used to support "private" 

schools, .and (2) any group that operates a "public" school should be eli-

gible for public subsidies. They then point out t.hat by "private" they 

rr~ean a."iy school that excludes applicants in a discriminatory way, cha:rge.s 

90 . 'l d V1rg.1 c. Blum, F').:ee om of Choice .in EducatiO!!_; (New York: 
HaoMillsn, 1958), p. 57. 

91 
Ray A. Ca.rr and Gerald C. HJYI'ard, "Education by Chit: An 

Examination of Vouch(=r Proposals, 11 Education and Urban Society_, 
Februa~-y, 1970, pp. 179-191. 
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tuition, or withholds information about itself to anyone who is inter-

92 
ested. 

•rhc basic features of the Jenck 's plan are: (1) Parents choose be-

tween competing schools; (2) Schools must be open to all applicants; 

(3) Schools must accept the voucher as full payment for the cost of a 

child's education; (4) Each school must make infomation available which 

will enable parents to make wise decisions; (5) A new independent agency 

the Education voucher Agency (E. V .A.) should enforce these regulations 

and administer the voucher program; (6) The value of the voucher is 

supplemented for the poor, to enable schools to develop special programs 

for these children; and (7) All kinds of schools are included, private 

93 
and religious schools, as well as public schools. E'ollowing the report 

from the Center, O.E.O. invited districts to volun·teer to participate in 

39 

ri. pilot study which would use the basic principles set do,,n by the Center, 

and beo fin2.nced by O .. E~O~ 

rr·he cont.roversy which had been developing about vcuchers r·=doub.lt~d 

foLlowing- th~s invitation. The teacher 1 s organi·zations were espEi-Cicilly 

negative toward the concept. David Selden, President of the American 

Federation of Teachers, stated that the voucher plan does not add a single 

new educational technique, nor can it guarantee that giving pupils more 

mobi.li ty will result in the development of ~eH t.echniques ~ 94 

In a guest editorial, the Executive Secretaiy of the N. E. A. ·ex-

pressed his concerns by pointing out that in Holland where a system 

92 d' h d h . h . Ju 1 t _A,reen an C r.l_Stl..)p er 
Pr:oposal for Diversity and Choice, 11 

Jencks, "Education Vouchers: 
'l'eachers Co~lege Record, Feb. 

A 
1971, p. 330. 

93
christopher Jencks, "Giving Parents Money for Schooling: Education 

Vouchers," E.~:_.P~}.ta_ Kapp~!!, September, 1970, pp. 49-52. 

94
David Selden, "Vouchers-Solution or Sop," ~<:.::_~he~;? Co~leg·e~·~Record, 

F<'bruary 1971, p. 370. 



-l 

\ 

I ----------. 

j 
I 
i 
I 
I 

I 

_I 
" 

40 

similar to the voucher system was instituted in the early 1920's, the 

enrollment in the Dutch publ.ic schools fell from 71 percent to 34 per-

cent between 1921 and 1950, while during the same period private schools 

rose from 29 percent to 66 percent. 95 

At their National Convention held in San Francisco in July, 1970, 

the N.E.A. Representative Assembly passed the following resolution which 

was reported in the N.E.A. Journal: 

The N.E.A. believes that the so-called voucher plan under 
which education is financed by federal or state grants to par­
ents could lead to racial, economic, and social isolation of 
children and weaken or destroy the public school system. The 
Association urges enactment of federal and state legislation 
prohibiting the establishment of such plans and calls upon 
its affiliates to seek from members of coggress and State 
Legislators support for this legislation. 

This editorial also reports that the N.E.A. appeared at a Senate hearing 

i::o protest appropriations of O.E.O. funds for an educational voucher 

system. 

Advocating· the use of vouchers on a regulatory basi.s a.s \.;•a.s proposed 

by the Jenck' s gro·up were such prominent authorities as Coons, Cl i.me, and 

97 
Sugarman. Dentler feels that the voucher approach is highly desirable 

educa·tionally, bu'c limited sociologically in its ·scale of applications to 

98 
urban time_ and place. It is Berube's opinion t.h:at the voucher plan would 

give community control and disperse the power of schoolmen, which he. 

95
Sa..•n: N. T..~ambert, (guest edito.tial) r ~~After All, 11 ~oday's Educatiol!., 

f1ay 1971, p. 64. 

96 
==Aft.:.er All.," editorial, IJ.'oday 1 s _g:_(_!_u_cation, Nov. ·1970, P~ 80. 

97 
. Coons, Clune, and Sugarman, op. cit. 1 p. 118. 

qg 
- Robert. Ar Dentler, 11 Vouchers: A Problem of Scale," rreachers 

f_<J,~lecre Recore!., Feb. 1971, p. 387. 
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believes to be good, bu·t also believes would be vehemently opposed by 

99 
all levels of school people. 

It took the O.E.O. almost two years to find a community that would 

41 

agree to conduct a voucher demonstration. This community was in San Jose, 

California, and was encompassed by the Alum Rock School District. Hm<-

ever, they imposed certain conditions on the Jenck's plan, which 

Mecklenburger lists as: (1) Only one-third of the school district is in-

valved, and only for one year, after which either party may cancel the 

demonstration; (2) Only public school programs are involved; (3) The 

district Board of Education retains control, although it is advised by an 

Education Voucher Advisory Committee (EVAC) comprised of parents; (4) 

Parents choose between competing school programs, not competing schools~ 100 

AlU!I'.-.Reck has completed its third year of operation, and there is still 

controversy over the voucher plan. According to the project director, 

Joel Levinr it is still too early to· draw conclusions, but. h6 suggests that-

in addition to ~-~ing a J:.'OSsibl~_ me_qha.p.ism :t:or __ ope_rating a school _system 

on a permanent basis, vouchers can be a useful vehicle for bringing change 

101 
to a school system. 

Another source of altern8.tive funding that is receiving increasing 

attention is federal funding. By far the smallest of the three major 

sourc8s of funding· education, many educators and financial experts feel 

99 . ub Mau:r·2ce R. Be:r. e, 
,January 22, 1971, p. 416. 

100 
James I•lecklenburger, "Vouchers at l> .. lwrt Rock;" Phi_ Delta Kappan, 

September 1972, p. 23. 

10' ..... ~Joel H. Levin, 11 ;:\lum -Rock After Two Years: You, Dear Reader, 
Have a Choice, 11 Phi Delta Kappan, November, 1974,· p. 23. 
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that it holds the best answer for equality in financing. Elarn
102 

and 

103 
Rosenberg propose an Equal Educational Opportunity Amendment to the 

United States Constitution that would guarantee equity in the quality 

of education throughout the country. Education in the public schools 

would be perceived as a federal authority. Neither of these men dis-

cuss which level of government will have the financial responsibility 

for currying out the amendment. Herndon, however, believes that we 

must move toward a national commitment of federal funds to encourage and 

support a minimum standard of education for all students to correct the 

glaring inequities among school districts, and to solve the persistent 

104 
pr·oblems that sap the energies of the classroom teacher. Reischau,er 

proposes a program of federal aid of finite dimension that would settle 

on priorities in the interst.ate and intrastate equalization areas and 

42 

. l' f 105 1.n p1·operty tax re 1e -.. · It has to be realized that any massive federal 

g:ra.nt. program for education T.vill not be possible unle;:;,~ prese:::rt.. emphasis 

in t.he fsderal budget L3 shifted, existing federal programs are. slashed, 

or a major ··new ·tax ·inc-rease ·is enacted. Testifying before the u. s. 

Senate Subcommittee on Education, Berke and Kirst recommended that Con-

gress should adopt a program to help states reform their systems of school 

finance. The goal of the legislation would be to assure that the quality 

102 1 l " h ff • ' f h Stan ey M. E. am, IJ.' omas Je . ·erson Agrees: It s T.Lme or t e 
Equal Educational Opportunity Amendment, 11 Editorial, Phi D~l ta JCappan, 
September, 1974, p .. 2. 

103
Max Rosenberg, "Proposed: An Equal Opportunity !l_rnendment to the 

U. S. Constitution," Edit.orial, Phi De_!!.~ .. Kappan, March, 19'14, pp. 442-443. 

104 
'l'erry Herndon; 11 A National Commitment. of E-'ederal Funds, II 

'!_Od"X_:_~_Educa,!_:iCJ.!'!.• September-October, 1974, pp. 54-55. 

105 b ' 1 b Ro ert D. Re1:sc1auer, Ro ert W. Hartman, 
§_q}_!?..c:?l_Xinan~o::.:_, (V1ashington, D. C. 'l,he Brookings 

and Daniel ,J. Sullivan, 
Institution, 1973) , p. 173. 



of education a child receives does not vary simply because of the arbi-

trary distribution of the local capacity to support education within 

106 
each state. 

Legal Aspects 

Equality of Educational Opportunity as a constitutional right was 

h<=ard in the courts over twenty years ago in the Brown vs. Topeka case. 

43 

However, it has only been during the last six or seven years that equality 

of educational opportunity as it is related to equality in educational 

financing has been brought before the courts. This part of the study 

will contain the background and history of these court cases. Roser~erg 

notes that the ~Nord "education" does not appear in the Constitution of 

the United Sta1:es. He feels t.hat t.his is a crucial omission and that 

today 1 s educational s.i.tup.tion requires that Steps be taken to re:m.edJ.I this. 

This ·shonl.d be done, 1"P3 suqqes··ts; by -enacting an Equal Bduca.tiona1 Oppor-· 

tJlnit,y li.."'nencL--nent __ to _the .Constitution-. 
1~7 

The position of the Fed.eral Government with regard to education is 

discussed by Pet.erson, Rossmiller, and Volz. They point out that the· 

IJ.'.'enth Amendment is -the basis for states having the responsibility and 

primary concern. for educai:.ion. ~Vhere there are no federal consti tutiona.l 

Ot" sf.at.utory enactments, ·the state has exclusive jurisdiction in education. 

The Federal Governmeni:, however 1 actually -has a tremendous influence on the 

educative process through proviSions of the federal constitution, decisions 

of the :J 0 S 0 Supreme. Court, and congressiona~ enactrne:!"lts providing financial 

106 
. ,Joel S. Berke, and Michail W. Kirst, "How the Federal Government. 

Can Encourage State School E'.i.nance Refo~,~ 11 Phi DB}ta Kappa~, December, 1973, 
pp. 241-244. 

107 b . 442 Rosen erg, .91?_:_~1 t., pft • 
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support to public schools. Local school district activities must be in 

accord with the powers granted them and must not be in violation of the 

state constitution, or statutes, congresSional action, or the federal 

constitution. 108 

In recent years, court cases have been filed in a number of states 

based on the financial inequality of educational opportunity. One of these 

cases resulted in a u. s. Supreme Court case when the plaintiffs state 

that inequality of educational opportunity is a violation of the equal 

protection clause of the U. S. Constitution. In the majority opinion of 

that case, it was stated that education under the U. s. Constitution does 

not represent a fundamental interest and hence under terms of the u. S. 

Constitution strict scrutiny of state systems of education finance-is 

. d f 1 . 109 
not requ.1re as a matter o equa protect1on. 

Ac::cording to Soelbe~g, in the United States over -thirty suit:s were 

hied whi"ch in some way challenge the equality of school financial 

110 structures_ However, this study will only consider four of them: 

Serrario vs. Priest California·; Van Dusartz vs. Haffield in Minnesota; 

Robinson vs. Cahill in New Jersey; and San Antonio vs. Rodriguez in rrexas. 

These are the most frequently listed as the fundamental cases and are 

. fairly representative of all. Since the focal point of this st:udy is the 

Serrano case, which is considered the landmark of the.se cases, it will be 

considered first anit will be. covered t.he most extensively. 

108. Leroy J·~ Petersun, .Hichard A. Rossro.il.lGr, and Marlin M. Volz, 
Jht;:_.Law ~~~ Pul~l:.~.E__§'chool Operation, New York: Harper and Rm·t, 1969, p. 376. 

110
nonald E~ Soelberg, "Issuc~s and Values for Equal. Educational 

Opportunity,a rrhr~st, Val·. 3. No. 2., (November, 1973), p. 7. 



l 

-----1 
l 
i 

_ _j 
l 
1 

I 
l 

I ---, 
1 

45 

In the ~errano case, as reviewed by Shannon, several Los Angeles 

County public school children and their parents instituted a .class action 

against various state and local county officials whose duties touch upon 

the apportioning, disbursing, accounting, and auditing of state financial 

'd h' h l 1 h ub . h 1 111 
a~ w lC 1e ps support t e p llc sc oo • 

The plaintiffs alleged three causes of action which were: 

l. That, as a result of the public school financing law in 
California (lvhich relies heavily on local property taxes and 
thereby causes large disparities among individual school dis­
tricts in the amount of revenue available per pupil to support 
the eCI.ucatiomd program), there are substantial disparities in 
the quality and extent of educational opportunities among the 
various school districts in the state generally, and, in par­
ticular, the educational opportunities open to the plaintiffs 
are substantially inferior tha~ exist in other districts in 
the State. All of this, plaintiffs contend, is repugnant to 
(a) the equal protection clauses of the U. S. Constitution and 
(b) the California Constitution, including the provision re­
quiring 11 a system of common schools 11 in the State; 
2. That, as a result of-. the public school financ:j_ng plan in 
California, the plaintiffs are required to pa..y a hi9her local 
real property tax rate than taxpayers in many other school dis­
trir:t:S to obtain tlle same or lesser edtJ.cati.onal opportunities.: 
and 
3. That the-re is a "re.al controversy" between the plaintiff':s 
and de.fendant 1 s .state and local school officials as to the 
"validity and constitutionality of the-- (pUblic school) financing 
scheme under the Fourteenth Amendment to the U. S. Constitution 
and unde·r the California Constitution." 

The Pla.i.ntiffs required that the court declare the public school 

financing- lar,.; in Calif~rnia ur~constitutional, order the reallocation of 

public scbovl ftmds anQ.. ret·ain jurisdiction so that, if the State Legis-

lature fai..led t.o restructure the public .school financing law in ligh-t of 

t.he plaintiff's demands, the Court could do the job itself. 

The defendants demurred to the plaintiff's three alleged causes in 

r..:.he Los Angeles County Superior Court. The lower court held that, in the 

fol'In which the plaintiff's complaint >las presented to t.he Court, it did 

---------
lll Thoma.s A. Shannon, "Chief Justice Wright, the California Supreme 

Court and School Fi.nar.ce: Ras the 14th Donf~ .It Again'.? 11 ~Q_LPii_§choo} r.a~ 

.':!2~E~:.ia~, Sprinq, 1973 .. P~ 2 .. 
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not state a cause of action,· and, therefore, no trial was warratrt~'d. The 

plaintiffs appealed to the California District Court of Appeals. Three 

judges considered the matter, upheld the lower court, and again dismissed 

the case. Adams related that the case was accepted for hearing by the 

California Supreme Court, even though legally they were not required to 

112 hear it at this point in the judicial process. 

The California Supreme Court handed down a decision on August 30, 

1971 in fqvor of the plaintiffs. In its opinion, the court defined the 

general overriding issue of the case as . . . "whether· the California 

pUblic school financing system, with its sUbstantial dependence on local 

property taxes and resultant wide disparities in school revenue, violates 

the equal protection clauses of the Fourteenth Amendment." They looked at 

property tax as 11 
••• a function of the value of the realty vd.t.hin a part.icu-

1a.r school district, c:oup1ed with the willingness of th" district's .resi-

dents to tax. themselves tor education." As far as the existing State School 

Fllllds, th12.Y st.ated t.hat. 11 
... ~the state grants are inadequate to 'offset the 

inequalities inherent in a financing system based on widely varying local 

113 
t.ax bases. 11 

The court, not accepting the theory of the p1ainti ffs regarding the 

Calif(Jrnia Constitution, held that 11 
... • We have· never interpreted the 

constitutional provision (to provide for 'a system of comrtlon schools') to 

require equal schoOl spending~ \Ve have ruled oc1ly that the educational 

system must be Ui1.iform in terms of the prescribed cout·se of study and 

114 
educational progression from grade to grade." 

-------·- ---------
112 . 4 Adams , ,().£,_~:!. , p • • 

113serrano vs. Priest, 5 Cal. 3d 584, 487, p. ~2d 1241 (1971), 96 
CaL Reptr :;-· 60l.-·---~-----

114Ibid. 
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The Court, in addressing itself to the main issue of the violation 

of the Fourteenth Amendment, in an analysis of the full opinion by 

Shannon, said that the United States Supreme Court measures the validity 

of State Legislation which concerns either {l) "suspect classifications" 

or {2) "fundamental interests" according to a strict constitutional 

standard. That is, any State Law which claims to establish "classifications" 

that affect people, {e.g., public school financing laws where it appears 

that all people are not equally benefited, is subject to a strict measure-

ment against the U. S. Constitution's "equal right clause.") Similarly, 

any state law which involves a "fundamental interest" is also subject to 

such measurement. The burden is on the States in this constitutional 

measuring process to prove: {l) 'l'hat the State has a "compelling interest" 

which justifies the law; and, {2) That the particular manner in which the· 

law treats people dj_fferently is necessary to fv.rther the lawr s valid 

pt:r_r:,oses. ·The C'ourt first c6I1.Sidered the cB.Iifornia put:lic ~:ichOol fi.n.an.:_ · 

cing J.av1 on the·basis that it is 3. "suspec-t classification. 11 The Court 

r affirmed as "irre1'utable" the plaintiff's contention that·the school 

financing law is a "classification11 based on wealth. While the Court con-

ceded that the la~;-v, through its grants of "basic 11 and 11 equalization11 aid,_ 

11 par-tially alleviates" t.:he considerC!.ble differences in the wealth of local 

die.trict::; throughout the State, the Court n~vertheless specifically recog-

nized that the. sys-tem as a whole gene:r·c.tes school revenUe in .proportion -to 

the wealth of the individual district. 

The Court, in looking at whether o~· not .p\}blic educatj_on is. a 11 funda~ 

m0-ntal. interest." described education. as playing· an 11 indispensable role 11 in 

th•o modern industrialized State. They concluded that. the California .public 

school financing law is subject· to being measured against the ~1qual protec-

tion clause of the u. s. Consti·tution for .the following reasons: 
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(l) education is a "fundamental interest" and (2) the lal< providing for 

the financing of the public schools in California is based largely on 

local district wealth and thereby discriminates against the people of less 

wealthy districts.
115 

In the transcript of its opinion the Court stated: 

We are called upon to determine whether the California 
public school financing system, with its substantial dependence 
on local property taxes and resultant wide disparities in school 
revenue, violates the equal protection clause of the Fourteenth 
Amendment. We have determined that the funding scheme insidiously 
discriminates against the poor because it makes the quality of a 

_child's education a function of the wealth of his parents and 
neighbors. Recognizing as we must that the. right to an education 
in our public schools is a fundamental interest which cannot be 
conditioned on wealth, we can discern no compelling State purpose 
necessitating the present method of financing. We have concluded, 
therefore, that such a system cannot withstand constitutionyJ:

6 challenge and must fall before the equal protection clause. 

\. On October 21, 1971, the Court issued a "modification of opinion" 

1 in which it stated: 

il 

I 
-~! 

We e:rJpl1aslze, t.hc:t= our decision is not a f.irw.l judgment On 
the merits.. }/e. deem it appropriate to point out for the benefit 
o£ the t_x-ial. .court on remane ... that if, a~te_~ further _proceedings, 
that court should enter final jud-gment determining that the existing 
system of public school financing is unconstitutional and invali­
dating said system in '<Jhole or in part, it may properly provide 
for the enforcement of the judgment in such a way as to permit an 
orderly transition from an unconstitutional to a constitutional 
system -of school financing . 

.. . ~a determination that an exi~ting plan of governmental 
operation denies eciual protection does not necessarily require 
invalidation of past acts undertaken pursuant to that plan or an 
immedia.te imp1ementation of a constitut;ionally valid substitute. 
o:::.viously, the existing system is to remain operable until an 
appropriate new system~' which .j_g not1y~olutive of equal protection 
o£ the laws, can be put into effect. 

115 
- Shannon, 9E~~~~., pp. 4-7. 
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Adams noted that the Serrano case acted as a bridgehead in legal 

theory, and that these theories, as many others move to exploit them, 

may be more important than the case itself. He feels that since the 

whole effort in the Serrano case was to strike down the wealth-based 

school financing system and leave it to the legislature to create a new 

system, the real defendant was the state legislature. All that is struck 

down is the dollar inequality built into the local property tax system. 

The court did not say that you must spend an equal number of dollars on 

each child. 
118

. 

In analyzing what requirements were set down by Serrano, Scribner, 

Chu, and Milne, declare that Serrano compelled neither the abolition of 

the t t th t . f t t 'd t t 119 
proper y ax nor e crea lon o a s a ewl e proper y ax. 

Resnick believes that _3_~_!_!_~ requires tax reform, and tax reform 

require~:; equalization o:E property taxes, whi-ch means mere of- the school 

fund 2 (.;c,d bi~-ing pla~0d en -the st.ate. In .3.nSrtJer to the critics. -irlho fear 

state controls, he. assert.s that state funding does not rnean state_ control-

. 120 
. of the-operation of local schools. 

A State Superior Court in Minnesota on October 12, 1971 passed down 

a ruling in the case of Van Dusartz vs. Hatfield in ·which the court up-

held the·Se.rr.ano decision and ruled MinnesOta's method of finanCing its 

public schools .. as_· unconstitutional because it violated the nequal protec-

. . 121 
t~on 11 cl.a use of the Fourteenth Amend.L11ent. 

118 
Adams, S?P~ cit./ p. 6. 

119 . h ' . 1 . 144 Scr~bner, C u, anc-~. Mi ne, op. c1.t., p. . . 

120 , h ] . J n , p · t Mlc. ae. A. Resnlc<, Serrano Vs. rJ.es : Blueprint for Tax 
R.efo.nn, '1 ~~~.ions_ Schools, March, -i9'72~·p. 44. 

121 f' 1'' 334 8'70 (M' 1971) ~~-p~~~~-:z v-s. H~..::'"-' F. Supp. lnn. . .. 
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The next case to have a decision handed down was the Texas case of 

San Antonio vs. Rodriguez. This case was first filed in the su:mmex· of 

1968. On December 23, 1971 a three-judge panel rendered a decision 

holding that the Texas school finance system was unconstitutional under 

. 122 
the Equal Protection Clause of the Fourteenth Amendment. The State 

appealed the case, and it was argued before the Supreme Court of the 

Unit.ed States on October 12, 1972. They handed down a decision on March 21, 

1973 that reversed the original decision. In the majority opinion 

written by Justice Powell, it was pointed out that education under the 

U. S. Constitution is not a matter of fundamental interest, and therefore 

does not violate the Fourteenth Amendment.
123 

The Robinson vs. Cahill case in ·New Jersey, as wex-e the Serrano and 

~~7-~~ cases, was tried in the State courts. In the decision handed 

dmm by a New Jersey State Superior Court on January 19, 1972, it was held 

t-.hat. the. system of financing education in that state did no·t. p.t:"ovide the 

egua.li·ty cf 8dccation.;1l opportunity which is demanded by the· State Con--

stitution. It was their opinion that. it also violated the equal--protection-

124 
clause of the Fourteenth Amendment. 

All four of-these cases had a profound effect on ol:her states, since, 

according to Adams, every state except Hawaii has a school tax system like 

California (i ... e., real -estate taxas levied by districts with makeshift 

1 . . - 1 ) 12.5 s t23.t.e equa lZatlon tormu as. There _also were inunediate effects in at 

least two of ·the E',t_ates, Minnesota and California-. 

122
san AI~:!:?_v..::_:_.~r.iguez, 337 F. Supp. 280 (Texas, 1972). 

123 · d ' 411 U S l T Ct (1973). 't .!?.3:-n A:'!~~:._ Ro ~~, . . , exas . ~~· 

124Robinson vs. Cahill, ll9 N.J. Super. 40, 289'A 2d 569 (N .. J. 1972). 

125 . 4 
Adams , 21?_:_...£:· t. 1 p. . 



Following the October decision of the State Court in Minnesota, the 

Minnesota legislature enacted new legislation which attempted to meet the 

requirements of the decision. It increased the state's percentage of 

support to 65 percent in a new formula for providing State aid. As a 

result, a U. s. District Court hearing of the Van Dusartz case was dis-

missed on the grounds that although the new legislation may not have met 

all of the requirements of the state Court decision, it was considerably 

closer than the old statute. They also asked that plaintiffs hold further 

constit.utional challenges in abeyance until the Legislature had had a full 

session in which to consider completely the constitutional principles es­

tablished in the original case. 
126 

In California, the Legislature re-

sponded with the enactment of Senate Bill 90, which will be covered more 

fully later. 

Becau.se it was the -fi:rst major court ruling 'finding a state finan-

c.i.J.l.<j' S)-rE:;tem. unconstitutional, ·the ~~:_cast;! has been ·moe"'"~ freque.ntly 

referred to by educators·' legislators, financial experts and others w~ho 

51 

are concerned with financial equality. Cassidy opines that there is litti.e 

doubt that ~a~ will be evolutionary in nature and is likely to follow 

a patte.rn similar to the reapportionment question. He declares that if 

education is a state responsibility, then the state has a responsibility 

f ' d h 'ld' d . . 127 
. or f;EI.Cll an evtq:y c 1 . ·s e ucaLlon. 

A California State legislator asserts that the court, at no ·time 

addressed itself to the question of Wtriati.ons in the quaJ.ity of education. 

126 
Van Dusartz vs. Hatfiel~-' u. s. Dist. Ct_. 1 Minn., 3c .3d, 243, 

(1971) • 

127 h . d " Josep. Ca.ssl y, P:coperty Tax o·ecision (CB.Lifornia)" ~-~_mpact, 
Decembccr, l.97l., pp. 38-39. 
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Its findings related solely to the question of equality in financing edu-

cation. He believes that there is no logical relationship between the 

value of property within a school district and the need to finance a 

student's education. According to Assemblyman Green, it is estimated 

that it will take anywhere between $400 million and $1 billion annually 

of additional revenues in California to meet the Serrano decision. 128 

There are many differing opinions as to what compliance with the 

decisions is required by the courts. To have complete compliance with 

Serrano! Ross declares, it would appear that the funding for schools would 

have to come from full state funding, a statewide property tax or a com-

bin at ion of both. He mentions, however, that most people believe t.hat full 

compliance is nearly impossible and feels that the tenn substantial com-

129 pliance. becomes relevant. 

It is the cpinion of Hickrod that the Supreme Court's _Rodri~~ 

decL;ion has probably ended the federal court approach. Be' feels that 

future cases will be base.d more on the ground of ~-;tate cons-titutions r-ather 

h 1 f d 1 
. . 130 

t. an t ;e e era constltUtJ.on. California Supreme Court Chief Justice 

Donald R. Wright believes. that the ruling in the Rodriguez case will not 

affect the ruling in the Se:rrano case, because _the u. S. Supreme Court de-

cision was based on the equal· protection clause of ·the Fourteenth Amenclment, 

while t.he Serrano decision was based on both the u .. S 4 Constitution and 

. . 131 
provisfons of ·the California State Const~tutl.on .. 

128 
Green, op. ci~., p .. 36. 

129 Maurice A. Ross, "The Principles of Serrano Can Be Implemented 
But It Non't Be Easy," Thrust, Vol .. 3, No. 2, NoV:-;- 1973, P~ 5. 

130
G. Alan Hickrod, "After P.odriguez-1'1hat'?" Illinois School Board 

,J'?~nal:_, .July'-August, 1973, p. 21. 

131 ld ' ' SELL (~ t pona. R. 1-JrJ.g,yt, --· ~acramen o: AssOciation of .California 
School Administratocs), March 26, 1973. 
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The responsibility for complying with the court decisions is most 

generally considered as resting with the State Legislatures, whom Shannon 

refers to as the "master school board 11 .of their respective states. He 

point.s out that whether the new public education finance system will in-

volve new forms of tax revenue, central.ized or decentralized taxing plans, 

operational responsibilities, g~neral inct:eases in total revenue, ex-

pansion of the categorical aid concept and a host of other profoundly. 

important policy matters is entirely up to the discretion of the Legis-

latures, worki11g within the skeletal principles laid down by the court 

132 cases. 

California's Response to Serrano 

Following the California Supreme Court's decision on the Serrano case 

in August, 1971, there was a great deal of speculation_ on what: t.he Cali-

fornia Legislature would do in response. The following is a chronology 

of what h3ppened from that time until the beginning of 1.975. 

The St.ate Legislature in California reconvened on September 7, 1971, 

just eight days after the Serrano decision was handed down. There was a 

great deal of cOncern by the legislators as to its effect. However, 

during the remaining three months of the 1971 legislative session, SELL 

(Sacramen·to· l~egislative News Le.tter), a weekly publidation _of activities 

of happenings in the California Legis] ature edited by former Assen\blyman 

Gordon H. \'linton, Jr., reports that the legislature failed to pasa any 

. f l h 1 f' .b. ll 133 
me.an.~ng u sc 00 J_nance ~ - e 

132 
Shannon, op~jt., p. 13. 

133
sBLL, December 13, 1971 .• 
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During the 1972 session of the California Legislature which opened 

in January, there were no less than six groups 1mrking on a school finance 

proposal that would meet the requirements of the Serrano decision. SELL 

lists these groups as the State Department of Education, Schools for 

Sound Finance (basic aid districts) , Governor Ronald Reagan and the State 

Department. of Finance, Senator Albert Rodda, Assemblyman Leroy Gre.ene, and 

Assemblyman Willie Brown. It reportedthat most of these proposals con-

134 
tained some form of property tax relief and a statewide property tax. 

During the session these groups working sometimes together and some-

times alone introduced two bills in the Assembly and four bills in the 

Senate which expressed their priorities. Between Barch and De.cember, 

these bills proceeded through the legislative process. SELL (reporting 

in twenty-two issues on these bills) described the week-by-vmek progress 

of each plan, the changes that were made, and the politics as one bill 

135 or. another t;rained support .. 

Tht.: Consti·tutioncl J>Jaendment is a legal method of s.:e_eedi_ng up t-he 

legislative process: It allows the voters to say at the polls how they 

feel about an issue. A 1972 Gallup survey published in the Phi Delta 

Kappan, .reported that 55 percent of its national sample favored a reduc-. 

tion in the property tax and an increase in state taxes.
136 

However, a 

report by Shalal.a and Williams showeJ ·that se-oen Const.itutional Amendments 

in 1972 and 1973 which would hav·e reduced ox: eliminated property tax reform 

Here defeated in the states of California, Colorado (2), 1-lic:higan, Oregon (2), 

'3' ... "'sE~~, J'anuary 31, 1972 a 

135
sELT 7 _"__:c:_' Isslles from March 6, 1972 ·-December 4, 19 2. 

136
Geo. 11. Gallup, "Fourth Annual Gall.up poll of public Attitudes 

'l'm·,ra.:rd Education r" ~].:!.:_~_ . .Pe~-~~- Kapl?_~~.' Sept .. 1 1972, p. 36. 
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and Washington. It is their feeling that it is politically more feasible 

137 
to attempt tax or expenditure reform through other means. Sturm's 

study reports that between 1964 and 1971 only 9.1 percent of constitu-

tiona! amendments proposed by the initiative process were adopted, while 

66.7 percent of those proposed by the legislature during the same period 

138 
were adopted. 

This approach was tried in California when an initiative was placed 

on the November ballot in 1972. It was designated as Proposi·tion 14 and 

was sponsored by Phillip Watson, the County Assessor for Los Angeles 

County. The initiative, as reported in SELL, would have eliminated local 

property taxes immediately, imposed a statewide property tax, and wiped 

1 . h h' 139 out a! overr1de taxes, among ot er t 1ngs. In spite of strong oppo-

sition from the Governor .and most of the Legislaturer no major prope.rty 

·tax measure was acted upon by the Legislature prior to the voting en the 

.initiative. The election was held and Shalala and Williams reported that 

Pxopo_s.i t:ion 14, a measu1;_e which __ would -have -reduced property taxeS- by 

almost 40 percent, was soundly defeated by the taxpayers of California, 

5,356,221 to 2,678,07!.
140 

The Legislature reconvened the day after the election, and promptly 

proceeded to provide a bill which would ·be acceptable to a majority of the 

legislators arrd to the governor. 

137 Donna E.- shalala and Mary Frase Williams, 11 State Tax Poli·tics, 
the Vot<-:or.s, and Sr.hool Finance Reform, 11 Phi Delta Kappan_, Sept., 1974·, pp. 12-13. 

138Albert L. Sturm, 11 StatP. Constitutions and Constitutional Revision," 
.T~::.J?ook of t:he States, 1972~_22, (Lexington, Ky.; '£he Council of State 
Governments r 1972) I P• 4. 

139
sELL, October 9, 1972. 

140 h 1. .. d . 11' . t 10 . S a a.J._a an . WJ., J.ams, .212.=-!:l-...:__·, p. ~· 
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The final vehicle to contain the required provision was S. B. 90, 

authored by Senator Ralph Dill. It was announced in SELL that the bill 

was passed by the Legislature on December first, and signed by Governor 

141 
Reagan on December 19. The main features of the measure, which was 

extremely comprehensive, can probably best be analyzed from this summary 

by Downing: 

s. B. 90 provides for 1973-74 $561 million. The bre~cdown is as 
follows: 

$225 million for improvements in equalization aid. 
25 million for Early Childhood programs (K-3) . 
82 million for educationally disadvantaged (urban factor). 

229 million for local tax rollback. 
The above sums which will be increased annually by the 

statewide averaged assessed value percentage increase will be 
financed from the state's share of federal revenue sharing and on­
going estima.ted budget surpluses. It is anticipated that these 
funds will be sufficient to finance school apportionment for the 
next several years. 

Elementary school foundation programs will be increased to 
$765 with a $2.23 per 100 tax rate. High school foundation pro­
grams will be increased to $980 with a $1.64 per 100 tax rate. In 
addition, unified scho0l districts will receive t.he $20 tmification 
bonus. Special education a.ppropria:t:ioi:l.s will be adj ust.ed to the 
}-,j_gher fo1mdatio:1 prog.ra..'lls. The $82 million for educationally dis­
advanta•Jed will be available to eligible school districts on a 
formula that considers poverty index, transiency, and bilin<Juali_§_m. 
Eligible districts .will mal<e application for their allotment on a 
prOJect approved basis. 

•rwenty-five million for early childhood education will be in­
creased to $40 million in the second year. 

l'-:~.11 categorical- aids, (e.g., speqial education, transportation, 
Miller Unruh, federal funds) will be allowed in addition to the 
revenue ceilings that will be applicable. With the exception of 
pe.rmissi ve override taxes for fire and earthquake safety, 
children ~s centers, developmental centers, bond i.nterest and re­
de.mptiori, and state loan payback, all other permissive overrides 
tJill no -longer J?e available. "However, these o·ther pennissi ve over­
ride taxes "Levied in 1972-73 will become part of a district's 
ger~r~:ral operation tax rate. The sum becomes the statutory tax 
ceiling. 

School districts who use voted override i:axes continued to use 
that rate as pa::.-:t of its ·tax base and included any unused portion 
of the voted override as being part of the 1972-73 tax base. 

141 
.§..ELL, isoues of' DE!Cernber..· 4 and December 25, 1972. 
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Foundation programs were adjusted annually in terms of the 
average assessed valuation- increase statewide. ExpenditUre 
ceilings were increased annually by. an inflation factor to be de­
veloped jointly by the Department of Finance and the State Depart-­
ment of Education. In no event, however, are the school districts 
that currently are spending less than the statewide average allowed 
to exceed by more than 15 percent its previous year's expenditure 
per unit of a.d.a. 

Districts that spend substantially above the statewide average 
were not required to reduce their income per unit of a.d.a., but 

57 

the rate of allowed increase must be lower than the inflation factor. 
Revenue from permissive overrides which in the past have been 

restricted are now to be consolidated and any restricted balances 
existing as of June 30, 1973 become part of the general balance. 
Bo~rd~ ~f E~lfzation will have complete authority to designate spending 
p:-c.1or:t t.tes. . 

State Superin·tendent of Schools Wilson Riles felt that this legis-

lation marks the most significant increase in any state's spending for 

educational purposes in the history of our country. He went on to state 

that now school financing is tied to the cost of living index, thus taking 

it out of the am1ual school money crisis, and that thoe.e responsible for 

h ) h h ' h - ~ d 143 be sc 1ools can. no lon.ger c.arnpla.tn t at t ey don t av(~ enough :cun s. 

It soon became apparent t.l1at th~re TNere some parts of S .. B. 90 t:hnt 

needed reworking before the legislation became operable. A trailer bill 

by Assemblyman Joe Gonzales, A. B. 1267, !'as dravm up and signed into law 

t.o bec:ome effective on July l, 1973. SELL recapped the principal finan-

cial provisions of this bill as: 

1972. 

1 ~ In addition to the provisions of S_. B. 90, increased 
funding or i,ncreased revE;!nUe lilJli ts for school. d~st~~cts ax:-e 
allowed in the form of three options: 

a. The inflat.ion allowance is increased from $65 to $70 
for 1973·-74 and the district may use this or move toward the 

142 George M. Downing, "Special Issue-S. B. 90, 11 SE_!..L, December 6, 

143 - 1 . 1 mb 11 1972 w~ son R~ es, §.~LL, Dece er , .. 
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foundation program at a maximum of 116 percent of the 72-73 re­
venue base (but not. both) - or -

b. Districts may add the unused portion of a voted override 
tax to the revenue limit for establishing computational tax rates 
and use the $65 inflation al.lowance (provided in S. B. 90) or move 
toward the foundation program at a maximum of 115 percent (but not 
both) - or -

c. Districts may add to the 72-73 revenue base the 
unrestricted balances (reserves) used to balance the budget in 
72-73, but not to exceed three percent of the total General Fund 
expenditures for education, and use the $65 inflation allowance or 
move toward the inflation program at a maximum of 115 percent (but 
not both) 
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2. Areawide Taxes - S. B. 90 inadvertently repealed provisions 
of the Education Code referring to the areawide tax. A. B. 1267 
has added the authority to levy areawide taxes and to distribute 
the revenue. 

3. Junior High Tuition - A. B. 1267 has provided a new method 
for computing this for elementary districts participating in a 
junior high school operated by a high school district. 

4. Declining a.d.a. Adjustment - If the loss in a.d.a. is 
greater than one percent, the estimated a.d.a. for the budget year 
is multiplied by the fraction of a percent by which the difference 
exceeds one percent and the result is added to the estimated a.d.a. 
of the budget year to set the revenue limit. If the loss in a.d.a. 
is greater than two percent, a maximum of 50 percent. of the dif­
ferer.ce i.s added to the budget year a.d.a. 

5. P. L. 874 -- Districts with a revenue lin:it be"loW the 
foundat~1on· program that- sust-air.s a loss in P. L. 8'74. funds due. to 
.st red.uctio.n. i.n entitlement may add t:o 73-74 revenue limit an ru"'tount 
:i"lot to t::.xcee.c1 tbe loss of P. L. 874 funds. However,. when this loss 
is added to the district's revenue limit, the total cannot exceed 
the foundation program. 

6. Interdistrict Attendance Tuition Payments -- The district 
of residence sha.l.l be credited for apportionment purposes with tbe 
a .d. a .. of pupils attending school in another district under inter­
district agreement. Tuition payments cannot exceed the revenue liffiit 
for a.d.a~ of the district of attendance. 

'7. override Taxes: . 
a. Permissive override tax up to a limit of $0.05 per district 

is authorized to provide meals for needy pupilse 
b·. The community services override tax at $0.05 per level is 

again authorb~ed. 
c. A special override_ tax rate -of not more than $0.05 is 

authorized fo:C school districts for capital outlay purposes for 
regional occupational centers and regional occupation?J.l tax. 

8. The defined adult foundation program at the high school 
level is established at $386 with a $0.50 computational tax. 

9. Foundation programs 1974-75 and thereafter -- The fotmdation 
progra~ Will be increased each year for the next four years on an 
_automatic basis. 
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10. Special Education -- Special education class allowances 
will be added on top of ·the foundation programs. 

11. Williamson Act A. B. 1267 increases the qualifying 
tax rates for Williamson Act reimbursement to the computational 
tax rates as provided inS. B. 90. 

12. Mandated Programs -- Any new program or increased level 
of service of an existing program which is mandated by legislative 
action after January 1, 1973, shall require that state funds be pro­
vided to cover the cost of such programs.l44 
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The first year under the new legislation was fairly successful proba-

bly because of the large amount of new monies injected into the state's 

allocation. However, when budgets were being drawn up for the 1974-75 

school year, it became apparent that there were some serious problems 

resulting from finffilcing under s. B. 90. An editorial in the San Jose 

.Mercury-News pointed out some of these problems as being the set inflation 

factor built into the law, which was about one-half the actual amount, 

d Lh d 1" 0 h 1 1" 0 145 
an c e ec 1.n1.ng sc oo popu at1.on. The Stat.e Legislature passed a 

bill which would have added $15 per unit of a.d.a., but on September 26, 

Governor Reagan veto€d the bill, and that stopped ru1y hope for relief 

146 from the State. _ As a result, many districts sought revenue increases 

in the. June, 1974 elections. In Santa Clara County, for example, it was 

reported that nine of the thirty-three school districts in the county 

sought ·an increase~ 
147 

Only one of these was successful. . This state of 

affairs continued, and by the November elections the number of districts 

in that county requesting an increase was seven~ The ~1erc.!.:~EY related t.hat 

140 
only t<.<o of these were, successful. 

144 
SELL1 July 13, 1973 

145 d" · 1 N 0 t b 27 1974 F2 E .1.tor1.a , San Jose Mercury- ews, c ~O er , , p. . 

146
;:;_!>r.L, October 7, 1974. 

147
1:Uitorial, !'-3an Jose J.fercury-NeNs.'. June 6, 1974, P~ .E'2. 

148s"!!. . .!~--~~.ury, November. 11., 1974, p. 22. 
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The Jefferson Decision 

In the meantime tl1e Serrano case which had been returned to the Los 

Angeles County Superior Court for a full hearing was being heard by 

Judge BernardS. Jefferson, sitting without a jury. The case came to 

trial on Decenmer 26, 1972, and a decision was reached and handed down on 

August 30, 1974. Some of the major points covered in the Judgment were: 

l. That the California Public School Financing System including 
the provisions of S. B. 90 and A. B. 1267 pertaining to it is invalid 
under the equal-protection-of-the-laws provisions of the California 
Constitution. It refers to these features as being violations: (a) 
basic aid payments to high-wealth districts; (b) the right for voters 
to vote unlimited revenues at their discretion; (c) wealth-related 
disparities between school districts in per-pupil expenditures; and 
(d) wealth-related variations in tax rates between districts; 

2. ~'hat the said financing system does not violate the equal­
protection-of-the-laws provisions of the Fourteenth Amendment to the 
United States Constitution; 

3. 'J~ha"i: -the F-salt.h~·rclated, per-pupil expenditure disparities 
be·t\'lt::e!1 di::.-::t::::icts ~Jhich are a v.iol-'::i:tion of the sta-te 1 s constitution 
inclnd.e: {c:t) hig'll-wea.l th districts not_ making tl:,::: same tax effort 
.;.:.;; iow··we.alth distrlc·ts ·to rtach the founc1ation·-i)rogra.I!1. level; (b). 
above t.he four.dc.:t.iC.r!-prog:ram· levels r local propert.y Vlealt.h is -the 
primm~y dete.r.1:runant of the amount of revenue generated for a giV•3n 
tax .rate; {c) "tJ1e amour.1t of revenue from override ·taxes is determined 
solely by~ the amount of taxable property wealth within a ~particular 
school district; (d) low-wealth distric·ts under Section 20906 of the 
Education Code are denied an equal opportunity .to exceed the founda­
tion program levels by using voted overrides; and (e) unused voted 
tax overrides are used to determine maximum school district revenue 
limits utld<er s. B. 90 and A. B. 1267; 

4. That the legislature ha3 the. responsibility for complying 
with the judgment and that it shall be in full compliance within 
six years; 

5. That the judgment does not invalidates. B. 90 and A. B. 1261, 
or: any .other existing financing· syst.em, and that they shall continue 
to operat.e, wit.hin t.he time e:cmstraints previously mentioned, unti.l 
a complying system can. be dGsignatedt enacted into law, and plaCed 
into opcr.·ation; 

6. That the judgment does not require any particular plan or 
system for financing public schools, but it does require the plan 
or system 3.dopted must comply with the equal-protect:ion-of-the-laws 
provisions of the st.ate constitution; and 

7 . . . . ; j. • f h . 149 . ~rhat the trial coux·t 1.s reta.1n.1.ng JUrJ.sc J..ct1on o t e act1on .. 

149
serraho vs. Priest, 96 Cal. Reptr. 601, (1974) •· 
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Judge Jefferson then presented 299 Findings of Fact from which he 

drew 128 Conclusions of Law. Some of the more pertinent points covered 

in these conclusions which have not been covered by the previous points 

covered in the Judgment were: 

1. That education is a fundamental interest under the California 
Constitution; 

2. That the state can still leave local control in the hands of 
local districts) 

3. That the section of the State Constitution which empowers the 
Legislature to provide for the organization of school districts 
does not authorize them _to draw district boundaries that result 
in the quality of a child 1 s .education being dependent on the 
wealth of the school district where the child resides, and the 
location of private commercial and industrial establishments) 

4. •rhat the wealth of the district as measured by its assessed 
valuation per pupil is unconstitutional for financing public 
education; 

5. That the equal protection provisions of the constitution 
require that school districts receive the same. revenue for 
the same ·tax rate; 

6. That in· its first year of operation, S. B. 90 and A. B. 1267 
does not comply with the Constitution nor the requirement of 
(:quaJ.i:t.y o.f t.reat:::nent ·for all School children i11 the state; 

7. That an equal expenditure level per pupil througho-ut the state 
is not mandated by the Constitution, and is permissible if it 
is n'Jt weal tl1-related and if it will take more money for some 
children to achieve_ a good education than it will tcake- for 
Ot.he£s; and 

8. ~·hat the appropriate standard for measuring the quality of 
education is a school-district·-offerings standard, rather 
than performance on standardized achievement tests.l50 

In the Findings of Fact section, Judge Jefferson stated: 

196. There are several alternative potential methods of financing 
a public school system of the State of California which would 
not continue the prt3se.nt infl'...:ence of local district w~alth 
upc-n spending~lSl 

Shortly ther"after, he completed this poil)t: 

61 

198. Potential various alternative plan:3 of financing public edu­
cation that do not produce wealth-created spendin9 disparities 
a::Jd that a,-e workable, practical and feasible include: (1) full 
state funding~ T....rith the imposition of a statewide property ·tax; 

150
rbid. 

l5l._b, d 
.L ~ . ~ 
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(2) consolidation of the present l, 06 7 school districts into 
about. five hundred districts, with boundary realignments to 
equalize assessed valuations of real property among all school 
districts; ( 3) retention of present school district boundaries 
but the removal of commercial and industrial property from 
local taxation for school purposes and taxation of such property 
at the state level; (4) school district power equalizing which 
has as its essential ingredient the concept that school district 
could choose to spend at different levels but for each level of 
expenditure chosen the tax effort would be the same for each 
school district choosing such level whether it be a high-wealth 
or low-wealth district; (5) yg~chers; and (6) some combination· 
of two or more of the above. 

Similarly to what had occurred three years earlier when the Califor-

nia Supreme Court had handed down their decision, the legislature did not 

act. As has already been noted, school districts went to the voters for 

revenue increases and were frequently turned down. 

In the meantime, SELL reports that the Serrano case has been returned 

to the California Supreme Court for final adjudication. The Court took 

direct jurisdiction of the appeal from Judge Jefferson's decision and thus 

expe-dited 13- firial decision in the Ir.atter by 8limi.nati:ng a-n int.F.rmediate-

153 
heclring in the St-2.to .~pp_ella.te_ Court. __ 

S~ary 

_The _Serrap.o decision handed down by the California Supreme Court and 

upheld by Judge Jefferson found the method of funding public education in 

use. in California to be rmconsti tutional and directed the state legislature 

to find a remedy for this si1:uation. 

A review of the literature reveals that the financin9 of schools in 

this countJ:y began even before the Constit.utional Convention met. It wasn't 

until the early nineteenth century t.hat a financing plan whiC'...h equalized 

the blorden for taxpayers "as proposed. The concept that there should be 

----------
152

Ibid. 

"53 
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equality of educational opportunity has been discussed by many authorities, 

and the principle has been tested in the courts. The most recent have 

been concerned with the financial aspects of this concept. 

The concern for the inequity of the property tax as the major source 

of revenue for the support of public education in this country has re-

sulted in the taxpayers and the lawmakers trying to find a solution to 

financing education that will be both practical and equitable. The re-

sponsibility, which presently is mostly at the local level, should be at 

the state level in order to provide an equitable approach. 

The financing proposals that may provide financial equality that were 

reviewed are full state funding and power equalizing. These plans seem 

practical and may be the answer to financial equalization. However, they 

are difficult to implement and legi~lators are hesitan,t to e.nact them into 

la~·:- Ancrt~h>2.r.· pl.an \.\~hid1 ma:i be accept.able i.'J educational VDl.:.chers. 

Th<-~ ~~ case and. other cases across the country have. found that the 

local property tax is not a constitutionally ac:ceptablemeans for financing 

education since it makes the education of a child dependent on the wealth 

of the neighborhood in which the child resides. Two legislative enactments, 

s. B. 90 and A. B. 1267, which were supposed to be an effort to answer this 

problem in California has been found by the court to be an ineffective solu-

tion t.:) the Serrano decision. 

The next chapt~r viill contain the des.-ign and procedures used in this 

study. It will be comprised of the selection of the sample 1 the data t.o be 

collected, an analyses of the data, and the hypotheses. The date which relate 

t.o i:he hypotheses will be set forth and analyzed in the fourth chapter. The 

final chapter will contain a summary of the study, an interpretation and con-

cJ.u:~ion will be made ba.sed on the delta, l:i.rnita·tions of the study ·will be dis-

cussed, and fu.r.ther an::as of investigatiOn or .renearch will be_ sug9'(!Sted. 
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Alternative finance plans that: may provide equality were also described. 

l'here are many ramifications arising from the implemention of any of 

these plans, and there is a deep concern among school administrators 

about which plan will be selected and what effect it will have on each 

district. It is important that this concern be documented and heard be-

fore any final decisions are made in this matter. 

Selection of the Sample 

~.'he population for this study included all of the public school dis-

tricts in the State of California with the following limitations: (l) only 

schools with grades kindergarten through twelve were included; (2) only 

elementarY, secondary, and unified school districts were considered; and 

(3) those districts having more than 75,000 average daily attendance, and 

those districts having less than 100 a .d. a. were exclud~~d~ Enrollment 

figu.res us-ed for the- study \,re:re t.a.kGn from the apportio;-... 'Uont a.d.a .. figures 

152 
pu.Ulished in the C.A.R.E. document· for the 1973-74 school year. 'l'hn 

population w:l t.hin these limitations resul te;d in 884 of. the 1, 054 school 

district.s that existed in California in 1974 being included. This popu-

lation is furtl1er divided into 248 unified districts, 114 secondary districts 

and 522 elementary districts. 

•rraveJ:s suggests that if the groups were stratified to obtain a more 

ho~ogeneous sample .. then a samplH of approximately ten pe.rcent. of each cat.e-

. 153 
gory would be adequate. The basis for the stratification was: (1) level of 

organi~ation of the distric·t, (i.e., elementary, secondary, or unified) ; 

152
califm:nia A~wncy for Hesearch in Educa·tion (C.A.R.E.), California 

§.~~~<.?l.f?_.istrict Pina~~ia_l Anal~_:3~1 1973-74, (Burlingame, CA. I c-:1\:I-cE .. ;1975), 
pp. 172-24?.. 

153 . . d . 1 . Robert .r.L ~'I~ 'l'ravers, An IntroductJ.on to E ucat.:.Lono.. Reseil.rcn, 
(New York: 'I' he Macmillan Co. , - J. 96~P.-:-3o4. -------------·----



1 
1 

I 
~1 

I 

I 
I 

CHAPTER III 

PROCEDURES OF THE STUDY 

In Chapter III, the procedures used in the study are presented. The 

chapter is divided into four parts: (1) Selection of the Sample, (2) Data 

to be Collected, ( 3) Analyses of the Data, and ( 4) Hypotheses. 

This study is based on an analysis of opinions about the preference 

for various finance_ plans which were obtained from district superintendents 

throughout the state of California. The responses were examined not' only 

for the preferenc:es shown for the various plans, but also with respect to 

certain demographic characteristics of each district that relate to the 

district's financial structure. 

The concern that educators have with equality of educational oppor-

t.UlJ.it:y and the recent court cases concerned wit.h this principle were in-

traduced in Chapt.er :r. - -TlH::o. landmark case of Serrano vs. Priest resulted in 

a decision that the systerr. for finail.cing pubLic education in t.he s·tab:;•. of 

Cali fg_rni_a. was uncon-sti-tutional-~- IJ?he inost ---reCent ___ decision in this case 

ruled that legisl.ati ve att.empts to change this through the enactments of 

S. B. 90 and A. B. 1267 have in no way altered the original findings. To 

mee·t ~.:.he requirements of the courts, a financing plan must be __ developed 

that will be in full compliance with the egua.l-p>.·otection-of-the-la••s 

_provi.sions of the California Constitution. This plan must not protect the 

\Vealth-created spending disparities that presently exist. among school dis-

tricts in California. 

·In the second chapter, there is a recounting of what educators and 

financial experts have -wri-tten about the concept of financial equality of 

edu.cutinnal opportunity. 'rhis discusSion included the historical background. 

of· the problem~ as ~;e.ll as the lega.l and financial aspeCts that are- involved. 

6S 
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(2) size as reflected by a.d.a. of the district; and (3) wealth and tax 

rate of the district. To obtain an adequate sample, twenty-four unified 

. ~ 

-I 
districts (9. 7%), sixteen secondary districts (14%), and fifty-two elemen-

tary districts (10%) were selected. 

The first step in selecting the participants from the 884 .districts 

was to classify the districts within each of the organizational levels accord-

·-·1 ing to size. :Five size categories were selected for the elementary districts, and 

four size categories for the secondary districts. Different size cate-
i 

I 
-j 

1 
I 

I 
J 

__ , 

gories were used for each organizational level to more accurately re-

present the population in each group. 

Next, a wealth factor in terms of assessed valuation was established 

for the population. This was done by identifying each district as baing 

above or below the mean assessed valuation per apportionment a.d.a. for 

districts within its organizational level and within its size category. 

M.e.an as.se.s::;c-:!0 v-aJ.tiation fo1: school d.istrictS in each ·orgar::.ization.-3.1 level 

are ShO'I:·~n in rrable 3.1. 

Table 3.1 

Heans for Assessed Valuation Per Apportionment 
A.D.A. for 1973-1974 

llpportionment 100 500 100. 1, ooo· 4,000 10,000 25,000 
A.D.A. to to to to to to to 

499 999 99.9 3,999 9,999 24,999 74,999 

Unified $35,805 $22,969 $14,296 $13,121 $15,001 

Elementary $36,876 $23 .• 264 $21,318 $16,965 $15,594 

Secondary $70,828 $45,697 $18,150 $40,765 

---- -------··--

The ·tax rate factor was then identified for l' a ~ .districts in the 

population~ rrh~;. mean ta.x rate v.;·as c'omput:ed for all of the districts within 
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wider area, (5) some uniformity ensured by its impersonal nature, (6) re-

spondents' greater confidence in their anonymity, and (7) ample time to 

'd 157 
cons~ er response. These advantages support the use of this device 

as an appropriate research tool. The superintendents were asked to re-

spond to the level of acceptability of each plan or to indicate that they 

had no opinion. A copy of the questionnaire can be found in the appendix. 

In order to provide the respondent with some latitude in replies, ·a 

surrunated scale was used following the pattern devised by Likert and re-

f d 'k t 1 158 ·erre to as a LJ. ert- ype sea e. Superintendents of the selected 

districts were asked to react to each plan in terms of: (1) Highly Accept-

able, (2) Moderately Acceptable, (3) Mostly Unacceptable, (4) Totally 

Unacceptable, and (5) Unable to Respond. 

The following items were also obtained from the questionnaire sent 

to all of the superintendents of the districts in tJ1e sample: 

1~ The principal source of revenue (residential or 

conune:::cial/industrial) • 

2. The principal societal area served by the district 

(urban, suburban, or rural). 

3. State aid based on the foundation program or on 

basic aid. 

Analyses of the Dal:a 

'I'he purpose of the utudy l'aS to determine if there were any signifi-

cant differences in the perceptions of district superintendents regarding 

157 
Claire Selltiz, Marie Jahoda, Morton Deutsch, and Stuart W. Cook, 

Research Methods in Sociq.l Relations, (New York: Henry Holt and Co., Inc., 
1960) ' pp:--238-2'11. ----.----·--

158 . 'k "A T h . RensJ.s L1. ·ert, ec n1.que for the Measurement of Attitudes," 
Archives Psycholo'fi.• No. 140, 132. 
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each of the categories of size and level of organization. The means for 

the total tax levied are presented in Table 3. 2. Each district was iden-

tified as being either above or below the mean tax rate. 

Table 3. 2 

Means for Total Tax Levied for 1973-1974 

Apportionment 100 500 100 1,000 4,000 10,000 25,000 
A.D.A. to to to to to to to 

499 999 999 3,999 9,999 24,999 74,999 

Unified $3. 35 $3.67 $3.92 $4.05 $4.28 

Elementary $2.00 $2.13 $2.36 $2.64 $2.63 

Secondary $1,73 $1.78 $2.06 $2.08 

Finally, a c0mbina~ion of wealth and tax rate was established for each 

dist1.'ict~ The1·e were four possible cornbina:tions, (l) Below 1nean AV/ADl\ and 

below mean Tax Rate, (2} Above me.an AV/ADA and. below me.an Tax. Rate, (3) Below 

mean AV/ADA and above mean Tax Rate, and (4) Above mean AV/ABA and above mean 

Tax Rate. 

With all districts in the population stratified by level of organization, 

\veal t.h and tax rate, and size, the sample dist.ricts were selected by using a 

154 
table of random numbers. The districts identified and included in the 

Silltlple for this study are listed in Table 3.3. 

Data to be Collected ·-------
~rhe fo.llo~O:,ing items of data v1ere obtained from C .. A.R.lL, u. joint 

publication of' the llssoc-iation of Cal.ifornia- School Administrators, the 

154
Allen I .. Berstein, .~B_andbook of _Statistics Solution~ for the 

!J.'.'!:~."-~9-:r::'~-J,_·:s-"ien~.?.."'.• (Ne., York: Holt Rinehart-Winston, Inc., 196,J.), pp. 1.43--144. 



Table 3.3 

Stratification of School Districts in the Sample 
By Type, Size, Wealth, and Tax Rate 

ABC a,6 
Berkeley d,5 
Calaveras b, 3 
Death Valley a,l 
Dixon a, 3 
El Rancho a,S 

Alexander Valley d,l 
Anaheim d,5 
Black Butte d,l 
Brentwood a, 3 
Buckeye-Shasta a,l 
Cambrian c, 4 
Center c, 3 
china Lake a,3 
Colfax d,l 
Columbia-Shasta c,l 
Cold Spring d,l 
Cox-ni.ng a,2 
·cottonWood !:',2 

Brawley a,3 
Dunsmuir a,l 
Eldorado b,3 
Eureka c, 3 

Key to Table ITT. -. ..... ~ 

AV/ADA and •rax Rate: 

a. B(~lOVl mean 
b. Above rnea11 
c. Belovl meQn 
d. Above mean 

size by A.D.!' •• : 

L 100 - 499 
.2~ 500 - 999 

UNIFIED DISTRICTS 

Escalon a,3 
Jurupa a,4 
Maricopa, d,l 
Morgan Hill d,4 
Needles d,3 
Palm Springs b,4 

Pajaro b,S 
Ramona c,3 
Rim of the World b,3 
San Bernadino c,6 
Santa Ana b,6 
Sierra-Plumas b,2 

ELEMENTARY DISTRIC'fS 

Ducor b, 1 
Gerber a,l 
Hamilton d,l 
Healdsburg d,3 
Hesperia b,3 
Johnstonville c,l 
Kernville b,2 
Las Lomitas d,3 
Lawndale a,4 
McCloud b,l 
Mcl"a::-land b,3 
Mill Valley d, 3 
l'-:iod.esto b,S 

Montague a, 1 
Mother Lode a, 2 
Mt. Pleasant c,3 
Mt. View-s. Bern. b,l 
Nevada City b,2 
Northside d,l 
Nuview c,l 
Oak Groave-Sono. c,2 
Oak Grove-S. -Cla.. c 1 5 
Ophir a,l 
Pacific-Pres. a,l 
Peninsula. b, 1 
rleaSant View a,l 

S.ECONDARY DISTRICTS 

Fortuna d, 3 
Fremont d,5 
Galt c,2 

Huntington Beach 

Moorpark d,l 
oxnard b,S 
Salinas d,4 
Santa Cruz b,4 

c,S 

All/ADA and below mean Tax Rate 
AV/ADA and below mean ~rax Rate 
AV/ADA and above me .an Tax Rate 
AV /l>.DA and above mean Tax Rate 

3. 1,000 - 3,999 
4. 4,000 - 9,999 

--·------------·· 
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Sierra Sands d,3 
Torrance d,6 
Tulelake c,2 
Vallejo c,5 
Wa,lnut Valley c,4 
Winters c,3 

Rancho Santa Fe d,2 
Ravenswood d,4 
Red Bluff b,3 
Sausalito d,2 
Sebastopol c,3 
Shiloh c,l 
Sierra b,l 
Somis d,l. 
Vallecito b, 1 
Va.Lley Oaks b, 4 
Westminster a,S 
Yloodlake a; 3 
Nrightwocd ~~,1· 

Santa Rosa c,4 
Tranquility b,2 
Whittier a,S 
wm. s. Hart a,4 

5. 
6. 

10,000 - 24,999 
25,000 - 74,999 
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California School Boards Association, and the California 'reachers Associa-

t
. 155 
~on. This publication reports data furnished by the 58 County Depart-

ments of Education in the State of California which was compiled by the 

Research Department of the California Teachers Association. These data 

were reported for the 1973-1974 school year (the most current data avail-

able at the outset of the study) . These items were taken either directly 

from the document, or were computed from the reported data. 

1. Apportionment A.D.A. for 1973-1974 . 

2. Assessed Valuation per Apportionment A.D.A. for 

1973-1974. 

3. Total tax levied for 1973. 

4. Means for Assessed Valuation per Apportionment 

A.D.A. for 1973-1974. 

:Phe fl.ve finance pla.n.s which were mentioned in the Jefferson decision 

were listed on a questionnaire and--each superintendent in -the sample '>'iaS 

asked to indicate his degree of preference for each of the plans. The 

questionnaire is defined by Goode and Hatt as a device for securing answers 

to questions by nsing a fo.rm which the respondent fills in himself }
56 

It 

was used because of the advantages of this method which Selltiz lists as: 

(1) lesser skill to a&n.i.nir;ter, (2). ability to cover larger numbers, (3) 

li~ely to be less expensive, (4) ability to use the ma.il and thus cover a 

156 'lJ. d d rNl .1.am J. Goo e an 
(New· York: McGraw-Hill Book 

Paul K. Hatt, Me~hods in Socia_:t,. Research, 
Co., Inc., 1952), p. 133. 
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wider area (5) some uniformity ensured by its impersonal nature, (6) re-

spondents greater confidence in their anonymity, and (?).ample time to 

157 
consider response. These advantages support the use of this device 

as an appropriate research tool. •rhe superintendents were asked to re-

spond to the level of acceptability of each plan or to indicate that they 

had no opinion. A copy of the questionnaire can be found in Appendix A. 

In order to provide the respondent with some latitude in replies, a 

summated scale was used following the pattern devised by Likert and re-

f d 'k 1 158 erre to as a Ll ert-type sea e. This approach also allowed for more 

in-depth analyses of the responses. Superintendents of the selected 

districts were asked.: to reac·t to each plan in terms of: (1) Highly 

Acceptable, (2} Moderately Acceptable, (3} Mostly Unacceptable, (4} To-

tally Unacceptable, and (5} Unable to Respond. 

The following items were also obtained from the questionnaire sent 

t:o all of the sup,~JCin ten dents of the districts in thto s01nple: 

1. The principal source of revenue (residental or 

comme:t:cial/industrial} . 

2. ·rhe principal societal area served by the district 

(Urban, suburban, or rural}. 

3. State aid based on the foundation program or on 

basi.c aid. 

'tth:;! purpose of the s·tudy was to determine if there were any signif.i-

cant differences in the perceptions of dist:rict superintendents regarding 

Morton Deutsch; and Stuart 1<1. Cool<, 
(New York: Henry Holt and Co., Inc., 

fox- the- !11easurernent of 1\.tti tudes 1 H 
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a school finance plan that 1wuld meet the requirements of the Serrano 

decision. The responses were first analyzed using a t-test for signifi-

cant difference of group means to determine whether any one plan was 

significantly more preferable to all of the superintendents than any other 

plan. This analysis was done by computing the means and standard devi-

ations for the responses on each of the surveyed plans. Then, the re-

sponses were analyzed based on the six demographic variables of the 

districts served by the respondents. A Chi Square test was made for the 

responses of each of the superintendents based on each of the variables 

of level of organization, the principal source of local revenue, the 

type of state aid received, the wealth and tax rate, size, and societal 

area of the dist.rict Served. The Chi Square is a nonparametric test 

that can be used with nominal data where the actual scores, or in this 

case responses, can be compared with the expected responses for the 

obset"ved group. This test makes an analysis between the actual or -ob-

served frequencies of the responses made and the responses that might 

no~~ally be expected from the respondents. The score resulting from 

this analysis,· the Chi Square, is then checked to determine whether 

the difference bet1•een the observed and expected frequencies of the 

responses is significant. This test is repeated until .all of the vari-

ables have been considered for each of the five finance plans. 

Eiynotheses 

'fhe thirty-one hypotheses of this study are: 

H 
1;. Superin'.:endents in California showed no significant preference 

for any one of the five finance plans suggested by.Judge Jef.ferson. 
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H 
2. There is .no significant difference in the preference of super-

intendents from elementary, secondary, and unified school districts 
toward Full State Funding. 

73 

H3. There is no significant difference in the preference of super­
intendents from elementary, secondary, and unified school districts toward 
Consolidation. 

H4. There is no significant difference in the preference of super­
intendents from elementary, secondary, and unified school districts 
toward Removal of the Commercial and Industrial Tax Base. 

HS. There is no significant difference in the preference of super­
intendents from elementary, secondary, and unified school districts 
toward Power Equalizing. 

H6. There is .no significant difference in the preference of super­
intendents from elementary, secondary, and unified school districts 
toward Vouchers. 

H 
7. There is no significant difference in the preference of super-

intendents from residential tax based districts and commercial/industrial 
based districts tov1ard Full State Funding. 

HO. 'l'here .is no significant difference in the pn.:fere.nce of super­
int.e.ndents from :residential tax based ·distric·ts and cormnercial/industx·io._l 
based districts toward Consolidation~ 

H 
9. The.re is no significant difference in the preference of super-

intendents from residential tax based district.s and commercial/industrial 
based districts toward removal of the _Commercial and Industrial Tax Base; 

H 
10. There is no significant difference in the preference of super-

intendents from residential tax based districts and commercial/industrial 
based districts to>~ard Power Equalizing. 

Hll. There is no significant difference in the preference of super­
intendents from residential tax based districts and commercial/industrial 
based districts toward Vouchers. 

H 
12. •rhere is no significant difference in the preference of super-

intendents from urban, subu:cban, and rural school districts toward Full 
State Funding. 

·; 1 13. ~rhere is no significant difference in the preference of super-
intendents f.rorri urban, suburban, and rural school districts toward 
Consolidation. 

H 
1.4~ There i.s no signi.ficant difference in the preference of super-

inte.ndE-~nts from urba.n, suburban, and rural school-·districts towa:rd 
Removal of- the Ct)mrnercial and Industrial Tax Base. 
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Hl5. There is no significant difference in the preference of 
intendents from urban, suburban, and rural school districts toward 
Equalizing. 

74 

super­
Power 

Hl6. There is no significant difference in the preference of super­
intendents from urban, suburban, and rural school districts toward 
Vouchers. 

Hl7. There is no significant difference i.n the preference of super­
intendents from rich and poor districts toward Full State Funding. 

H 18. There is no significant difference in the preference of super-
intendents from rich and poor districts toward Consolidation. 

Hl9. There is no significant difference in the preference of super­
intendents from rich and poor districts toward Removal of the Commercial 
and Industrial Tax Base. 

H20. There is no significant difference in the preference of super­
intendents from rich and poor districts toward Power Equalizing. 

H21. There is no significant difference in the preference of super­
intendents from rich and poor districts toward Vouchers. 

H22. IJ'here is no significant dif.ference in the preference of super­
inb.~nden·=s .from bas:ic aid districts an<?. foundation pl~n-· dis·tricts to-::Jar.d 
Full s·~a.te Funding. 

H23. There is no si.gn.ifica!1t difference in the prefe.re_11ce 9£ Guper.:­
intend-znts from --basic ai-<.1. Gi.:;tricts· arid founda.:tion plc3.n districts toward 
Consolidation. 

H24. Then, is no significant difference in the preference of super­
intendents from basic aid districts and foundation plan districts toward 
Removal of the Commercial and Industrial Tax Base. 

H25. There is no significant difference in the preference of super­
intendents from basic aid districts and foundation plan districts tm,•ard 
Power Equalizi_ng-. 

H26. .There is no significant difference in the preference of super­
intendents from basic a.id districts and foundation plan -districts toward 
Vouchers. 

H27. There is no significant difference in the preference of super­
intendents from different size school distriCts toward Full State Funding. 

H28. There i::: no significant difference in the preference of super­
inte!tdents from differen1: size school districts toward Consolidation. 

H 29. 'rher~ is no significant diffe.rence in the preference of super-
intendents from di.fferen.t s·ize school dis·tricts towar~ Removal of· the 
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Comnercial and Industrial Tax Base. 

H30. There is no significant difference in the preference of super­
intendents from different size school districts toward Power Equalizing. 

H31. There is no signi.ficant difference iii the preference of super­
intendents from different size school districts toward Vouchers. 

Summary 

In the third chapter the procedures· used in the study were presented. 

These inciuded: How the sample was selected, identifying those districts 

which were used in the sample and how they were chosen, the data that were 

collected and the survey used, the sources for these data, the statistical 

analyses that were used, and the hypotheses that would be tested. 

In the fourth chapter the findings from the analysis of the data 

~<ill be reported. The study will be summarized in Chapter Five, conclu-

sio;13 1•1:i.Il be drawn, a.nd the impli_cat:ions for practi~e and fut-ure 

research will be present.ed. 
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CHAPTER IV 

STATISTICAL ANALYSIS OF THE DATA 

The data relating to the thirty-one hypotheses are presented and 

analyzed in this chapter. The description of the sample and the responses 

to the main items on the survey are presented in the first section. 

This section is followed by the data related to the hypotheses, which 

include the results of the tests used to analyze the reactions of the· 

superintendents to the five finance plans presented on the survey. This 

section also includes an analysis of the superintendent's preference for 

each plan and six demographic characteristics of the districts served by 

the superintendents. In the final section of this chapter the responses 

to item six on the survey, which was concerned with combinations of the 

five. suggested pl2m.s 1 are presented. 

Selection of the sample 

The sample was selected to obtain an adequate nurnber of superin-

tendents from each of the categories (level of organization, revenue, 

area, wealth, aid, rutd size). This process resulted in a sample of 

approximately ten percent for each group. 

The four wealth cat.egories were divided evenly among the sample. 

The data identifyi.ng the demographic charar::teristics of basi~ source of 

revenue, area served, and type of state aid, could not be ascertained 

beforehand, and was cbtained from data provided by the respondents. The 

number of superintl9nden·ts for each category is presented in ~~able 4 ~ 1. 

76 
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Table 4.1 

Number of Superintendents Within Each Category of 
the Demographic Variables of Their Districts 

Level of Organization 

77 

Elementary - 52 Secondary - 16 Unified - 24 

Basic Source of Local Revenue 

Residential Property 
58 

Urban - 7 

Below the mean AV /AD!\, 
Above the mean AV/ADA, 
.Below the mean AV/ADA, 
P.bove the mean AV/lillA, 

Basic Aid - 41 

100 .... ·~99 ADA - 32 
500 ·- 999 ZillA - l2 

Industrial and/or Commercial Property 
34 

Main Societal Area 

Suburban - 34 Rural - 51 

Wealth of the District 

and be .tow the mean Tax Rate - 23 
and below the mean Tax Rate - 23 
and above the mean Tax Rate 23 
and above the mean Tax Rate - 23 

kind of State Aid Received 

Foundation Plan .- 51 

Size of the District 

1,000 - 3,999 ADA - 24 
4,000 .. 9,999 ADA - 12 

10,000 - 24,999 -.12 
25,000 - 74,999 - 4 

------------·----------;------'--

Data Related To The Hypotheses 

The data :celr1ted t~o the thirty-one hypotheses of this study are 

reported in tJds section a rrhe data are comprised of superintendents • 

reac:tions to the five finance plans on tJ1e survey, and the relat.ionsh.iJ?S 

of these· reactions to the demographic variables of level of organi:;?;ation, 
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source of revenue, societal ·area served, wealth, type of state aid received, 

and size, for the districts served ~y the respondents. 

The 31 hypotheses liere developed to most accurately test the overall 

reaction of superintendents to the suggested finance plans, and then to 

test these reactions based on the characteristics of the districts that 

they served. The data collected are grouped according to these charac-

teristics and the superintendents' reaction to each plan. 

'rhe t-test for significant difference of group means was utilized 

to analyze the data related to the first hypothesis.· This test was used 

because it provides a more complete description of the data, and it is 

appropriate for the size of the sample. With this type of analysis and 

these data, a 0.05 level of significance was considered acceptable. 

Each of the nine·ty-two district superintc~~ndents in the sample was 

asked to react to each of the five finance pJ.ans su_ggE,si:ed i.n the 

Jefferson decision (1. Full sta.te f·undi~1g; 2 ~ Consolidation t 3 ~ Removal 

of the Commercial and Industrial Tax Base; .4. -Power equalizing; and 5. 

Vouchers) in terms of how it liOUld affect his Gchool dist.rict. The 

means were computed on a 1 - 4 scale {1. Highly acceptable; 2. Moderately 

acceptable; 3 .. · Mostly unacceptable; and 4. •rotally unacceptable) since 

an "Gnable to Responcl 11 response was nOt included when det.errnini.ng the 

means and standard deviations. On this scale, the means tha.t were 

nea.rest to 1.0 reflected a "most preferred" reaction to the plans, 

wher-eas t.he me.ans that were closEst to 4.0 reflected a "least pr~ferred" 

reaction. •rhc: nu•:nber and percent.ages of the responses are presen-ted in 

Table 4. 2. 
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Table 4. 2 

N.Imber and Percentages of Responses on the Funding Plan 
Survey by District Superintendents 

Finance Highly Moder. Mostly Total 
Plans Accept. Accept. Unaccept. Unaccept. 

Full St. Fund 33 {36%) 31 {34%) 12 {13%) 8 { 9%) 
Consolidation 11 {12%) 18 {20%) 26 {28%) 31 {34%) 
Removal 15 {16%) 40 {43%) 16 {17%) 14 {15%) 
Power Equal. 30 {33%) 27 {29%) 17 {18%) 12 {13%) 
Vouchers 2 { 2%) 12 {13%) 24 {26%) 47 {51%) 

79 

Unable to 
Respond 

8 {9%) 
6 {6%) 
7 {8%) 
6 {6%) 
7 {8%) 

The data presented in Table 4. 3 show that district superintendents, 

as a group, showed a preference for Full State Funding over the other 

four plans with a mean of 1. 95. This, was followed by Power Equalizing 

wi 1:!1 a mean of 2.13, Removal of the Commercial and lndqstrial Tax l3aiJe 

v;-i1:h a mean of ·2.35, Co.ns·olidation with a mean of 2.90, and Vouchers with 

a. mean of 3.37. 

Finance 
Plans 

Mean 
St?.ndard 
Deviation 

Table 4.3 

Means and Standard deviations for responses on the 
Funding Plan Survey by District Superintendents 

Full St. Consol- Power 
I''unding idat.ion Removal Equal. 

1.95 2.90 2.35 2.13 

0.96 1.04 0.96 1.05 

Vouchers 

3.37 

0.81 

The results of the t-test applied to these data showed that the 

mean for Full State Funding was significant at the 0.05 l<wel when 

. compared with th'' mGans for. each of the. other plans except Power 
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Equalizing. These data are reported in Table 4.4. 

Table 4.4 

T-tests for Significance of Group Means for Responses on the 
Funding Plan Survey by District Superintendents 

Plans T Plans T Plans 

1- 2 6.33* 2 - 3 3.67* 3 - 4 
1- 3 2~70* 2 - 4 4.81* 3 - 5 
1 - 4 1.16 2 - 5 3.24* 4 - 5 
1 - 5 10.29* 

*Significant at the 0.05 level. 

80 

T 

1.41 
7. 39* 
8.55* 

The remaining thirty hypotheses were concerned with the relation-

ships between the demographic variables that were representative of the 

di . .::;tr.icts an-1. t!Je responses o:E the superintendents. Fot' these analyses, 

a chi square value which ir,dicated the discrepancy b<otween the observed 

respcnse and. the p::.-edicted respons~ was utilized. 1I'his- approach was 

used because the data obtained through the survey regarding the demo-

graphic variables was nominal rather than interval data and this 

appeared to be the most accurate ·procedure for testing the significance 

of the responses. These data a.re rt3ported Showing the Chi Square values 

for responses to each of the five plans by superintendc;nts. ba.sed on the 

demographic variables of the dis·tricts that they served. 

'I!Jle data from the responses of the superintendents based on the 

level of orgc:nization f either elementary, secondary, or unifi€d districts 

c.1re presented in Table 4. 5. 'rh"Y were analyzed fo~· significance using 
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chi square; the results are shown in Table 4.6. 

Table 4.5 

Number and Percentages of Responses on the Funding Plan 
Survey by Superintendents by each Level of Organization 

Elementary Level 

Finance Highly Moder. Mostly Total 
Plans Accept. Accept. Unaccept. Unaccept. 

Full St. Fund 18 { 35%} 18 {35%} 5 {10%} 4 { 8%) 
Consolidation 7 {13%} 9 {17%} 13 {25%} 18 {35%) 
Removal 9 {17%) 20 {38%) 9 {17%} 8 {15%) 
Power Equal. 16 (31%} 14 (27%} 10 (19%} 7 {13%) 
Vouchers 1 ( 2%} 7 {13%} 12 (23%) 26 (50%) 

Seconda_::-y Level 

B'inance· Highly ·Moder. Mostly rr·ota 1. 
Pla.ns Accept. .Accept. Ui1accept. Unaccept. 

Full St. Fund 8 (50%) 3 (19%) 3 {H%}- -2 -{13%) 
--

Consolidation ~ (13%) 3 {19%) 7 {44%} 4 (25%) ~ 

Removal 4 (25%) 8 (5:1%) 0 ( 0%) 4 (25%} 
Power Equal. 8 (50%) 5 (31%) 1 ( 6%} 2 (13%) 
Vouchers 0 ( 0%) 2 {13%) 4 (25%} 10 (63%} 

Unified Level 

Finance Highly Moder. Mostly r.rotal 
Plans Accept. Accept. Unaccept. Unaccept. 

E'nll St. Fund 7 (29%) 10 (42%) 4 (J.nJ 2 ( 8%} 
Consolidation 2 { 8%} 6 (25%) 6 {25%) 9 (38%) 

·Removal 2 ( 8%) 12 (50%) 7 (29%) 2 ( ge,) 

Powex Equal. (j {25%) 8 {33'•) 6 (25%) 3 (13%) 

Vouchers 1 ( 4%) 3 (13%) 8 (33%} 11 (46%) 

81 

Unable 
to 
Respond 

7 {13%) 
5 {10%) 
6 (12%) 
5 (10%) 
6 (12%) 

Unable 
to 
Resf)cmd 

0 (0%) 
0 (0%} 
0 (0%} 
0 (0%) 
0 {0%} 

Unable 
to 
Respond 

l (4%) 
1 (4%) 
1 (4'•) 
1 (4%) 
1 {4%) 

·---
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Finance 
Plans 

Table 4.6 

Squares of Observed and Expected Frequencies of Responses 
on the Funding Plan Survey by Superintendents Based 

on the Level of Organization they Serve 

Full St. 
Funding 

3.59 

Consol­
idation 

2.87 

Removal 

8.29 

Power 
Equal. 

3.78 

82 

Vouchers 

1.91 

With six degrees of freedom a chi square of 12.592 or higher is 

significant at the 0.05 level. None of the responses by level of 

organization for any of the plans attained this score. 

Basic Source of Local Revenue (Hypotheses 7-11_) 

The analysis of the responses reported. in Table 4:.7 of the super-

intendents se.rv.ing distr:icts whose principal source .of local revenue is 

from residential property taxes and th:~ responses of those servi.ng 

districts whose principal source of local revenue was from industrial 

and/or comrnercial property taxes is presented in Table 4.8. 

Tcilile 4. 7 

Number an<l Percentages of Responses on the Funding Plan 
Survey by Superintendents Based on the Basic Source 

of Local Revenue of t.he District 

Source of 
Revenue 

Highly 
Accept. 

----·---------

Hader. 
Accept. 

Mostly 
UnaC;cept. 

Full Sl:ate Funding 

Residential 
Com./Ind. 

21 (36%) 
12 (35%) 

21 (36%) 
10 (29%) 

7 (12'•) 
4 (15%) 

Total 
Unaccept. 

4 ( 7%) 
4 ( 12%) 

Unable 
to 
Respond 

5 (9%) 
3 (9%) 

·--------------·-........ ·-·------
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Residential 
Com./Ind. 

Residential 
Com./Ind. 

Residential 
Com./Ind. 

Residential 
· Com./I'id." 

Table 4.7 (continued) 

7 (12%) 

4 (12%) 

Removal of the 

12' (21%) 
3 ( 9%) 

23 (40%) 
7 (21%) 

1 
1 

2%) 
3%) 

Consolidation 

11 (19%) 18 (31%) 
7 (21%) 8 (24%) 

Commercial and Industrial 

25 (43%) 8 (14%) 
15 (44%) 8 (24%) 

Power Equalization 

16 (28%) 
11 (32%) 

Vouchers 

9 (1.6%) 
3 ( 9%) 

8 (14%) 
9 (26%) 

17 (29%) 
7 (21%) 

Tax 

19 (33%) 
12 (35%) 

Base 

9 (16%) 
5 (1.5%) 

6 (10%) 
6 (18%) 

17 (47%) 
20 (59%) 

83 

3 (5%) 
3 (9%) 

4 (7%) 
3 (9%) 

5 (9%) . 
1 (3%) 

4 (7%) 
3 ( 9%). 

----------

Table 4.8 

Chi Squares of Observed and Expected Frequencies of Responses 
on the Funding Plan survey by Superintendents Based on 

The Basic Source of Local Revenue of the District 

Finance 
Plans· 

Full St. 
Funding 

0.96 

Consol­
iCtation 

0.38 

Removal 
Power 
Equal. 

5.15 

Vouchers 

2.26 

A chi square of 7.815 or higher. is required for significance at the 

0.05 .level with three degrees of freedom. i'lone of the responses by basic 

source of local revenue for any of the five plans attained, this: ·level. 
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Main Societal Area (Hypotheses 12-16) 

The responses of superintendents based on the main societal area 

that they served as reported in Table 4.9 were analyzed for urban, 

stiliurban, and rural districts. The results are reported in Table 4.10. 

Table 4.9 

Number and Percentages of Responses on the Funding Plan 
Survey by Superintendents Based on the Main Societal 

Area Served by the District 

Societal 
Area 

Highly 
Accept. 

Moder. 
Accept. 

Mostly 
Unaccept. 

Total 
Unaccept. 

Urban 
Suburban 
Rural 

2 
11 
20 

(29%) 
( 32%) 
( 39%) 

Full State Funding 

5 (71%) 0 
10 (29%) 7 
16 (31%) 5 

( 0%) 0 ( 0'•) 
(21%) 2 ( 6'•) 
(10%) 6 (12%) 

Unable 
to 
Respond 

0 ( 0%) 
4 (12%) 
4 ( S%) 

---·---·--··~---··~·------·---·-------·--------·--------------

Urban 
Suburban 
Rural 

Urban 
Suburban 
Rural 

Urban 
Suburban 
Rural 

1 (14%) 
3 ( 9%) 
7 (14%) 

Removal of the 

1 (14%) 
7 (21%) 
7 (14%) 

4 (57%) 

11 ( 32%) 

15 (29%) 

Consolidation 

1 (14%) 
7 (21%) 

10 (20%) 

Commercial and 

5 (71%) 
14 (41%) 
21 (41.%) 

3 (43%) 
9 ( 26%) 

14 (27%) 

Industrial 

1 (14%) 
6 (18%) 
9 (18%) 

2 (29%) 
11 (32%) 
18 (35%) 

~·ax Base 

0 ( 0%) 
3 ( 9%) 

11 (229•) 

---·-------

0 ( 0%) 
4 ( 12'5) 
2 ( 4%) 

0 ( 0%) 
4 (12%) 
3 ( 6%) 

--··-----------------
Power Equalization 

3 (43%) 0 ( 0%) 0 ( 0%) 0 ( 0%) 
11 (32%) 6 (18%) 3 ( 9%) 4 (12%) 
13 (25%) 11 (22%) 9 ( 18%) 3 ( 6%) 



Table 4.10 

Chi Squares of Observed and Expected Frequencies of Responses 
on the Funding Plan Survey by Superintendents Based on 

the Main Societal Area Served by the District 

Finance 
Plans 

-------

Full St. 
Funding 

6.91 

Consol­
idation 

1.06 

*S.ignificail t at the 0. 05 level. 

Removal 

4.99 

Power 
Equal. 

5.91 

Vouchers 

13.08* 

The responses of the superintendents based on the main societal 

area served resulted in a chi square of 13.08 for the plan on Vouchers. 

A chi square. of 12.592 is significant at the 0,05 level with six degrees 

of freedom. 'rhe chi squares for the other four plans did not attain a 

significant level. The data shmdng the observed and expected frequencies 

for vouche"'"s is .reported in 1'able 4 .11. 
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Table 4.11 

Observed and Expected Frequencies of Responses for the Plan 
on Vouchers by Superintendents Based on the Main 

Societal Area Served by the District 

Societal Highly Moderately Mostly Totally 

8.6 

Area Acceptable Acceptable Unacceptable Unacceptable 

Urban 0 (0. 2) 0 (l. 0) 5 ( 2. 0) 2 ( 3.9) 
Suburban 0 (0. 7) 8 (4. 4) 6 ( B. 8) 17 (17.1) 
Rural 2 (1.1) 4 (6 .6) 13 (13. 2) 28 (26.0) 

(EJ!'pected frequencies are in parentheses) 

The chi square based on the observed and expected frequency of the 

responses was 13.08. 

As shvwn in Table 4~t2 the districts \\~ere evenly divided accordi:lg to -a 

t . ..realth factor based on the assessed valuation per unit of aver_age daily 

attendance and the tax rate of the district. The four categories used 

were' (1) Below the mean AV/ADA and below the mean t~~ rate, (2) P~ove 

the mean AV/ADA and below the mean tax rate, (3) BelO>l the mean AV/ADA 

and above the mean tax rate, and (4) above the mean AV/ADA and above 

the mean tax rate. The chi squares for "chese characteristics and the 

responses are reported in Table 4.13. 
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•rable 4.12 

Number and Percentages of Responses on the Funding Plan 
Survey by Superintendents Bases on the l<!ealth 

of the Districts They Served 

Wealth Highly Moder. Mostly Total. 
Factor Accept. Accept. Unaccept. Unaccept. 

Low W./Low T. 10 (43%) 12 (52%) 0 ( 0%) 0 ( 0%) 
High W./Low T. 7 (30%) 9 (39%) 4 (17%) 1 ( 4%) 

Low W. /High T. 11 (48%) 6 (26%) 1 ( 4%) 2 ( 9%) 
High W./High T. 5 (22%) 4 (17%) 7 (30%) 4 (17%) 

Consolidation 

LOI< W /J,ow T 4 (17%) 7 (30%) 7 (30%) 5 (22%) 

High W/Lm·l T 4 (17%) 3 (13%) 5 (22%) 9 (39%) 

Low W/High T 2 ( 9%) 3 (13%) 7 (30%) 8 (35%) 

High W/!iigh T l ( 4%) 5 (22%) 7 ( 30%) 9 (39%) 

Re.mova1 of the Conur.erci.al and Inclustric.l Tax Base 

J,ow W/Low T 1 ( 4%) 15 (65%) 3 (13%) 3 (13%) 

High W/Low T 4 (17%) 8 (35%) 5 (22%) 5 (22%) 

Low W/High T 6 (26%) 9 ( 39%) 3 (13%) 3 (13%) 

High 1'1/High T 4 (17%) 8 (35%) 5 (22%) 3 (13%) 

Power Equalization 

Low W/Low T 13 (57%) 4 (17%) 4 (17%) 2 ( 9'•) 
High W/Low T 6 (26%) 6 (26%) 8 (35%) 3 (13%) 

Low W/High T 7 (30%) 7 (30%) 3 (13%) 2 ( 9%) 

High W/lli'}h T 4 (17%} 10 (43%) 2 ( 9%) 5 (22%) 

Vouchers -----
Low W/Low •r 0 0%) 2 ( 9%) 7 (30%) 13 (57%) 

High W/I.ow T 0 0%) 2 ( 9%) 2 (22%) 15 (65%) 

Lov1 W/High 'I' 1 4%) 3 (13%} 7 ( 30%) 8 (35%) 

High 1'1/High T 1 4%) 5 (22%) 5 (22%) 11 (48%) 

87 

Unable 
to 
Respond 

1 ( 4%) 

2 ( 9%) 

3 (13%) 

2 ( 9%) 

0 ( 0%) 

2 ( 9%) 

3 (13%) 

1 ( 4'>) 

__ .,_ ... 

1 ( 4%) 

1 ( 4%) 

2 ( 9%) 

3 (13%} 

0 ( 0%) 

0 ( 0%) 

4 (17%) 

2 ( 9%) 

1 ( 4%) 

1 ( 4%) 

4 (17%) 

1 ( 4%) 

----·--- ---------
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Table 4.13 

Chi Squares of Observed and Expected Frequencies of Responses 
on the Funding Plan Survey by Superintendents Based on 

the Wealth of the Districts They Served 

.88 

Finance 
Plans 

Full St. 
Funding 

Consol~ 

idation Removal 
Power 
Equal. Vouchers 

24.14* 6.68 8.39 14.97 6.85 

*Significant at the 0.05 level. 

A chi square value of 16.919 is significant with nine degrees of 

freedom. The responses, based on wealth, by superintendents tmoard Full 

State Funding resulted in a score of 24.14. None of the responses toward 

the other plans reached the 0. 05 level of significance. The observ<,d and 

expected frequencies for t.he responses for Full State Fundi.ng is 

repo:r:·t.ed in Table 4. 14. 

Table 4.14 

Observed and Expected Frequencies of Responses for the 
Plan on Full State Funding by Superintendents 

Based on the Wealth of the District 

Wealth Highly Moderately Mostly Totally 
FaGt.Or Acceptable Acceptable Unacceptable Unacceptable 

Low/W Low T 10 (8.6) 12 (8. 2) 0 (3. Oi 0 (2.1) 
High W/Low T 7 (8. 3) 9 (7. 7) 4 (3.0) 1 (2. 0) 
Low W/High 'I' l1 (7. 8) 6 (7. •l) l (2. 9) 2 (l. 9) 

High W/High 'I' 5 (8. 3) 4 (7.7) 7 (3.0) 5 (2. 0) 

(E>rpected frequencies are in parentheses) 
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Kind of State Aid Received (Hypotheses 22-26) 

All of the districts are either on the basic aid plan and 

receive a set amount of funds per unit of ADA from the state, or else 

they are on the foundation plan and receive this set amount plus addi-

tional funds according to need which is established by formula in 

California. The number and responses of superintendents whose districts 

were in each of these_ groups is reported in Table 4.15. The chi squares 

for these two groups and their responses are shown in Table 4.16. 

Power -----
Equa.!:_. 

Table 4.15 

Number and Percentages of Responses on the Funding 
Plan Survey by Superintendents Based on the 

Kind of State Aid They Received 

-
Unable 

Highly 
Accept. 

Moder . 
Accept. 

M.ostly 'l'ota.l to 
. Aid Plan 

Basic Aid 
Fundation 

Basic Aid 
FoLmdation 

fJnaccept ~ Ur.accc~pt.. Respond 

Full State Funding 

13 (32%} 
20 (39%) 

15 (37%} 
16 (31%) 

Consolidation 

4 (10%} 
7 (13%} 

9 (22%) 
9 (18%) 

5 (12%} 
7 (13%) 

l3 (32%} 
13 (25%) 

5 (12%) 
3 ( 6%) 

14 (34%) 
17 (33%) 

3 ( 7%} 
5 (10%) 

1 ( 2%} 
5 (10%} 

Removal of the Commercial and Industrial Tax Base 

Basic Aid 
Foundation 

Basic Aid 
Foundation 

7 ( 17%) 
8 ( 16%) 

10 (24%} 
20 (39%} 

.18 (4-1%) 
22 (43%} 

11 (27%) 
16 (31%) 

6 (15%) 
10 (20%) 

13 (32%) 
4 ( 8%) 

8 (20%) 
6 (12%) 

6 (15%) 
6 (12%} 

2 ( 5%) 
5 ( 10%) 

1 ( 2%} 
5 (10%) 

----·--------. -· ·--------.. ----·---
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Basic Aid 
Foundation 

1 
1 

Table 4.15 (continued) 

2%) 
2%) 

Vouchers 

4 (10%) 
8 (16%) 

Table 4.16 

12 (29%) 
12 ( 24%) 

23 (56%) 
24 (47%) 

1 ( 2%) 
6 (12%) 

Chi Squares of Observed and Expected Frequencies of Responses 
on the Funding Plan Survey by Superintendents Based on 

the Kind of State Aid They Received 

90 

Finance 
Plans 

Full St. 
Funding 

Consol­
idation Removal 

Power 
Equal. Vouchers 

1.61 0.68 0.89 8.76* 1.26 

*Signtficant at t:he 0. 05 level. 

The chi square of 8 .. 76 attained from the responses o.f superintendents 

based on the kind of state aid their district received to the plan on 

Power Equalization was significant, but the responses to the other four 

plans failed to reach a significant level of 0.05, which with three 

degrees of freedom is 7.815 or more. The observed and expected frequen-

cies for these two group's responses toward Power Equalizing is shown in 

Table 4.17. 
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Table 4.17 

Obaerved and Expected Frequencies of Responses for the 
Plan on Power Equalizing by Superintendents 

Based on the Kind of State Aid 

91 

Kind of Highly 
State Aid Acceptable 

Moderately 
Acceptable 

Mostly 
Unacceptable 

Totally 
Unacceptable 

Basic Aid 10 
Foundation 20 

{14) 
(16) 

11 {12.6) 
16 {14.4) 

(Expected frequencies are in parentheses) • 

Size of the District {Hypotheses 27-31) 

13 {7.9) 
4 {9.1) 

6 (5.5) 
6 (6.5) 

~·he original sample was divided into six different size groups. 

These groups: 100-499, 500-999, l,000-3,999, 4 1 000-9,999, 10,000-24,999, 

25,000-74,999, >lere based on the reported ADA for each district. The 

respvr..ses for eacl1 pJ.an based on the size group of the ·district served by 

the respo:nd2nt.s was given .i.n Table _4.18-. The chi squares for these 

groups and their respomoes are reported in Table 4.19 .• 

-~ 

Table 4.18 

Number and Percentages of Responses on the 
Funding Plan Survey by Superintendents 

Based on the Size of the District 

District 
Size by Highly Moder. Mostly Tota.l. 
ADA Accept. Accept. Unac_9ept. Unaccept. 

100-499 11 {39%) 7 (25%) l { 4%) 6 (21%) 
500-999 5 (42%) 4 (33%) 2 (17%) 0 ( 0%) 

Full 1,000-3,999 11 (46%) 8 (43%) 3 (13%) 0 ( 0%) 
State --·--- 4,000-9,999 4 (33%) 5 (42%) 2 {17~) 0 { 0%) 
Funding 10,000-24,999 1 { 8%) 6 (50%) 3 {15%) 1 8%) 

25,000-74,999 1 (25%) 1 (25%) l (25%) 1 {25%) 

--·-~-----------------

Unable 
to 
Respor:_<! 

3 {11%) 
1 ( 8%) 
2 ( 8%) 
1 8%) 
l ( 8%) 
0 { 0%) 
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100-499 
500-999 
1,000-3,999 
4,000-9,999 
10,000-24,999 
25,000-74,999 

Table 4.18 (continued) 

Consolidation 

4 (14%) 
1 ( 8%) 
2 ( 8%) 

2 (17%) 
1 ( 8%) 
1 (25%) 

6 (21%) 
2 (17%) 
3 (13%) 
3 (25%) 
3 (25%) 
1 (25%) 

6 (21%) 
4 (33%) 

12 (50%) 
2 (17%) 
2 (17%) 
0 ( 0%) 

11 (39%) 
4 (33%) 
5 (21%) 
4 (33%) 
5 (42%) 
2 (50%) 
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1 ( 4%) 
1 ( 8%) 
2 ( 8%) 
1 ( 8%) 
1 ( 8%) 
0 ( 0%) 

Removal of the Commercial and Industrial Tax Base 

100,499 1 ( 4%) 14 (SO%) 3 (11%) 7 (25%) 3 (11%) 

500-999 3 (25%) 3 (25%) 4 (33%) 1 ( 8%) 1 ( 8%) 

1,000-3,999 8 (33%) 11 (46%) 3 (13%) 1 ( 4%) 1 ( 4%) 

4,000-9,999 3 (25%) 5 (42%) 3 (25%) 0 ( 0%) 1 ( 4%) 

10,000-24,999 0 ( 0%) 5 (42%) 1 ( 8%) 5 (42%) 1 ( 8%) 

25,000-74,999 0 ( 0%) 2 (50%) 2 (50%) 0 ( 0%) 0 ( 0%) 

Power Equalizin~ 

100-499 7 (25%) 7 (25%) 7 (25%) 6 (21%) l ( 4%) 

500-999 5 (42%) 2 (17%) 2 (17%) 2 (17%) - 1 ( 8%) 

1,000-3,999 6 (25%) 9 (38%) 7 (29%) 1 ( 4%) 1 ( 4%) 

4,000-9,999 6 (50%) 3 (25%) 1 ( 8'•) 1 ( 8%) 1 ( 8%) 

10,000-24,999 5 (42%) 5 (42%) 0 ( 0%) l ( 8%) l ( 8%) 

25,000-74,999 1 (25%) 1 (25%) 0 ( 0%) 1 (25%) 1 (25%) 

Vouchers 

100-499 2 ( 7%) 3 (11%) 6 (21%) 15 (54%) 2 ( 7%) 

500-999 0 ( 0%) 0 ( 0%) 2 (17%) 9 (25%) 1 ( 8%) 

1, 000--3 -· 999 0 ( 0%) 5 (21%) 10 (42%) 7 (29%) 2 ( 8%) 

4,000-9,999 0 .\ 0%) 2 (17%) 1 ( 8%) 8 (66%) 1 ( 8%) 

10,000-24,999 0 ( 0%) 1 ( 8%) 3 (25%) 7 (58%) 1 ( 8%) 

25,000-74,999 0 ( 0%) l (25%) 2 (50%) 1 (25%) 0 ( 0%) 

-----------
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Table 4.19 

Chi Squares of Observed and Expected Frequencies of Responses 
on the Funding Plan Survey by Superintendents Based 

onthe Size of the District they Served 

93 

Finance 
Plans 

Full St. 
Funding 

Consol­
idation Removal 

Power 
Equal. Vouchers 

19.46 11.20 30.07* 15.98 12.79 

*Significant at the 0.05 level. 

The responses for the plan on Removal of the Commercial and 

Industrial Tax Base for these groups resulted in a significant chi square 

score of 30.07. The score of 24.996, required for significance at the 

0 .. 05 level <.vi th fifteen d_egrees of freedom, \\12-S not at·ta.ined by the 

responses of these superintendents for any of the other four plans. It 

should lle noted t.hat the responses of Highly Acceptable and Most r..ccept-

able· for the VouchGr ·plan were grouped- t_ogether for analysis -since- there--

were no Highly Acceptable responses from five of the six size groups. 

Thus, the chi square of 12.79 is based on ten degrees of freedom instead 

of fifteen. It is not significant at the 0.05 level. The observed and· 

expected frequencies for the six size group's responses toward Removal 

of the Commercial and Industrial Tax Base are presented in Table 4.20. 

Table 4.20 

Observed and Expected Frequencies of Responses for the Plan 
Oil_ Removal of the Commercia.l and Industrial Tax Base 
by Super in tendEmts based on l:he Size of the District 

Size (ADA) 
Of thE• Dist. 

_Highly 
A.cceptable 

Mcd.erately 
Acceptable 

Mostly Totally 
Unacceptable Unaccept. 

__ , _____ , ___ , ________ ..... _ .. _____________ . _____________________ _ 
100··499 l ( 4.4} 14 (11.8) 3 (4. 7) 7 ( 4. lj 
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Table 4.20 (continued) 

500-999 3 (1. 9) 3 ( 5. 2) 4 (2.1) 1 {1.8) 
1,000-3,999 8 (4.2) 11 (10.7) 3 (4. 3) 1 {3.8) 
4,000-9,999 3 (1. 9) 5 ( 5. 2) 3 (2.1) 0 (1.8) 
10,000-24,999 0 (1. 9) 5 ( 5. 2) 1 (2 .1) 5 (1. 8) 
25,000 - 74,999 0 (0. 7) 2 (1. 9) 2 (0. 7) 0 (0.7) 

(Expected Frequencies are in parentheses) 

The implications of the data related to the hypotheses will be 

presented in the next chapter. 

Other Data 

The sixth item on the questionnaire was concerned with the per-

ceptions of the respondents in regards to their acceptance of eight 

suggested combinatioris of the five finance plansa There was no opportunity 

g.:Lven for the superint.endeni:s to ex.PI:8SS their level of acceptance for 

these cornbin2.tions, but they were provided with an oppo:etunity to show 

their preference for some suggested combination of the five plans that 

would be acceptable to them. The responses on this item are reported 

in Table 4. 21. 

Table 4.21 

Number and Percentages of Responses on the Funding Plan 
Survey to Item Six by Superintendents Responding 

Coml:d.na tions · All Elementary Secondary 
of Plans Levels Level Level 

Full St .• E'und. • ConGolidation 
Power Equal. 11 (12%) 7 (13%) 1 ·( 6%) 

t'ull St. Fund. 
R(·~movnl 

Pov1er Equal. 12 (13%) 5 (10%) 4 (25%) 

Unified 
Level 

·-----

3 (13%) 

3 (13%) 
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Table 4.21 .(continued) 

Full St. Fund. 
Power Equal 15 (16%) 8 (15%) 2 (13'0) 5 (21%) 

Consolidz tion 
power Equal. 7 ( 8%) 5 (10%) 1 ( 6%) 1 ( 4%) 

Removal 
Power Equal. 8 ( 9%) 3 ( 6%) 3 (19%) 2 ( 8%) 

Full St. Fund. 
Vouchers 0 ( 0%) 0 ( 0%) 0 ( 0 %) 0 ( 0%) 

Consolidation 
Vouchers 0 ( 0%) 0 0%) 0 0%) 0 0%) 

Removal & Vouch. 0 0%) 0 0%) 0 0%) 0 0%) 

Total Responding 53 (58%) 28 (54%) 11 (69%) 14 (58%) 

Only 58 percent of the superintendents chose to respond to this 

item. It can be summarized by stating that (1) combinations containing 

Full State Funding and Power Equalizing were the most consist.ently 

chose; (2) more secondary superint.endents responded to this item than 

did elementary or unified superintendents; and (3) those combin~~ionf! 

containing Vouchers received no responses.. These responses were not 

tested for significance since the responses meant only an acceptance 

of the combinations.. An anc1.lyses of these responses and what they may 

mean will be presented in Chapter Five • 

• 



SUMMARY 

In this chapter ·the means and standard deviations for the 

responses to the five su9gested finance plans and the relationship of 

the demographic data to the responses, were presented. The t·-'l.'est for 

significant difference of group means was applied to the m~ans and 

standard deviations for the responses to the plan. Chi squares of 

the observed and expected frequencies of responses on the survey toward 

the five plctns were reported based· on the six demographic variables 

identified for each of the districts served by the respondents. All of 

the data were organized around the thirty-one hypotheses. Data were 

also presented on the results of the responses to the acceptance of 

su_ggested combinations of the plans. 

96 

'!'he study will be sUlnmarized in Chapter 5. In addition, the data 

px·esented in this chapter will be interpreted and related to the hypo­

theses, conclusions will be dra\~Ii, and finally, -s.uggesti_ons \Vill be made 

fo::: further research and study. 
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CHAPTER V 

SUMMARY, FINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS, AND IMPLICATIONS 

This study was designed to probe the perceptions of district 

superintendents in the State of California with regard to ·the financing 

plans suggested by Judge Jefferson in the Serrano v. Priest case. The 

study is summarized in the first section of this chapter. In the 

second part the thirty-one hypotheses will be restated, and the data 

presented in the previous chapter will be interpreted and conclusions 

drawn. The third part will include the presentation and interpretation 

of the data on item six on the questionnaire. The final section of 

this chapter will discuss the limitations of the study, and further 

areas of investigation or research will be suggested. 

St>J.1ll1lary 

.The t.(~rm 11 t~quality o.f educational opportunity, n 8specially as it 

relates to financial equality was presented in Chapter One, and the 

problems that have arisen from the many definj:tions of the term were 

revie\'md. Court cases, and in particular the Serrano v. Priest case: in 

California, \vere cited. Legislation ·that resulted from these cases in 

an attempt to provide financial equalit:y "rere mentioned, and how the 

courts reacted to these attempts Was reported~ The purpose of the 

study, hypothe~es ~ limitations, and definitions of the basic terms were 

also presented in this chapter. 

Literature that is germane to the study was revie~·.'led in the 
• 

second chapter. It began with v..1hat leading au·thorit~es perceived abou-t 

9'/ 
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the concept of equality of educational opportunity beginning with 

Cubberly and continuing to present times. •rhe works that discussed the 

1 

-j various methods and sources for financial support of education in the 

~ United States were reviewed. Special emphasis was placed on the pros 

and cons of the property tax as the main source of revenue, since this 

is the main issue in the Serrano case. The opinions of the foremost finan-

cial authorities in the field of alternative financing proposals that 

might answer the requirements of the ~r~ decision were examined. 

ExcerFts from the Serrano case and findings from other cases that 

involved the constitutionality of the methods being used to finance 

education in this country were related. Opinions on what the findings 

of these cases and their decisions would mean and the results they would 

have were cited. ·Finally, the chapter was concluded with an account 

of what happened in California following the initial ~~~ decision 

by the State Supreme Court and the rehearing by .Judge Jefferson in the 

Los Angeles County Superior Court. 

In Chapter III a detailed explanation of the procedures that were 

utilized in the study were presented. The perceptions of school 

district superintendents throughout California <!i7ere collected through a 

mailed. questionnaire. Their responses were analyzed with attention being 

given to certain demographic variables that characterized .their particu-

lar district. 

In the fourth chapter responses in the su.rvey were prese!'ted. The 

means and standard deviations for the responses on the preference for 

the five finance plans Listed and the t-test for sign.ificance of group 

j means results that were used to analyze these data were reported. Chi 
I 

' 
square values of the responses on the survey toward the fiv<'' plans 
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were reported based on the six demographic variables identified for 

each of the districts served by the respondents. Item six on the survey 

was presented, but only the frequency of selection for one combination 

of plans over other combinations was reported. 

FINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS 

Two statistical tests were used to analyze the data. A t-test 

for the significance of group means, which identified any significant 

preferences for the suggested financial plans based on the responses 

given on the questionnaire, was the first test used. This method pro-

vided a way for comparing the preference for any one of the five stig-

gested plans with all of the other plans. The 0.05 level of statistical 

significance was used for these data. 

The Chi Square test was used for the remaining thirty hypotheses 

since the small range of responses available to the respondents res.ulted 

in nominal rather than interval data. According to Popham, the Chi 

Square test involves a procedure wherein the sample frequencies actually 

falling within certain categories are contrasted with those which might 

be expected on. the basis of a hypothetical distribution. If a marked 

difference exists between the observed· frequencies in each category and 

the frequencies expected in each category on the basis of chance or a 

previously established distribution, then the Chi Square test will yield 

a numerical value large enough to be interpreted as statistically sig-

. f' 163 
n~. ~cant. The 0.05 level of significance was also used for this test. 

163w. James Popham,. Educational Statistics (New York: Harper & Row, 
Publishers, 1967), p. 277. 
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Hypothesis 1. 

Superintendents in California showed no significant preference for 
any one of the five finilllce plans suggested by Judge Jefferson. 

Based on the data presented in Table 4.4 the null hypothesis would 

have to be accepted since there is not any one plan that is signifi-

cantly more preferable thilll a-ll of the other plans. 

The data in Table 4. 3 reveal that there is one plan that superin-

tendents seem to prefer more than any of the other plillls. This plilll, 

Full State Funding, had the lowest mean for the responses which 

indicates the highest level of preference. When the t-test was applied 

to determine the statistical significance, significilllt differences were 

noted between Full State Funding, and Consolidation, Removal of the 

Commercial and Industrial Tax Base, and Vouchers at the 0. 05 level. 

However, when l!'ull State Funding was compared with Power Equalizing, a 

5ignificilll·t difference 1<1as not observed. These data suggest t.'lat Full 

State Funding and Pov1er Equalizing are much more acceptable to the 

superintendents- than any of the other three s:uggested plan,;.- The 

meaning of these preferences illld the implications that they may have, 

will be handled in the discussion following the remaining thirty 

hypotheses. This summary statement will allow for a more meaningful 

discussion since the remaining hypotheses are concerned with the prefer-

encea as they relate to the demographic variables of the districts 

served by th_e respondents and relationships can be more clearly defined. 

Hypothesis 2. 

There is no significant difference in the preference of superin­
tendents from elementary, secondary and unified school districts t.oward 
Full State Funding. 

The Chi Square of 3.59 reported in Table 4.6 is not significant; 
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therefore, the null hypothesis must be accepted. 

The acceptance of this hypothesis can most likely be attributed to 

the fact that whether they serve an elementary, secondary or unified 

school district, superintendents generally are supportive of a plan that 

will provide a more equitable plan statewide for financing education; 

those who would be adversely affected appear to b.e evenly distributed 

among all three levels of organization. As can be seen in Table 4.5,· 

there would appear to be more secondary and unified superintendents 

rejecting this plan than superintendents at the elementary level. The 

reasons for this will be explored more fully as the other demographic 

variables in relationship to Full State Funding are reported. 

Hypothesis 3. 

'rhere is no significant difference in the preference of superin­
·t.endent·s from elementary, secondary;·- and-· unified· school district_~ towarc! 
Consolidation. 

The Chi Square score of 2:81 reported in Table 4.6 is not signifi-

cant and the null hypotheses must be accepted • 

. :even though the differences in these responses did not result in 

.significant scores, Table 4.5 shows that there is a greater reluctance 

on the part of secondary superintendents to support a plan that would 

force them to consolidate, than there is with elementary superintendents. 

This may be because secondary superintendents feel that they "muld have 

to share some of their assessed valuation with their elementary com-

ponents, and they would sooner use a different financing approach than 

Consolidation. 
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Hypothesis 4. 

There. is no significant difference in the preference of superin­
tendents from elementary, secondary, and unified school districts toward 
Removal of the Commercial and Industrial Tax Base. 

Although the Chi Square of 8.29 for this plan was the highest of all 

of the Chi Squares based on the level of organization, it is still not 

significant and the null hypothesis must be accepted. 

The percentages illustrating the acceptance or lack of acceptance 

of the plan for Removal of the Commercial and Industrial Tax Base 

reported in Table 4.5 show a discrepancy between the elementary and 

secondary superintendents for acceptance of this plan. Even though 

this discrepancy did not result in a significant difference, it is 

worthy of note. The difference between the responses of the secondary 

and unified superintendents in the lack of acceptance of this plan 

sbmtld also be noted. The strong support of secondary superint.endents 

for this plan when compared to the other two groups may be because 

secondary districts are usually the richest in assessed valuation per 

A.D.A. and they see this plan as being one that would affect them less 

than some of the other proposed plans. There are more elementary and 

unified superintendents opposed to this plan than secondary superin-

tendents, probably because they represent rich districts and are not 

willing to accept a plan that is gcirig ·to deprive them of this high 

level of support. 

!:!;i'pothe&is 5. 

There is no significant difference in the preference of superin­
tendentSfroiii8lementary, secondary, and unified school districts toward 
Power Equalizing. 

The Chi Square score of 3. 78 is not significant and the null 

'·· 
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hypothesis must be accepted. 

The greatest discrepancy is observed in the strong support of Power 

Equalizing by the secondary respondents. This group would probably 

benefit the most from a plan that would level off the amount of state 

support but would allow districts to go beyond this level if the voters 

will support it. Secondary districts have not.had to go to the voters 

as often as elementary and unified districts have since the advent of 

S.B. 90, and would be more likely to gain support if they did than would 

the other two groups. 

Hypothesis 6. 

There is no significant difference in ·the preference of superin­
tendents from elementary, secondary, and unified school districts 
toward Vouchers. 

The Chi Square of 1. 91 reported in Table 4. 6 for this hypothesis 

was the lowest score among the five plans for all levels of organization, 

and the null hypothesis must be accepted. 

To analyze whether any of the three groups feel more strongly, even 

though not statistically significant, about the general lack of ac-

ceptance of this plan, a study of the responses reported in Table 4.5 

is helpful. It can be seen that the secondary superintendents are 

more strongly. opposed to this plan than the other two levels. Perhaps, 

since the only experiment with this plan is at the elementary level, 

they see little or no possibility of it as being a. solution for second-

ary districts. 

Hypothesis 7. • 

There is no significant difference in the preference of superin­
tendents from residential tax based districts and commercial/industrial 
tax based districts toward Full State Funding. 
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The Chi Square of 0.96 attained from the responses by these two 

groups toward Full State Funding was not significant. The· null hypo-

thesis must be accepted. 

An inspection of the responses made by these two groups of super-

intendents toward this plan may show why the Chi Square score is_ so low 

and no significance was observed. Superintendents of residentially sup-

ported districts were more acceptable of this plan than were the 

commercial/industrial districts. This support may have been ·because 

districts that are mainly supported by residential property taxes have 

a great amount to gain from a finance plan that would level off assessed 

valuation and provide a statewide tax rate and level of support. This 

would not be true of districts whose main source of local taxes is from 

commercial/industrial property, since these districts would lose their 

high level of support and may even have a higher tax rate. 

Hypothesis 8. 

There is no significant difference in the pi'eference- of- superin­
tendents from residential tax based districts and commercial/industrial 
tax based districts toward Consolidation. 

The Chi Square of 0. 38 attained by the responses of these two 

groups toward Consolidation was not significant. The null hypothesis 

must be accepted. 

The amount of difference in the responses of the residential tax 

base district superintendents and the commercial/industrial tax base 

superintendents is less than five percent. This difference is so 

minimal that it would not be worthwhile to speculate on its cause • 
• 

~hesis 9. 

There is no significant difference in the preference of superin-
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tendents from residential tax based districts and commercial/industrial 
tax based districts toward Removal of the Commercial- and Industrial Tax 
Base. 

The Chi Square score of 3.15 for the responsesby the two groups 

representing the basic source of local revenue is not significant and 

the null hypothesis must be accepted. 

When the responses and their percentages as reported in Table 4. 7 

are inspected, it can be seen that even though a significant level .was 

not reached, the most support for this plan came from the residential 

group. This difference is to.be expected, since the commercial/ 

industrial group would be losing their main source of revenue should 

this plan be enacted. It is surprising to see that the· commercial/ 

industrial group find this plan acceptable on almost a two to one basis. 

This support by this group, which as was reported is not significantly 

different from the residential group can only be explained by other demo-

graphic factors that these superintendents represent that must have 

caused them to respond in this illogical way. 

Hypothesis 10. 

There is no significant difference in the preference of superin­
tendents from residential tax based districts~and commercial/industrial 
tax based dis'tricts ~rd .:Power Equal_!:zing. 

A Chi Square of 5.15 was not significant at the 0.05 level, there-

fore, the null hypothesis must be accepted·. 

The Chi Square between these two group's responses toward this 

plan was higher than for any of the other four plans. A study of the 

percentages of the responses given in Table 4.7 indicates why. The 

residential group shows a higher level of acceptance of this plan than 

does the commercial/industrial group who give only minimal acceptance. 
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This may be because chiefly residential supported districts have less 

assessed valuation and they would have more to gain from a plan that 

would not base the money a district receives on its assessed valuation. 

Hypothesis 11. 

There is no significant difference in the preference of superin­
tendents from residential tax based districts and commercial/industrial 
tax based districts toward Vouchers. 

The Chi Square of 2.26 as reported in Table 4.8 was also low and 

was not significant. The null hypothesis must be accepted. 

As with all of the other groups reported, these two groups also 

both strongly oppose the plan for Vouchers, A look at the percent.ages 

for the responses reported in Table 4.7 shows that the response to this 

plan is slightly stronger by the commercial/industrial group than by the 

residential group. Some residential superintendents may feel that 

Vouche:r.-s may be the a..'1swer to growi.ng community pressures, and could 

have resulted in the small difference between the responses of the t.1o 

groups. 

Hypothesis 12. 

There is no significant difference in the preference of superin­
tendents from urban, suburban, and rural school districts toward Full 
State Funding. 

'rhe null hypothesis must be accepted since the Chi Square of 6. 91 

did not reach a significant. level. 

The percentages of superintendents responding as reported in 

Table 4. 9 show that all of the seven urban superintendents find this 

plan acceptable, and even though they support it on an almost 2 to 1 

basis, the suburban group showed far less support for this plan than 

did the rural respondents. The small munber of urban supe.rintendents 
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in the sample may feel that any new finance plan that involves leveling 

of the assessed valuation and a statewide property tax would be better 

than what they presently have, Suburban superintendents on the other 

hand may have a few more in their group that may feel that a plan that 

would allow them more flexibility in maintaining their present level of 

program would be more acceptable to them. 

Hypothesis 13. 

There is no significant difference in the preference of superin­
tendents from urban, suburban, and rural school districts toward 
Consolidation. 

With a Chi Square of 1.06 1 no significant difference is noted and 

the null hypothesis must be accepted~ , 

As would be expected from the low Chi Square score, the percentages 

on the responses of the three_ groups toward this plan were_ grouped 

fairly close together considering the differences in the number of 

___j 
1 respondents for each group (urban ~ 7, suburban - 34, and rural - 51). 

They all opposed the plan by an almost 2 ~ 1 margin. It can only be 

assumed that there are factors in all three societal areas that 

generally _make this plan unacceptable to superintendents. 

Hypothesis 14. 

There is no significant difference in the preference ·of supc;:;:-in­
tendents from urban, suburban,· and rural school districts to\..rard 
Removal of the Commercial and Industrial Tax Base. 

The responses by these three groups resulted in a Chi Square of 

4. 99 which was not significant. Therefore, the null hypothesis must 

be accepted. 

There were greater discrepancies in the percentages of the 

responses -Oil this plan than might be expected becaus.e of the differences 
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in the sizes of the three. groups. The high percentage of acceptance 

by urban superintendents may be attributable. to the smallness of the 

group, but the differences in the level of general acceptance of this 

plan between the suburban. group which was fairly high, and the rural 

group, which was a minimal acceptance with almost half of them finding it 

unacceptable, was noticeable. This may have been caused by those rural 

superintendents whose districts receive a large percentage of their 

assessed valuation from public utilities, natural resources, and/or 

forest land, and who would be greatly affected if they had to rely only 

on their residential property for their main tax base. Also, they may 

be concerned on how farmlands and grazing lands would be classified under 

such a plan. 

Hypothesis 15. 

rrhere is no significant -diffe.rence in the preference of superin­
tendents from urban, suburban, and rural school districts tov1ard Power 
Equalizing_. 

The Chi Square of 5. 91 attained by the responses of these three 

groups toward this plan was not significant. The null hypothesis must 

be accepted • 

. Again, the percentages of the responses as reported in Table 4. 9 

show that all of the urban superintendents find this plan acceptable to 

them. The reason, similar to that for Full State Funding, would be 

because it would result in a leveling approach, which would be more 

equitable for these large inner city districts. The responses show 

the suburban group more supportive for this plan than the rural group. 

This may have resulted from the same group of rural superintendents 

who earlier had feared removal also fear a plan that would equalize 
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the tax base, and that they feel that the incentive to raise the level 

of support by the local taxpayers would not be as great by their rural 

constituents, as it \<auld be by the upper-middle class parents in 

suburban conununities who place such a high value on a quality program. 

Hypothesis 16. 

There is no significant difference in the preference of superin~ 
tendents from urban, suburban, and rural school districts toward 
Vouchers. 

The Chi Square of 13.08 obtained for the responses by urban, sub-

urban, and rural superintendents toward the plan for Vouchers is 

significant at the 0.05 level. The null hypothesis must be rejected 

since there is a significant difference in the preference of this group 

of superintendents toward Vouchers. 

When the data reported in Table 4.11 are studied, it can be seen 

that the responses most responsible for the s_ignifica.nt zcor~ "-'ere the 

numb&r of. ~·esponses expressing moderate acceptance by_ suburban superin-

tendents, and the higher number of responses showing mostly unacceptable 

reactions by urban superintendents. The strong support for this plan by 

suburban superintendents may be because they feel that as suburban 

parents become more vocal in their requests for program that they want, 

as opposed to what the teachers and administration want, and with these 

parehts' emphasis on a return to the basics, Vouchers may be the answer 

to this pressure, even though these superintendents may not believe in 

the financial value of the plw~. The strong lack of support for 

Vouchers expressed by urban superintendents may be bec<>use urban 

districts are suffering from declining populations and urban superin-

tendents want nothing to do with a plan that could erode their A.D.A. 
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The percentages reported in Table 4. 9 bear out the large discrepancies 

which resulted in the significant score. 

Hypothesis 17. 

There is no significant difference in the preference of superin­
tendents from districts having high and low wealth and high and low tax 
rates toward Full State Funding. 

The Chi Square of 24.14 achieved by the responses toward this plan 

was significant at the 0. Ol level. The null hypothesis must be rejected 

since there was a significant difference observed in tl1e preference of 

these four. groups of superintendents toward·Full State Funding. 

The responses that were most attributable to the significant Chi 

Square score were (l) the high levelof acceptance by superintendents 

from low wealth, low tax rate districts, and (2) the weak acceptance by 

superintendents from high wealth, high tax rate districts. The total 

support given to the.plan for Full State Funding by low wealth, low tax 

rate districts is probably due to the fact that superintendents from 

these districts have existed for too long with not enough money to carry 

out their educational programs, while at the same time they see 

neighboring districts having not only adequate but. more than adequate 

funds for their programs merely because of a chance location of com-

mercial or indus·trial property which provides a high level of assessed 

valuation or a public that is willing or· more able to suppor·t a high 

enough tax rate to provide for a good program. If the state were to 

level off these assessed valuations and set the same property tax for 

everyone, then low wealth, low tax rate districts would stand to benefit 

the most. Full State Funding as described on the questionnaire would 

do_ ·this. The 1.·everse of this, however, is also true, ·that those 
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districts with the highest assessed valuation and the highest tax rate 

would stand to lose the most, anci it is not too surprising to see 

superintendents reacting to the plan for Full State Funding as an un-

acceptable plan. 

~ypothesis 18, 

There is no significant difference in the preference of superin­
tendents from districts having high and low wealth and high and low - .· 
tax rates tm;ard Consolidation. 

The Chi Square of 6,68 attained by the responses of these four 

groups towards this plan was not significant. The null hypothesis must 

be accepted. 

The data in Table 4.12 suggest that this plan was not as strongly 

supported by some of the groups as by others. The superintendents from 

the low wealth, low tax districts were almost evenly divided on this 

plan, with a slight margin of U:nacceptabili·ty. The high ,;ealt.h, low 

tax g~oup had one superintendent supporting it for e·Jery two that found 

it unacceptable. The two high tax groups had only one out of every three 

superintendents supporting this plan. It is interesting to note that the 

lack of support of this plan is based more on tax rate than it is on 

wealth. Those districts with the lowest tax rates have more support 

for the plan than those with the higher tax rates. This is difficult 

to understand since consolidation of districts u:;;ually results in a 

higher tax rate. Perhaps these superintendents feel that the tax rate 

under which they are now operating is not sufficient and this plan 

would force their consti tuent_s to provide them with more funds. 
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Hypothesis 19. 

There is no significant difference in the preference of superin­
tendents from districts having high and low wealth and high and low 
tax rates toward Removal of the Commercial and Industrial Tax Base. 

TI1e responses toward this plan resulted in a Chi Square of 8.39 

which is not significant. The null hypothesis must be accepted. 
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An inspection of the responses by these four wealth groups toward 

the plan for "removal" shows a general acceptance of the plan by all four 

groups. However, the two high wealth groups have a much lower percentage 

of their number showing acceptance than do the tw.o low wealth groups. 

The large percentage of high wealth superintendents who find this plan 

unacceptable is easy to justify. Generally, high wealth is associated 

with a district having a large assessed valuation based mainly on com-

mercial and/or industrial property and the removal of this income base 

would greatly affect these districts. Those superintendents in this 

same group supporting this plan probably have their high wealth balanced 

by high expenses and see more value in removing this source of taxes. 

Low wealth districts' strong support of this plan, especially those with 

low taxe.:;, is expected, since this would. offer them an opportunity with 

some form of parity with the wealt.hier districts. 

Hypothesis 20. 

There is no sigriificant: difference in t.he preference of superin':"" 
tende~ts from dist.rfcts l'>;aving--high and low wealth and high and low 
tax rates toward Power Equalizing. 

The Chi Square of 14.97 obtained through the responses of these 

four groups toward this plan, although very high, was not significant. 

The null hypothesis must be accepted. 

'rhe overall acceptance of this plan by all superintendents was on 
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a two for one ratio. This high ratio was attained mostly through the 

responses of the two low wealth groups who favored this plan by almost 

a three to one margin. A plan that would equalize the assessed valu-

ation should be highly favorable to this group, with the few rejecters 

probably being unfavorable to the tax increase aspect of the plan. The 

high wealth and high tax group, favoring it at just below a two to one 

ratio may not have liked the equalizing aspect, but from past record are 

assured that they can keep their high level of support by going to the 

voters for additional funds. However, the reverse is true with the high 

wealth, low tax rate. group; they lose their high assessed valuation and 

know from past experience that voters will more than likely not grant 

them increased funds. This is reflected in a bare majority of these 

superintendents favoring this otherwise popular plan. 

~!.'_ere is no significant difference in i:he prefeYence of superin­
tendents ·from districts having high and low wealth and high and low tax 
ra·tes toward Vouchers. 

The Chi Square of 6.85 which was attained from the responses of 

these. groups toward this plan was not significant. The null hypothesis 

must be. accepted. 

This plan was rejected by the superintendents who responded by 

be·tter than a five to one margin. This high level of rejection .v>as 

brought about in the wealth groups by the two low tax rate groups who 

had ten superintendents finding vouchers unacceptable for every super-

intendent that accepted the plan. This level of unacceptance dropped 

markedly for the two high ·tax rate groups where the ratio of rejection 

was just a little O'Te.r three to one. This may be because low tax rate 

districts frequently have attained this status through lack of voter 



114 

support, and superintendents of these districts see this as just one 

=-1 more opportunity for parents to reject the program of the district. 

---j High tax rate districts from past experience of voter support, do not 

-~ 

I 

have as universal a fear of disapproval from their communities. 

Hypothesis 22. 

'I'here is no significant difference in the preference of superin­
tendents from basic aid districts and foundation plan districts toward 
Full State funding. 

The responses by these two groups of superintendents toward this 

plan resulted in a Chi Square of 1.61. U1is was not significant; the 

null hypothesis must be accepted. 

Fifty-five percent of the respondents were from foundation plan 

districts and forty-five percent were serving basic aid districts. 

Seventy percent of the total group had been supportive of Full State 

Funding. There was less than one percent difference between the t1vo 

state aid groups in- their support of this_plan, and, the~:efo_re, no 

conclusions .regarding any differences are possible. 

Hypothesis 23. 

There is no significant difference in the preference of superin~ 
tendents from basic aid and foundation plan districts toward Consoli­
dation. 

A Chi Square of 0. 68 v1as the result from the responses of these 

two groups toward the plan for Consolidation. With this score, the 

null hypothesis must be accepted. 

This plan had been found generally unacceptable to the total 

group of superintendents by a slightly more than two to one margin. 

There was a slightly higher level of disapproval of Consolidation by 

the basic aid districts than by those on the foundat:ion plan as shown 
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in Table 4.15. This slight difference, which was· not reflected in the 

Chi Square, could be the feeling by more of these richer districts not 

being interested in supporting any plan that is going to share the 

wealth any more than it is already shared when they receive basic state 

aid. 

IIypothesis 24. 

!here is no significant difference in.the preference of superin­
tendents ·from basic aid and foundation plan districts toward Removal 
of the Commercial and Industrial Tax Base. 

.Again with a Chi Square of 0. 89 there was no significance attained, 

and the null hypothesis must be accepted. 

The. general support of all superintendents for this plan was also 

true of the two state aid group's responses. The data in Table 4.15 show 

the difference between the two group's responses to be less than two 

percent .. 

Hypothesis 25. 

There is no significant difference in the preference of superin­
tendents from basic aid and foundation plan districts toward Power 
~qualizing. 

The Chi Square score of 8.76 as reported in Table 4.16 was signifi-

cant; the null hypothesis must be rejected. 

This significant score was accounted for by the high number of 

"unacceptable" responses to this plan by superintendents of basic aid 

districts, and the low number of "unacceptable" responses to this plan 

by superintendents of foundation plan districts. The reason for this 

lack of support for this plan by basic aid district superintendents is 

because a basic aid district is essentially a wealthy district; and 

it does not matter how great this wealth may be, if they are not on the 
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foundation plan they receive the exact same amount of said aid as every 

other basic aid district. Under power equalization their wealth would be 

taken away from them and be equally distributed throughout the state. 

They would have to go to the voters for a high tax rate to meet their 

former level of support. Those districts on the foundation plan on the 

other hand would benefit highly from Power Equalizing. They have low 

assessed valuation and even though they are receiving additional funds 

from the state, it is inadequate to make up the difference and they are 

frequently unable to gain any high degree of additional support from the 

local level. This difference is strongly supported by the figures 

reported in Table 4.15 which show a high level of support by the 

foundation plan group, and just a bare level of support by the basic 

aid group. 

Hypothesis 26. 

There is no significant difference in the preference of superin­
tendents from basic aid and foundation plan districts- toward- VoUchers. 

Responses by superintendents in the two state aid groups resulted 

in a Chi Square of 1. 26. This score was too low to be significant and 

the null hypothesis must be accepted. 

The lack of acceptability of this plan by all superintendents is 

also shown by the tv1o state aid groups when taken separately which is 

reported in Table 4.15. However, the basic aid districts seem to have 

less acceptance of this plan among their group than does the foundation 

plan group. It may be that more of the foundation plan superintendents 

find this generally unacceptable plan as a hope of salvation for them 

from their financially hopeless plight, and are willing to give it 

their support for this reason. 
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Hypothesis 27, 

There is no significant difference in the preference of superin~ 
tendents from different size school districts tov1ard Full State Funding. 

The Chi Square of 19.46 for Full State Funding reported in Table 

4.19, although the second largest for the size groups, did not reach a 

significant level. The null hypothesis must be accepted. 

The high level of acceptability of this plan by all superintendents 

is represented from a high of 79 percent of the 1,000-3,999 group giving 

support to a low of 50 percent support by the superintendents of the 

largest districts. However, it should be remembered that there were 

only four respondents representing this latter. group. Perhaps of more 

significance was the minimal 58 percent support. given by the 12 super-

intendents from the 10,000-24,999 group. The grouping of high support, 

better than four to one in favor, was seen in the three groups from 

500-9,999 A.D.A. This high level of support for this plan and minimal 

rejection of it by these three. groups may be because they see Full State 

Funding as a good plan for medium sized districts, except for a few 

districts, most of these districts are below or just above the average 

in assessed valuation, and they see the advantages gained from this plan, 

especially with a statewide property tax as part of it, as far outweighing 

the disadvantages. The very small districts, 100-499 A.D.A. were not as 

strongly supportive of this plan. They may fear that along with the in-

creased state level of funding would come more state controls and these 

dis·tricts deeply cherish their local autonomy. The two larger district 

groups contain enongh large s\Jburban areas to result in less support 

for a plan that would seriously threaten the programs t.hat they have 

spent so many years in building, and gaining the support of the parents 

and taxpayers. 



Hypothesis 28. 

There is no significant difference in the preference of superin­
tendents from different size school districts toward Consolidation. 

The Chi Square of 11.20 attained from the responses of the six 

size groups toward this plan was the lowest score for all of the five 

plans. The null hypothesis must be accepted. 

A study of the responses of these groups tm<ard Consolidation 

reported in Table 4.18 .again shows a range of responses that resulted 

in the general lack of acceptance of this plan. This level of 
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rejection ranged from almost three and one-half to one by the 1,000-3,999 

group to a split of two for and two against for the very large districts. 

Another. group showing strong rejection of this plan was the 500-999 A.D.A. 

superintendents. Those superintendents serving districts of 100-499 

and 10,000-24,999 A.D.A. rejected Consolidation by slightly less than 

a two to one margin. The respondents from the 4,000-9,999 A.D.A. 

districts had one more superintendent rejecting this plan than 

accepted it. The variations of support of Consolidation by ·the size 

groups seems to be intermixed, and is more than likely based on factors 

such as wealth, and type of district rather than on the size of the 

district. 

Hypothesi~~· 

There is no significant difference in the preference of superin­
tendents from different size school districts toward Removal of the 
Commercial and Industrial Tax Base. 

'rhe responses of the superintendents from different sized districts 

on the plan for Removal elf the Commercial and Industrial Tax Base 

resulted in a Chi Square of 30.07, which is a signifl.cant score at the 

0.05 level. Therefore, the null hypothesis must be rejected. 
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An inspection of the data in Table 4.20 shows that there were six 

of the twenty-four groupings of the responses that accounted for sixty­

one percent of the significant score. These responses represented the 

discrepancy between the observed and expected frequencies of responses: 

districts between 100-499 A.D.A. having a lower than expected number 

of responses of highly acceptable and a higher than expected number of 

responses of totally unacceptable; the 1,000-3,999 A.D. A. districts 

with a higher than expected frequency of responses of highly acceptable 

and a lower than expected frequency of responses of totally un­

acceptable; districts between 10,000 and 24,999 A.D.A. with a higher 

than expected number of responses of totally unacceptable; and districts 

of 25,000-74,999 A.D.A. with a higher than expected number of mostly 

unacceptable responses. It would be difficult to state the reason for 

each of t.hese particular groupings having such large discrepancies but 

it can be seen that generally, the larger districts exceeded their 

expectations in their lack of acceptance of this plan, and districts 

under 10,000 A.D.A. exceeded their expectations in the acceptance of 

this plan. An exception to this was the smallest districts who, although 

they generally supported this plan were below expectations for high 

acceptance and above expectations for totally unacceptable. 

This may have been caused, as was mentioned earlier, by the fact 

that some small rural districts that receive a large amount of their 

assessed valuations from p1mlic utilities and natural resources would 

be greatly· affected if these sources of revenue were removed • 

• 
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Hypothesis 30. 

There is no significant difference in the preference of superin­
tendents from different size school districts toward Power Equalizing. 

The Chi Square of 15.98 which resulted from the responses of the 

different size groups to Power Equalizing was not significant. The null 

hypothesis must be accepted. 

The number of responses in Table 4.18 reflect the almost two to 

one margin of support for this plan. They also show that except for the 

four respondents representing the largest districts, the responses 

showing acceptance increased as the size of the district increased. As 

districts grow in s.ize they can expect to gain more funds and have a 

better financial structure with Power Equalizing because it not only 

does not take local wealth into consideration, but also, if a district 

wants a better program, it allows the taxpayers to vote additional funds 

__j to provide it. Thus, as the -size of the district inc"reases more super-

intendents see the value to their districts of one or the other or both 

of these aspects of Power Equalizing. 

Hypothesis 31. 

There is no significant difference in the preference of superin­
tendents from different size schoo~ districts toward Vouchers. 

The Chi Square o:t; 12. 79 reported on the responses toward Vouchers 

in Tcible 4.19 was not significant. Therefore, the null hypothesis must 

he accepted. 

Over seventy-five percent of all of the superintendents rejected 

Vouchers as being an acceptable finance plan. There was no one size 

group that rejected the plan by less than seventy percent, and the 

500-999 A.D.A. group did not have even one respondent v1ho found the 
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plan acceptable to any degree. Therefore, it can be safety stated that 

this rejection cannot have been caused by any one size group. The fear 

of the effect of the Voucher system appears to be universal and cannot 

be related specifically to the size of the district. 

Thirty hypotheses were concerned with the relationship between the 

responses to the plans by the superintendents and the demographic 

variables of their districts. These were analyzed with the Chi Square 

test. Only four of the null hypotheses were rejected because the Chi 

Square score was significant at the 0.05 level. There are two inter~ 

esting things to note about the four rejected hypothesis. First, 

there was never more than one rejected hypothesis in each set of five 

hypothesis for a demographic variable; and second, the four rejected 

hypothesis were spread out between four of the five finance plans, no 

plan had more than one hypothesis rejected, and the plan for Consolidation 

did not result in even one significant Chi Square score. This illus·-

trates t.l'le wide range of feelings regarding these finance plans, and 

points up that there is very little relationship between the demographic 

variables that make up a district and the manner in which a superin~ 

tendent will react to a survey on his acceptance or lack of acceptance 

of a certain plan for financing public education in California. 

No attempt was made to analyze whether the combination of demo~ 

graphic variables that made up a district had a relationship with the 

way in which a superintendent responded on a certain plan. This in~ 

fo:rn1ation would have been valuable and might have been helpful in 

explaining the acceptance or rejection of the last thirty hypo·theses. 

However, with the nominal data provided by the survey, no statistical 

test tha·t would be meaningful could be ·applied, and anything else would 
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be pure conjecture. A recommendation is made for this type of study at 

the conclusion of this chapter. 

On the survey the superintendents were also given an opportunity 

to indicate which combination of the five suggested plans would be most 

acceptable to them. There were eight combinations offered. The results 

of this response were presented in Table 4. 21 in the preceding chapter. 

No statistical analysis was made on the data since it would have beeri 

meaningless due to the· intermixing of the criterion variables. 

Although no significant conclusions can be reached from these data 

due to the lack of any statistical analysis, some observations can be 

made regarding what the data may imply. 

The most. popular combination, that of Full State Funding and Power 

Equalizing, probably should not have been offered on the survey because 

the combination as the plans were presented on the survey is not pos-

sible. Full State Funding is based on funding by a statewide property 

·ta£.>~hich is generally ·conceived as being the same amount throughout the 

state. Power Equalizing is based on funding such that districts are 

equalized with respect to tax potential. Perhaps what this group 

favored was the best of these two plans amalgamated into a single plan. 

Since the respondents represented districts with varying demographic 

characteristics, it is likely that the things they favored in each of 

the plans varied greatly among the fifteen who favored the combination. 

This same combination of Full State Funding and Power Equalizing is part 

of the other two most popular choices. The first choice, most strongly 

supported at the secondary level, would couple them with Removal of the 

Conunercial and Industrial Tax Base. If Removal were implemented by 

itself, then it is possible that there would be little or no need for 



Power Equalizing, and the funds could be distributed similarly to the 

way they would have :Oeen under e.ither the Full State Funding or Power 

Equalizing plan. The next most popular choice, putting Consolidation 

in with Full State Funding and Power Equalizing, had the most support 
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from the elementary group. This would have a similar effect to that of 

Removal, if, as it states, the assessed valuation of real property was 

equalized among all school districts. It would not bring in any additional 

state revenues, and there would be no need for the state to differ the 

amcunt of support unless they made allowances for differing conditions in 

school districts throughout the state, and this could be done through 

special categorical grants. Full State Funding and Power Equalizing as 

they were presented in the survey would have to be greatly modified to 

be workably combined with Consolidation. The. fact that none of the respon­

dents selected any of the combinations cont.aining Voucher£ could be ex­

plained by two possible reasons, either (1) they de not fe~l.that Vouchers 

can be combined with any of the other plans in a success~ul finance plan, 

or (2) and this is the more likely explanation, as stated earlier, there 

is a general lack of acceptance of this plan by educators for the reasons 

that were presented. 

The survey also gave the superintendents the opportunity to 

propose their own combination of plans that were most acceptable to them, 

and an opportunity to describe another financing plan that was acceptable 

to them that meets Judge Jefferson's criteria. The responses made on 

these two items and concerns expressed by the respondents can be found 

in the appendix. 
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SUMMARY OF CONCLUSIONS 

An analyses of the superintendent's responses and the demographic 

variables that characterized the districts served by the respondents 

reveal that: 

(l) The responses showing the level of acceptability of the five 

finance plans suggested by Judge Jefferson showed Full State 

Funding to be the most preferred plan. The next most acceptable 

plan was Power Equalizing followed by the plan for Removal of the 

Commercial and Industri.al Tax Base. The plans for Consolidation 

and Vouchers had means for the responses which showed both of 

them to be unacceptable finaLce plans to most of the superin­

tendents. 

(2) The preference by the superintendents for Full State Funding, 

Po.ver Equaliz.ing and Removal of the Commercial and Ind\Lstrial 

Tax Base was not found to be Significantly different from each 

of the other plans. However, the rejection of Consolidation and 

Vouchers was significantly different in both cases from the 

responses of each of the other four plans. 

(3) Superintendents from suburban districts seemed to find the plan 

for Vouchers more acceptable than did rural and urban superin­

tendents. 

(4) Superintendents from the poorest districts in terms of assessed 

valuation and tax rate seemed to prefer Full State Funding more 

than superintendents from the richest districts. 

(5) Superintendents from foundation plan districts seemed to 

huve a higher level of preference for Power Equalizing than 

did the superintendents from the basic aid districts. 
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(6) Except for the smallest districts, superintendents serving 

districts under 16,000 A.D.A. seemed to prefer Removal of the 

Commercial and Industrial Tax Base more than superintendents 

serving districts with over 10,000 A.D.A. 

(7) Superintendents from elementary, secondary, and unified 

districts seemed to prefer/reject each of the five plans at 

a similar level without regard to their level of organization. 

(8) Superintendents serving districts whose main source of local 

revenue was from residential property seemed to prefer/reject 

each of the five plans at a similar level as superintendents 

serving commercial and/or industrial tax supported districts. 

(9) Superintendents' lack of acceptance for the plan for Consolidation 

seemed to be. general among all of the superintendents no matter 

what the demographic variables of their districts were. 

(10) Superintendents who chose to select combinations of the five 

finance plans, showed the greatest preference for those 

combinations involving Full State Funding and Power Equalizing, 

and the combination of these two plans with either Removal of 

the Corrmercial and Industrial Tax Base or Consolidation. 

(11) Combinations of the demographic variables, which was not 

included in this study, may provide additional insight into 

the reasons for the responses attained. 

(12) Other factors not as easy to identify as the demographic vari­

ables may also have had an effect on the choice of responses . 

• 



IMPLICATIONS FOR PRACTICE AND FOR 

FUTURE RESEARCH 

The data presented in this study suggest that the reactions of 

district superintendents in the State of California toward the five 

financing plans that were mentioned by Judge Jefferson as meeting the 

requirements of the California Constitution are varied. Since this 
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study is concerned with the feelings of superintendents in California 

towards the finance plans suggested by Jt1dge Jefferson, it would appear 

that the data contained in this study would be valuable for members of 

the State L.egislature to consider when they are looking at ways of 

meeting the constitutional requirements handed down by Judge Jefferson 

if the State Supreme Court should uphold his decision. And, if this 

decision should be overturned by this court, which seems highly unlikely, 

it would still behoove the legislators to study these responses, since 

it has become evident that the system for financing education in 

California is rapidly approaching chaos. As was mentioned by Judge 

Jefferson, S.B. 90 and A.B. 1267 have not improved the financial 

situation of school districts, but have made them only worse. As more 

and more districts are having their revenue increase requests refused 

by the heavily burdened local taxpayers, it is only a matter of time 

until many of California's school districts face bankruptcy. The in­

creasing militancy of teachers' organizations and collective bargaining 

can only hasten this inevitable result. So, whether the courts demand 

it or not, the State of California, as well as the majority of states 

across the nation must restructure the present method of financing 

public education "hich is based mainly on a r.egressive tax base. 
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Recommendations for Future Research 

Future research should be conducted in which (1) the questionnaire 

is submitted to all the members of the State Legislature, (2) this study 

is conducted with the school board members of the districts in the sample 

for this study, (3) the significant relationships found in this study 

be verified to see if they still hold, (4) ·the study be replicated with 

another sample of present day superintendents to see if new legislation, 

addi tiona! years under S .B. 90, the passing or failure of revenue in­

crease elections, or changes in their demographic characteristics have 

resulted in a significant change in their perceptions, (5) a new survey 

on the plans with a wider range of choices for each plan be conducted, 

so that the differences in the responses will provide a wide enough span 

to allow a more powerful statistical approach than was used in this study, 

and (6) tl1e relationships among the combination of dEmog1.·aphic variables 

that make up a district and the responses of the superintendents be 

examined. 
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APPENDIX 

Other Combinations Suggested 

The opportunity to propose their own combination was chosen by only 

ten superintendents. The only combination that received any amom1t of 

consensus was that of full state funding and removal of the commercial and 

industrial tax base. This is a reasonable combination since the two with 

some modification could be combined into a workable plan. The removal plan 

could be used as the means for equalizing the tax base, and the full state 

funding could be used to complete the equalizing and provide an equitable 

dispursement of the filllds from the state level. 

Other Suggested Finance Plans 

Six financing plans were suggested by the six superintendents who 

availed themselves of the opportrmity to respond to this suggestion. The 

one suggesting working on S. B. 90 should remember that Judge ,Jefferson 

declared that not only did s. B. 90 and A. B. 1267 not meet the Serrano 

requirements, but also, they made the disparity between districts even 

g.reater. Also, s. B. 90 is basically a tax reduction measure, and not an 

equalization measure. Those that suggested increasing the foundation pro­

gram did not give any suggestions as to how this would be fut1ded and how 

the disparities would be reduced or eliminated, perhaps power equalizing 

would partially answer their problems. The superintendent suggesting that 

the governing board be the body allowed to increase the tax rate beyond the 

power equalized rate would probably find a large amoilllt of opposition from 

the local taxpayers who, more than likely, would not want to pass on this 

power to their elected representatives. The idea to only level the tax 

base with regard to natural resources would have to be studied and such 
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questions as: (1) what percentage of the assessed valuation in the state 

comes from natural resources, ( 2) what things should be identified as natural 

resources, and (3) would this in fact really equalize the tax base, or still 

allow the disparities that exist in such communities as industrial-rich 

Emeryville, and only remove those that exist in some of the remote rural 

commtmities rich in the natural resources of oil, lumber, utility instal­

lations and the like. The last suggestion of 50/50 support between state 

and local sources has long been espoused, and at one time was partially 

true in some parts of California, the questions that arise from this 

suggestion are: (l) how would this be funded; (2) how would it provide the 

equality required; and (3) is it fair for the local property taxpayers to. 

have to maintain even this high a percentage of the support of local public 

education. 

Concerns Expresse? on the Questionnaire 

Although no place was provided on the questionnaire, some of the 

respondents felt the need to express some concerns that they have. A 

superintendent of a wealthy rural unified school district with about 1,300 

students desired some degree of local control retained. He also expresses 

a strong dislike for large unwieldy administrative units. Another respon-

dent from a poor rural unified school district with just under 200 students 

feels that the small districts have special problems and therefore it is 

necessary for the small schools fo~-mula to be increased. A unified superin­

tendent whose district is over 70 percent within national forests feels that 

removal of funding from this source would seriously hamper their educational 

program, because they are sparsely populated, the enrollment is about 650 

students, and they have a high cost per a.d.a. He states that any finance plan 

must consider other factors such as sparsity of population, size of schools, 
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costs of operation and transportation as well as the equalization of the 

amount of funding per a. d. a. His district is on basic aid. 

No concerns were stated by the secondary superintendents but three 

elementary superintendents noted their problems. One from a wealthy San 

Francisco Bay area community with only one school with about 500 students 

expressed his concern for avoiding the loss of local control. Another 

superintendent from a similar size wealthy rural district feels that if 

the state equalizes districts' incomes, then the state should also be 

obligated to provide statewide employee salary schedules and be responsible 

for the negotiations for those salaries. An elementary superintendent from 

a small, 450 a.d.a., wealthy, rural district feels that the suggested plans 

are too drastic a change, and that they remove local control and lack 

flexibility. He feels tha·t there is a strong need for flexible funding. 

The demographic variables that make up the distriuts served by the 

superintendents expressing these concerns was inserted to give some insight 

into some of the factors that may be causing these concerns. 
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QUES1'IONNAIRE 

Directions: Please circle the number of the response that in your op1n1on 
describes your feelings toward the finance plans as suggested in the Jeffer'­
son decision, reflecting on how it would effect your school district. 

1. Full State Funding- this plan provides for the State's assumption of 
substantially all responsibility for financing local elementary and 
secondary education from State revenues. It would be funded by a state­
wide property tax. 

Highly 
Acceptable 

1 

Moderately 
Acceptable 

2 

Mostly 
Unacceptable 

3 

Totally 
Unacceptable 

4 

Unable to 
Respond 

5 

2. Consolidation - this plan would consolidate the present 1,067 school 
districts in California into about five hundred districts. The boundaries 
of the districts would be realigned to equalize the assessed valuation 
of real property among all school districts. 

Highly. 
Acceptable 

1 

Moderately 
Acceptable 

2 

Mostly 
Unacceptable 

3 

Totally 
Unacceptable 

4 

Unable to 
Respond 

5 

3. Removal of Commercial and Industrial Tax Base - this plan would retain all 
of· the pr:esent school district boundaries·, but would -remove all commercial 
and industrial property from local tax rolls for school purposes. Such 
property '"ill be taxes from the state level. Revenues will be equalized. 

Highly 
Acceptable 

1 

Moderately 
Acceptable 

2 

Mostly 
Unacceptable 

3 

Totally 
Unacceptable 

4 

Unable to 
Respond 

5 

4. Power Equalizing this is a plan where the state matches local spending, 
but at a different rate in poor and rich districts, such that districts 
are equalized with respect to tax potential. Any given school tax rate 
raises the same number of dollars per student without regard to wealth of 
the local authority. Local citizens would decide whether they want to 
spend a grea·t deal of money on schools or only a small amount. 

Highly 
Acceptable 

1 

Moderately 
Acceptable 

2 

Mostly 
Unacceptable 

3 

Totally 
Unacceptable 

4 

Unable to 
Respond 

5 

5. Vouchers - this plan giyes the parents of each student a designated sum of 
money for the child's education, in the. form of a voucher which is redeemable 
at a public school. The parent enrolls the child i'n the educational program 
of the parent's choice. 

Highly 
Acceptable 

1 

Hoderately 
Acceptable 

2 

Mostly 
Unacceptable 

3 

Totally 
Unacceptable 

4 

Unable to 
Respond 

5 
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