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PREFERENCES FOR SERRANO-PRIEST FINANCE PROPOSALS .

EXPRESSED BY CALIFOENIA SUPERINTENDENTS

Ahstract of the Dissertation

Purpose: The financdial implications of Serranc vs. Priest have caused

‘a great amount of . concern in California among the superintendents of the

school districts at all levels of organization. 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 thear school dlstrlct. '

—Proéedure: A questinnnaire was sent to 52 elamentary, 16 secondary,
and 24 unified superintendents in California asking them to indicate whieh
of the five firance proposals suggested by Judge Jefferson they preferred.
The responses, showing the preferences of all superintzndents, were tested
for significance to detezmine if any one of the f£ive plans was more highly
preferred than the others. Each of the five plans was examined using the
Chi Square test to determine if any of the demographic variables of level

- -of organization, size, area served, wealth, source of revenué, and type of
‘state aid of the d‘strlcts resulted in any 51gn1f1cant 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 other five plans. 2.. Both Consolidation and Vouchers were

- relected as potential finance plans. 3. Four demographic factors (wealth,

size, source of 'aid, location) resulted in the five finance plans. 4.
California school districts are unigue in character, and it is important
to study the atritudes of the saperlntendents serving them in relatlonshlp
o the demoqraphlc variables of their dlstrlcts.

Recommendatlons: "l. Submit a similar QUEStionnaire'to'members of the

_ Btate Legislature. 2. Initiate another study using school board rembars
.instead of superintendents. 3. Replicate the study with a new sample.

4. Conduct a new survey with a wider range of choices for each plan. 5.

. Examine the relationships among the combination of demographic variables

that make up a district and the responses of the superintendents.

Sy
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! | o CHAPTER I

TNTRODUCTION TO THE STUDY

T . As early as 1905 educators were expressing a concern for "équality
of educational opportunity.” ! Although the term has been used frequen£ly
and many definitions have been offered, there is a disparity that exists.
among these definitiéns. Burke contends that the reason for these.dis—
crapancies is that quality of éducational opportunity isra complex
concept invoelving five discfete élements:‘ pfograms, persoﬁnel, financial
support or aid; fihancial resources, and tax burden. He also'péints out -
,fhat most authorities,‘when discussing the conqept of equalify of educa;
tional, opportunityf tend to'relaﬁe the quality of edncatiohAavailablé tp
Vstudenﬁé to the financiél resoufces expended on their behalf.2

The courts havérqften been used as an avenué of.redress when there

Swas a gquestion invelving equality. Most of these cases wore based on

that part of the l4th Améndment to the Unitea.States Constitution that

states: .' 7 ' _ S L ,j-_, . L
No state shall make or enforce any iaw which shali

- | abridge the priveleges or the immunities of.citizens of

the United States; nor shall any state.deprive any person

of 1ife, liberty, or property,.withoﬁt due bIOCESS‘Of.laW;

i ‘ nor'deny any'pérson within its jurisdiction the eqﬁél Dro-

. L 3
tection of the laws.

1 L. .
Elwood Cubberley, Schoel Funds and Their Apporiionment,
(law York: Teachers College, Ceolumbia University, 1905}, p. 54.
| . o : -

| KExvid J. Burke, Financing Public Schools in the. United States,
1 {ew York: Harper and Brothers Publishers, 1951), p. 89,

"i ;
| _

|

|

]

|

Fe

linited States Constitution, Fourteenth Amendment.
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Some of the Supreme Court decisions dealing with equality of education

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

and most recently, San Antonio vs. Rodriguez (1975), financing edUcation.s

When discussing equality of educational opportunity, the courts have
not made an effort to separate the financial aspects of the concept of
equality from thé educational aspects. According to'Benson,lrulings‘based
on educational issues and financial issues alike have beeﬁ.made'régarding.
the violétion of the Fourteenth Amendment.6 |

‘Most of the cases involving equality of educational opportunityias
represented by available dollars for educational purposes are now being

heard in the state courts. Burke points out that courts in California,

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

the state governments are responsible for the inequities and irrationalities
which characteyize the raising and distribution of educational revenues in
each of those ztates: state governments have created school districts

with vrnegual fiscal capacities om the one hand and have failed to compen—

C ' . i tne b s T
- sate for these differences through state aid on th& other.  This has

resulted in children receiving an unequal educational opportunity based on
riot having equal financial resources available to all districts throughout

the state.

4§rown vs. Topeka Board Df Educatiocn, 347 U.S. 483 (1955).

e .

“Ban Antonic Vs, Rodriguez, 411 U.S. 1, 935, ct. 1278 (1973).

B . . . § : "
Charles §. Benson, "Observations of Finance of Education.”
Thrust, Novemkex, 1973, p. 13.

7 - L .
Foe L. Johns, Kexn Alexander, and Forbis Jordan, Editors,

Eipancing Education, Fiscal and Legal Alternativeg_ A 3Suvmmary of the

National Education Finance Project. -{Columbus: Charles E. Merrill
Publishing Co., 1972), p. 127. B
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This concern over equality of edﬁcational opportunity is sometimes re-
flected in’ the controversy over who éhduld bear the résponsibiliﬁ? fornéﬁp—
porting éducation, the state or the local agency. This question has for
many years been one of the'méjor problems in financing public educatidn in
the United States. It was Cubberley,lin 1905, who firét suggested that the
state should bé the main'source of support. He felt that staté aid shpuld
be distrilmted "in definite relation to the needs of the community and to
-the etforts ﬁhich it makes to proviﬁe good schools and to secure the attendance
of children at them."8 This principle dominated thinking-oh'this subject
during the 1900's.

In spite of widespread-acceptance for-the concept .of substantial state
support for education, it is not yet the méin source of educational financing.

A 1571 N.E.A. survey shows that state support nationwide iz well below fifty

percent. ‘'the report also shows that state support for educahion ranges from
a low of 5.3 percent in New Hampshire to a high of 88.7 percent in Hawail.

3 . 3 3 : . - s — - - _9
- California-ranked- thirtieth in pefcentage of state support with 34.8 percent.’

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

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

- 1971, they reported that this optimum model for finance would be one involving

scme swall degree of local financing to stimulate innovation and experimen-

tation.- Further, they shggested that primary reliance should be on funding

from state (55%-60%) and federal {20%) gources, and that the -lecal level

should provide not more than 10 to 15 porcent.

8 . : . .
Cubberley, op. cit., p. 87.

3 . , .
“Charles Leistner, Editor, Financing Education {Hannibal, Mo.,
Standard Printing Co., 1972), p. 121,

“Roe L. Johng, "Toward EBquity in Schoel Fisance," Bmerican Education
Novenbar; 1971, p. 4. '
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Roe L. Johns, Diregtor of the National Educational Finance Project
{N.BE.F.P.), also points out that the variatioﬁs his projéct found in
schocl support and the eaucationél inéquitieé'inhefenﬁ in tﬁém are re-
lated to the pra&tice of using local property taxes as the primary source.
of funds for public education.ll It is this contention, that.usiﬁg property
taxes as a base for financingrpublic education brings aboﬁt inequality of
educational ppportunity, that has resulted in the court cases which hqve
beeﬁ filed. “

The-term,ﬁequalizatién.of-educational opportunity, as used in the

_Writings of Strayer and Haig and others, has long been espoused as an

'important goal of school finance specialists. At the same time, these

specialists suggest that even when a common definition can be agreed upon,

N L 12 ' .
it is a problem to attain this goal. If local property taxes continue

to be the principal scurce for funding schools, it is not likely that

‘eguality of educstional opportunity can be dchieved. In the Californis case

of Serrzno versus FPriest, it was gquestioned whether thz disparity of

-available funds among districts whith Tesults in the ineguality of educa-

tiohal opportunity is in fact a violation of-ﬁne or mére-elements of the
Fourteenth Amenément bf the United States Constitution. The California
Suprems Coﬁrt ri2led that the State's cutrent method of,financing its
schools is unqonsfitutional. The court said Ehat thé system denies equal

L . e . - 13 .
protection of the law to children 1iving in poor neigaborhoods. This

YMonia., p. s

12 . . _ ; , -

GGeorge D. Btrayer and Fobert Murray Haig, The Fipancing of Education
in the State of New York, Report of the Educational Finance Inguiry Com~
mission, (New Vork: Macmillan, 1923),; p. 173. :

13

Jotn Kay Adams, "The California School Tax Ruling: What Does It
Mean?" Opportanity January-Ffebruacy, 1972, p. 3.



-rﬁling‘did rot regulf in any inmediate action, howaver. . The cburt merely
ruled tﬁe tax system unconstitutional because tﬁe aystem discriminated
agaiﬁét the poor and theirffundamental-interestTin-obtaiﬁing an education.
In its deciszion the cour£ did ﬂot tell the legislatqre how to change the
system to mage it constitutional; it did not issue.any orders about how
'to.operate the school systeﬁ:_it did not ruie out a tax system based.oﬁ
the propérty tax; it did not ‘say -that the-state has to spend the same ameount
of meney on zach pupil.in each distriét; ‘In a fcllo&ing meﬁorandum, the'
-gourt said tﬁe system of.property taxes coﬁld continue while the case was
returned "for further.proceedihgs“ to the trial court. 1In the final
analysis, the method of solving thié dilemma was left to the State Legis-
lature. |

The following is a chronicle of what-ﬁook p;acérbefween the time the
initial ﬁecision was handad down ih august; 1971, until the full hea?ing
report waé issued in August, 1974. There was no immediate action by the
legislature to carry cut thg mandaﬁe of.théicourt.: The first legal action
'-'was.in themform of an initiative, placed on the November, 1972 ballot.by
Phillip Watson, County Assessor for Los Angeles Cognty. This initiative,
known as Proposition 14, would have completely eliminated property taxes.
'VGordon Winton pleaded that ."unless everyone connected with public‘educa—
tion bends every effort to aéfeat the ﬁatson Initiative, the public schools
of California may véry well be'relegated to complete fi5cal impétence."l4
Following strong oppoéition by the governor, the 1egisia£ure, and tﬁe major.
teacher and administrative organizations; the electorate voted the measure

- down by almost a 2-1 margin.

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




fhe $econd legal move to meet the demands of the Serranc decision was
made by the legislature. Less than a month after the &efeat of the Watson
Initiative they paésed a tax reform bill known as S. B. 90 which according
to Downing, included:.

Rezlistic Foundation Programs.

. Increased assistance for low wealth districts.

The State assuming. its falr share of mandated programs,
Recognition of the economic needs of disadvantaged students.
An annual adjustment factor for inflation.

Fiscal updating of categorical aid programs.

Abclition of slippage 80 that the State Schocl Fund is
completely distributed. .

8. Forward funding, s districts could plan’ early for

) succeeding years, :

~3 O U s o B
. . . .

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

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

for improvements in equalization, and $229 million was for local tax
rolinback.16 The trailer vill, A. B. 1267, increased the inflation allcwance
from $65 to $70 par unit of ajerage daily attendance (a.d.a.} for 1973—74.
This bill él§§ incressed the foundation pfégraﬁ iﬁ 1974—75'gnd for the

- . 17 : . R s .. - , .
following four years. There was no mention made in either piece of legis-

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

was allowed in gpite of the fact that the Serrano decision specifically

identifies areas which reflect "quality" indicatoxs. Howe argues that the

assumption that merely increasing expenditures in low-cost schools will en-

. . . . L. 18
hance educational opportunities is debatable.

5 : ' ' '
George M. Dowvning, Sacramento Educatlon Legislative Letter
(facramento: School Administrators Legislative Cffice), December &, 1972.

o ia.

7 - . .‘- V ) ) -. - . . ) ) . ) ] . '. . .
I‘Goxdon H. Winton, Jr., ep. ¢it., July 13, 1973.

lgﬁarold.ﬂowe, II, "The Property Tax is Obsolete,” Saturday Review, .

. Novewber 20, 1971, p. 85.
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Educators throughout the state looked to 5. 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 éomplaint. However, just four
months later additional bills were introduced in the legisiature to remedy
some of the problens thét had. become apparent afﬁer“the enactment of the
original bill., Although the initial bill covered other governmental agencies
than education, the trailexr bill, A. B. 1267( waé concerned mainly with the
educational portioné.of 5. B. 90.19

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

returned for further proceedings to the Superior Courﬁ for Los Angeles

" County. In Auguét, 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 ghange the invalidity of the California Public School Financing -Svsiem;
i Y ¥

{2) the financihg-method is'iﬂvalid because it is a violation of the equaié
protectionwof—tﬁe—laws provisions of Céliforﬁia;-but not neceasarily the
equal:prqtéction;éf—the—laws provision of the United Statés Constitution;

{3) all chaﬁges should be made by legislative not executive action; (4) full
complaincg with the equal-protection—of-the~laws.provision_shall be acéomplishéd

in no longer'than six years; and (5) there 1s no particular plan or system

- required for financing education in California to comply with the judgment

except that any plan or system adopted must comply with the eQual-protection-
of-the~laws prbvisions of the California Coanstitution.
During the rehearing in the Los Angeles Court, some superintendents,

as well as other members of the educational commbnity,'were-called-upoh to

1 " . )
Yainton, op. cit!, guly 13, 1873.
] |

r

Serrano vs, Priest, 96 California Reporter £01.{1974}.
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testify. This testimony ailded the judge in_égming_uPEWitH’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 feésible.zl It is these plans that will provide

the basis for this study.

Statement of the Problem

The Jefferson declslon clearly stated that dll changes or modifications
to meet thé raguirements of the judgment must be made.by legislative action.
It appears, however, that the persoﬁS'who will be most affected by this
leglslatlop and who will be regpon51b1e for its 1mplemnntat10r, the District
uuperlntendnnuq, w¢lJ nave only token 1nput Ln Lhe deve]opment of these plans.
It seems imperative that this group have an Qpportunity to‘express their

opinions zbout the suggested alternatives. They should also have the oppor-

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

Purpoce of the Study

The purpose of this studj iz to determine whether the chief adminis-
trgtiVE'oﬁficers in the school distficté of California.have a preference fPr
one or more of the specific alﬁerhative plans of financing education which
was proposed by Judge Jefferson. Itrwill aiso pfovide them the opportunity

to suggest an alternative finance plan which may meet the equal-protection-

-of-the-laws provisions of the California Constitution.

21 g
“Serrang. vs. Priest, op. cit.
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Procedures of the Study .

In oxder to achieve the purpose of thé study,  a fandom sample of
District Superintendents throughout the State of California was surveyed.
" This random sample was stratified qn'the basis of three independent
vériables: wealth and tax rate, size, and societal area. The surveys
listed,.with a short éxplanation of each, the five alternativa finance
_plans suggested in the Jefferson decision. The respéndent was asked to
réte edch finance plan as to its acceptability as an educational
finapcing system”in terms of the'impact on his district. 1In addition,
if the Supefintendent felt thét none of the suggested plans were accept-
- able, he was asked to describe a modificatién or combination 6f those
rnlans, or to outline a plan which he would consiéér accéptablé. T§
analyze whether'gne plan wés gignificantly more preferable to all of the
superintandents than $ny other plan, all plans were tested using a t-test
_ for significant differences'of”gfﬁup”me&nsf "The rééponéés“%ormeaéh plén
were then analyzed for gignificance based on the variables of level of
organization, source of re§enue, type of state aid, wealth, size, and

societal area using a Chi Square test.

K

VO

Hypotheses

v

This study s based on the following hypotheses:

Hypotheses 1. Superintendents in California showed no significant

preference for sny one of the five finance plans suggested by Judge

Jaeffexrson,

Hypotheses 2. There is no significant difference in the prefesrence

of superintendents from elementary, secmylary, and unified school
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industrial based districts toward Full State Funding.

10

districts toward Full State Funding.

'Hypothesisﬂi.' There is no significént difference in the preference;
of superintendents from elewentary, secondary, and unified school
districts toward Consolidation.

Hypothesis 4. There.is no significant difference in the preference

of superintendents from elementary, secondary, and unified school
districts toward Removal of the Commercial and Industrial Tax Base.

Hypothesis 5. There 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

- districts toward Vouchers.

Hypothasis 7. There is no significant differencs in the preference

of superintendents from vesidential tax based disgtricts and commercial/:

Hypothesis 8. There is no significant difference in the preference

of superintendents from residential tax based districts and commercial/

industrial kased districts toward Consolidation.

Hypothesis 2. There is no significant difference_in thé préfgrence
of superintenéents from residential tax based.districts and'commercial/
industrial based digtricts towarﬂ removal of the Commercial and
Industrial Téx Base.

Hypothesis 10, There is neo significant difference in the preference

of superintendents from residential tax based districts and commercial/

industrial based districts toward Power Equalizing;
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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 toward Vouchers.

Hypothesis 12, There is no significant difference in the preference

of superintendents from-urban,_suburban} and yxrural school districts

toward Full State Funding.

Hypothesis 13,  There is no significant difference in the preference
of superintendents from uxban, suburban, and rural school districts
toward Consolidation.

Hypothesis-i4. 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.

Hypothesis 15. There is no siguificant difference in the preference

-of superintendents’ From uikan, suburban,. and rural school districts toward

Pover Egualizing.

H?ﬁothesis 16. There is no significant difference in the preference.

of superintendents from urban, suburban, and rural school districts

toward Vouchers.

Hypothesis 17. There is no-significant_difference in the preference
of superintendents from rich and poof'districts toward Full State Fundipg.'

' 'Eypbthesié'ESQ' There is no significant Gifference in the preference-

-of stiperintendents from rich and poor districts. toward Consolidation,

liypothesig- 19. There is ho_significant difference in the preference

Qf superintendeht$ frdm“rich_aﬂdrpdor dist#icts toward'Bemoval of the

- Cowmercial and -Industrial Tax Base.

‘Hypothesis 20 ThHeré is no significant difference in the preference’

of muperintendents from rich and poor districts toward power Equalizing.
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Hypothesis 2L. 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 Consclidation. -

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 districts

Loward Power Egualizing,

Hypothesis 26. There is no significant difference

in the preference

of superintendents from basic aid districts and foundation plan districts

‘toward Vouchers,

Hypothesis 27, There is no significant difference

of superintendents from different size school districts

Funding.

Hypothesis 23. There is no significant difference

of superintendents from different size school districts
dation.

Hypothesis 29, There is no significant difference

_of'superintendents from different size school districts

the Commercial and Industrial Tax Base.

in the preference

toward Full State

in the preference

toward Consoli-

in the preference

toward Removal of
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Aypothesis 30, fThere is no significant difference in the preference

of superintendents from different size school districts toward Power

Equalizing,

.nypothesis 31. There is no significant difference in the preference

%

of superintendents from different size school districts toward Vouchers.

Limitations of the Study

Thiz study is limited to analyses of the responses to a question-

naire sent to District Superintendents of public school districts in the

State of California. It did not include special schools oxr programs -

operated by the County Cffice of Education nor Junior College Districts.

Thé responses were based on the background and rasoqrées which are
inherent in the position of District Superintendent in school districts
in the Stafe'af Califofnia._ The findinés of this study are limited
to these districts having similar characteristics to the districts in the

stratified samplie.

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

Average 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

- Apportionment Formula - a mathematical formula for computation of

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

2 . . . ,
2 Eugene Benedetti and Harold Hall, School Finance and Business
Management (Los Angeles: Los Angeles State College, Division of

Fducation, 1946), p. l0S.
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It usually takes into consideration the school district's ability to

raise a designated amount of money from a.uniform tax effort toward

financing a minimum guaranteed dollar amount oflrevenue per pupil.23

Assessed Valuation - the official valuation of property or income
' .24
for the purpose of taxation.

Consolidaticon —'the legal reconstitution of the basic administrative

~units (school dlstr3cts) of a state. It is a responsibility of the

state and can be accomplished only through authorization of the state

_ .
legislature.“5

Equality of Educational Oppertunity - the state should insure equal
educational rescurces to every child within its borders at a uniform
effort throughout the state in terms of the burden of taxation; the tax
burden of education should, throughout the state, be uniform in relation
to tzupaying akility, and the provision for schools should be uniform in

. " | | o .26
relation to the educable population desiring education.

Equity -~ a tax structure reguiring: (1) equal treatment of equals;

-(2)_distfibution of the overall tax burden on the basis of ability to pay.,

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

of persons in Lhe lowest-income groups, on the'grounds that they have no
taxpaying capacity; and (4) a progressive overall distributicn of tax

relative to income on the basis that tax capacity rises more rapidly than

273
R#xgntaﬁ Stayner, Finanecing Public Schools, A Study Guide
(Washington, D. C.: Committee on Educational Plnancc, N.E A., 1965), P 61.

4 .
Leaon Osview dnd Wm. Gostetter, Budget;nq for- Bn+ter Srhoola
{Englewocd. ClLff M. J. Prentice-Hall, 1960), p. 315.

John B, Corballv, Jr., School Finance (Boston: Allyn and Bacon,
Tone., 1962), p. 15. - -

-2

2 ‘ . L
Strayer and Halg, op. cit., p. 173.
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income.

Poundation Program =~ a plan for financing schools that réguires

equity for taxpayexs 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 to meet baslic educational needs.

. . N : . - 2
In California, it is a dollar amount set by the legislature.

Full State Funding - the class of school finance systems in which
the stake government raises all school revenues and distributes funds
according to the number of pupils in each district and other educationally

relevant factors.29

Power Equalizing - a system of state aid that leaves subunits free
to select levels of spending for education while giving each unit equal
3 : . o

powgx to do so. 0.

Property Pax -~ & taxz placed on real property that s laid in pre-

. . . 3
portion to the estimated value of property.

2!Roe L. Johns, Full Sﬁate Funding of Education {Pittsburg, Pa.:

=

e

University of Pit.csburg Press, 1973), p. 48.

28 . | s . . -
. Roe L. Johns, and Edgar L. Morphet, Financing the Public Schools

{Englewcod Cliffs, K. J.: Prentice-Hall, Inc., 1960), o. 263,

29
Jehn Faincus, School Finance in TranﬂJtJon \LameJng, Mass.:
Bollinger Publishi ug Zo,, 1974) . p. 48. '

30 i ) .
Johnh ., Coons, wm. H. Clune, ILII, and Stephen 3. Sngavman, Eg;vagg

Wealtrh 3ﬂd Public Education (Cambridge, Mass.: The Belknap Press of
Harvar bn¢vnr51lj Press, 197), p. 202,

11 ' ’ . :
J_Chris A. DeYouny, Budgeting in Public Schocels (€hicago: John 8.
swifl Co., 1946), p. 132. :
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Real Property - land and improvements thereon and things which are
fixed or immovable in a general sense. ~It is taxable only by'thq govern-
mental unit in which it is located. It is the primary subject of properfy
taxes and provides the major portioﬁ of.reveﬁue received from the tax.32

Revenue ~ additions to assets which do not increase any liability,
nér represent the recovery of_any expenditure, nor represent the cancel-
lation of liabi;ities without a corresponding iﬁcrease inrother
liabilities or a decrease in assets. ﬁevenue 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,

. . . . .33
industrial and commercial properties.

Tax Base - the unit against which a rate structure is applied which
deternines tax revenue. ' It is usually exprassed in dollar wnits (e.g.,
with =ales tax, the base is the cost of the purchased rtem.)

Tax Rate - the amount of money levied per one hundred dollars of
assessed valuation. This money may-be used by the district for any legal

35
purpose,

Voucher Plan - an educational financing system that would change cne

traditional system of using tax funds to finance ptblic schools to an

arrangement of providing tax vouchers to individual parents who would

2 \ '
3 Corbally, op. cit., p. 141.

33 . . . , . . S
California State Department of Educatien, California School Account-

ing Manuaal (Sacramento: Califernia QOffice of State Printipg, 1273}, p.

341- T ..' =4
Corbally, op. cit., p. 15.

-

JSBanedetti, op. cit., p. 105.
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purchase education in a market place of diverse schools,

Organization of the Study

In Chapter I equality of educational'opportunity was Qiscussed. The
probiems with the meaning of the term; court cases resulting from the de-

mand for it, specifically the case of Serrano vs. Priest in California;

the resulting legislation to attempt to answer the ineqguities; and the
court's response to this legislative attempt were presented. The purpose

of the study was stated, the hypotheses, and the procedurés that wers

- used 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
vardous finance schemes are docwnented in the second chagter;' This
review will focﬁs mainly on eguality of educational oppertunity, equity,
and hkow legislation and the recent court cases are related to these issuves.

- Tﬁe design anﬁ procedﬁres-used~in.the study'are-c§Veréd in'Chaptéf
III. It includes the sampling procedureé, data s&urces, data collection
techniques, and the methods.used to anélyze the data which - were collected.

In the fourth.chapter, an analysis of the data which wefe collected
is‘répoitedw

In Chapter V, a summary statement of the entire stﬁdy, the conclu-
sions.that were derived and fecommendations for future studies are

presented,

'366eorge R. LaNone,‘Educational Vouchers: Concepts and Controversies
{New York, N,Y.: Teachers College Press, Columbia University, 1972}, p. 12.
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- lecal scurces; and the pgossibility. of federal support are discussed.

'CHAPTER II

HISTORICAL DEVELOPMENT

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

©In the first gection the historical development of the concent of équality

of educational opportunity, as it pertains to financial equality as it is
perceived by various authorities is analyzed. The origin of the concept
of public education in the United States is presented. This is followed

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

that contributed to the principle of an equal educational opportunity fox

all students, the solutions that were proposed and utilized to provide
financial equality; the different viewpoints of authoritative sources on

the issue of equalization, and a study that was conducted about the quality

- of education in the natien's urban schools are reviewed. . In the second
section the sources of revenus for educational purposes are prasented.

-The arguments of authoricies for and agaihst property tax, the most com~

‘monly used sourece, the advantages and disadvantages of state scurces versus

The fhird section is concerned with-alternafive'financiné proposals
that educators .and finéncial éxpérts offer as an equitable method for
Ischool financing. Those alternatives discussed aré full state fpnding,
powerAequélizéﬁion,.and tﬁé voucher systém; The alternative of federal
funﬂinq is also mentioned, |

The legal aspects of eguality in educational opportunity are re-

_.searched in the fourth. section. The constitutional provisions of both

federal and state constitutions are reviewed, and the landmark financial

equality cases that were heard by the courts and the results of these cases
: 4 ‘ ¥

are .cited. These are followed by an analysis by educators znd other

18
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prominent financial authorities 6n what these decisidns meant and what
impact they could have on the schools.

In the fifth section is presented aﬁ accdﬁnt of what océurred in
California in response to the charge by.Serrano thét the state‘é method
of financing education is unconstitutional. The-development‘of legis—
lation to overcome this problem is stressed concliuding with a.presentation
of S. B..90 and A. B. 1267, the legislatiﬁn that was héralded as the
answer to the Serraﬁo decision. The chapter.is concluded with the rgsults
of the.rehearing of the Serrano case by Judge Jeffgrson, listing the
reasons for his finding that the new legislation did not changé thea
original’ findings of the unconstitutionality of Californid'S'financing :
procedures, and the possihle alteinatives he suggests that might provide

a legal system.

Histovical Develorment

In crder to place this study in perspective it is necessary to examine

_ the histérical development of the responsibility for education and the

sources of revenue,availabile for the public financing of education. Of

equal importance is the historical concern with the concept of equality of

‘educational opportunity, the initial and current definitions of the texn,

" and the efforts which are being made to achieve this elusive goal. -

The early settlers of America, as chronicled by Rosenstengel. and

Bastmond, brought with them the ideals and traditions of their mother

countries. ' The prevailing attitudes of the colonists, except for those in

New England, held that whatever provisions wers made for sducation should
be made by the church or the family. Compulsory education at public ex-.

ponse can be traced to laws made in Massachusetts dating hack to
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l634. Mort notes that at the time the,Constltut;onal Convention de-

cided to leave education "to the states or to the people,” tax-supported
. B " . .__ . - - 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 was

1 another forty years after the Constitutional Convention before New Jersey,

I Pennsylvania, and Rhode Island became the next states to have tax-supported
i . . )

l schools. Most of the remaining states did not take this step until another
i : .

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

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

i of the.Alleghehf Mountains, This pelicy included the earmarking of land

7 " for school purposes in eve;y_township-of the Northwest Territory. Bf the

year 1830, when tax—supporped_pﬁblic_educat%op_was_an_ac;gpt&d po;icy in

'aii thé.étatés, onemfcﬁrth éf £hé étates Qere pﬁoviding more thanaﬁalf éf.

S q the costs of public education from state revenue. |

; -Mgrt'notes that by 1830, the shape of ﬁubiic éduéatidn héa S;gUn to

; " appear. It contained-a systeﬁ of public ﬁontrol and'a.method of public-

f financing. In the decades immediately fpllowing, the new states espoused
'tax;supported aducation ana used the money from their federal lanngrahts

! . : 7 38
! © as a stimzlus to local action.”

36, oo — ’ - o
Wei, Evereth Rosenstengel and Jefferson N. Eastmond, School Finance,
Its Thecry and Pgactice; {New York: The Ronald Press Co., 1957), p. 26.

;/Paul K. Morﬁ, Walter C. Reusser, and John W. Polley, Public School

3BMort, Reusser, and Polley, op, cit., 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 wererpublic schools, schoois which ﬁere under pﬁblic manage-
ment and open to all children regérdless of class dr religion, it was
assumed that those parents who wére-able would help defray the costs of
educating their children. Children of indigent parents atteﬁded freg of
charge, and persons with no chiidren made no monetary contribution to the
schools. |

After 1850, such men as James G. Carte, Horace Maﬁn, and Henry Barnard
led this couwntry in strengthening the public school system. According to
Hinsdale, Mann advocated a structure of publicly supported and pﬁblic;y-
operated "commen schools."40 This 5asic concept remains with us today.

Of equal importance higstorically was the manner in which schools would

be financad. Barr describes the earliest source of funding in the American

~colonies ag being derived from grants from England, and he cbserves that

state support of education in this country grew from practices in Erngland

and Eurdpe.4l The early laws of Massachusetts, according to Rosenstengel -

and Eastmond, were the bases in this countxy for laws to establish and main-

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

support by the equalized and compulsory tax of all "householders." They
listed some of the sarly day sources of revenue as the fuel or wood tax, the

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

3¢ . , . ,
Charles S. Benson, The Economicgs of Public Education, (Boston:

Houghton Mifflin Co., 1961), p. 314.

20 C ] Rewd
Baernard A. Hinsdale, Horace Mann and the Common School Reviwval

in the United States, (New York: Charles Scribner's Sons, 1960}, p. 28.

41 , \ ) . .
W. Montfort Bartr, American-Public School Finance, (New York:
American Rook Co., 1950), p. 87.
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appropriations, occupational ta#es,-organized lotteries, bank taxes, fines
and penalties,rlnsurance premium taxes and state'appropriations.42
| The Kalamazoo case in 1872, a landmark case in the idea of high schools
becoming a part of the public'schoo; system and being tax supported, had a
great deal of iﬁfluence with increasing public suﬁport of schbols.43
It was Cubbérley who recoﬁnized the rnieed for thg state to have high
involvement in funding public education. He proposed that this be doné

s . : 4 . ‘
through both equalization and incentive payments. 4 His study led to

efforts to translate the philcsophy of equal educaticnal opportunity into

" a viable state finance program which adjusted for variations in district

wealth. This task was assigned to the Educatiocnal Finance Inquiry Commission
(1921-23). Their reéults,.reported by Strayer and Haig, established a pro-

' . 45 .
gram called the foundation plan. Coons cobserves that medified, scrutinized,

criticized as it was, this program remained the paradigm of state aid to

. . 4% ' . .
education until after 1%6¢. ~ It was Benson in 1961, however, who first

_wrote that the Strayer-Haig scheme providing for equal ~educational oppor-—.

tunity was a myth’.47 The long-term history of revenue sources ié'summarized
by Burke as: {1) a gradual abolishment of'many early non-tax sources of
revenue; (2} the groﬁth and decline of income froﬁ permaneﬁt school funds;

(3) the gréwﬁh and decline of 1ocal, county, and state property tax support .

for gschools; (4) the decreasing importance of ecarmarked state school taxes,

5 . ’ ‘
4 Rosenstengel and Eastmond, op. cit., p. 28.
47 | '

“Ibid, p. 34.
44 . .

Cubberley, op. cit., p. 117,

5 . L
Strayer and Haig, op. cit., p. 201,

=1 . .
! W S L. T T .
Benson,  The Economics of Public qupatlon, pPp. 201-210

E
.
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and the spread of state generalmftnd 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
taxes.48

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 fﬁnds, yvet

‘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 thelr interpretation on financial equality, while

others are more concerned with establishing the same quality of education

ior all students. Burke fesls it is hard . to define because of the five
elaments thas it involves, which were discussed in ths Ffirvst chapter.) Aall

\ o -1t . e e .
of thezse are difficult to delimit. He illustrates this by listing eight

popular definitions of the equalization principle given frem 1923 to 1940

by these authorities: Moehlman; Simpson, Grace and Moe, MbGuire, Mort,

Morrison, Mort and Reusser, and fiﬁally Strayer and Haig. None of the

definitions offered are exactly the same, yet each author attempts to de=

scribe eguality of aducational oppertunity. These men make little effort
to separate the financial aspects based on the amount of revenue available

for education, from the same wquality of education for all students.

4

w

Burke, op. cit., p. 109.

9Burke, op. cit., p. 89.
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Strayer and Haig report the findings of the Educational Finance
Inquiry Commission on the essentials involved in the principle of equal
educational obportunity'as f&lldws:-- -

To carry into effect the principle of "equalization of
educational opportunity" and "equalization of school support®
as commonly understood, it would be necessary (1) 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 5
their direct administration, by a state department of education.

‘In 1964 a commission was authorized by the United States Congfess
to study.thé quaiity 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 contro-

H

versy over its findings, and the methodcology and validity of its re-

sesrch. Also, thére was a great amsunt of confusion. regarding the data
g 4

and recbmmendatioﬁs following the publication cf the report. A Harvard
faculty semip&r spént'thfee Yéars réanéiyzing the boiemén ﬁep;rﬁ-aata.
which was reported‘cﬁ by Mosteller and Moynihan. An article by Patterson
lists their major findings as:

1. There is almost no relation of variation in school
facilities to variation in levels of academic achievement;
2. Only fractibns of a percent of variance in achievement
Was accounted for by pupil expenditure; :
+ 3. Family background differences account for much more
- variation in achievement than do school differences;

4. .Facilities and curriculum are much less related to
achievement than are the attributes of a chiid's fellow
students; - - , o

5. The higher the social class of other students, the
higher any given student's achievement
‘ 6. "Good Schodis,™ by thpmselveS, are not cnough to
asuure rood aducation;. :

Slstra'er and Haiy, op. cit., p. 174,
¥ o, Bt
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7. Teachers mattered, at least for black students...;

8. For twelfth grade, only 16% of Negro students through-
cgut the nation were at or above grade level. Similar results
“held for Puerto Ricans, Mexican Americans, and American Indians;

9. A child's "sense of control of his environment" '
correlated strongly with his/her education achievement. ,

10. Black and white children had nearly comparable school
resources within regions and once one takes account of race and
family background, academic achievement is weakly related to
schoel peliticians and resources...;

1l. Blacks on the average are currently performing best in
majority white environments, and whites are not performing sub-
gtantially worse in moderately integrated environments than in
all white schools; -

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

13. The variation in achievement among schools was small
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 inegualities which he lists as existing in schools were

eliminated, this would de little to raise the achievement level qf

. . S L . 53
children or improve thelir chances of going to college. Arother cen-

itention in Jencks' sfudy that eqﬁalizing educational opporﬁunity will

have no appreciable effect on equalizing incoeme in our socieiy has pro-

' voked widespread controversy. Tanner, &uestiohs Jencks' hypothegis by

statiné that the education of a given populatién cannot be'consﬁrued as

the path toward equalizing income, but rather providing members of that

population with life choices that otherwise might not be oﬁen to them.54
Walberg aﬁd Rasher repofﬁrthat some reséaréhers have interpreted

thege studies to indicate that a.student‘s_generai tegt gcores are

[

JgFrederick‘Mcstéller and Daniel P, Maynihan, {(ed=.) . On Eguality of
Edugational Opportunity (New York: Random House, 1972), cited by Wade N.

'Patterscn, “After the Coleman Report-What About It?" “hrust, Vol. 3, No., 2

{November, 1973), pp. 11-12.

=4 ’ -
.%3Christopher Jencks and others, Inequality: A reassessment of the Effect

cof Family and Schiooling in America (vew York: Basic Books, Inc., 1972), p. 206.

4Danie1 Tanrer, "Ineguality Misconstrued,” Educational Leadership,
May. 1973, pp. 703-705, :
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strongly related to post test scores; mederately related to the social
class of the school he attends; and unrelated tq educatiqna; inputs such
as exéenditﬁres per pupil and pupil/teacher ratio when the first two
factors are taken into consideration_.55 They then proqeeded to present

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

study than the Coleman Report. Théir_findings showed that just the opposite

of the researchers interpretations was true, and that regardless of
sociogconomic and eﬁvironmeﬁtal differences, higher levels of educational
expenditures and smaller pupil/teacher‘ratiqs in the public schoéls are
related to lower rates of failure on the mental test used in their study,
Even though the éoleman Report in itself does not include financial
equality per =e, fhere_are many aspects that relate to inegualities in
financial support. Alsé} the_xeport has been cited in testimony in several

of the court cases which are reported in this study.

~ Sources of Revenus

To egtablish the background for the court decisions handed down in the
Serranc case, it is important to examine the literature about the effect

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

“opportunity.

Johne gives the four major sources of the tax revenue which are avail-
able to support public services as personal income taxes, corporate income
taxes, sales and excize taxes and property taxes. These revenues may be

T

- 5 5 - 5
levied at the local, state, or federal levels of government. ?

RE, i -

“Herbert J. Walberg and Sue Pinzur Rasher, "Publicé School Effectiveness
and Equality: New Evidence and ITts Implications," Phi belta Kappan, Vol. LVI,
No. 1, September, 1974, pp. 3-3. |
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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.

Table 2.1

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

School Year : Federal State Local

Ending

1920 0.3 16.5 83.2
1930 0.4 16.2 82,7
1940 1.8 30.3 67.9
1950 2.8 39.8 57.4
1960 4.4 39.% 56.5
1965 3.8 39.7 56.5
1970 T2 40.9 51.8
1972 71 40.9 52.0

Source: U. S. Bureau of the Census, Historical Statistics of the United
States (Washington, 1960); and National Education Agﬁociation, Estimates
of School Statistics, (1971-72) (Washington, 1971).

The ‘mocst commonly used form of local revenue is the property tax.
Groves defines the property tax as a tax upon all wealth tangible and in-
tangible, which possesses exchange value.58 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

property by the official assessors of the jurisdiction. ‘Data reported

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

_57Leistper,_qg. cit., p. 121.
58Henry M. Groves, Financing Government (New York:
Co., 1945) p. 57.

59

Henxy Holt and

Burke, op. cit., p. 113,
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period from 1956 to 1966, the percentage of all local tax revenue from

the property téx stayed at approximately 87 percent.60 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 Stéte
Educatioﬁ Department that it is the most inadequate and regressive of all

of the tax soﬁ?ces.Gl Netzger observes that the American property tax system
aboundsin anémaliés: During the past century no major fiscal institﬁtion,
here or abrdad, has beén criticized at such length and with such vigor;

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

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 education as measured by community socio-economic status indica-

: - o ' PP - & AU L i e
ters and the level of support available: Leroy Green, the Chalrman of

the California Rgsembly Education Committee, feels that the'property tax

- should be abandoned as a tax source except for thosc serV1ces {e.g,, streets,

sidewalks, police and fire protection, utilities) that directly benafit

property. He also believes that there is no logical relationship hetween

60NJE.A, Research Bulletin, Veol. 47, No. 2, May 1269, P 53.

6lNew York State-Education-Dept., "Full State Funding cf Elementary
and Secondary kducation in New Vork State," {Albany, MNew York State
Education Dept., Piv. of Fduca. Finance, ERIC Document, February, 1972),
p. 17.
Leistner, cp. cit., p. 319,

. 63Russell Kent, "The Financing of Equal Eauvatlona] Opooxtunlty,“
Ihrust, vol. 3, Ne. 2, {(November, 1373), p. 9.



the value of property within a school district and the need to finance a

' . 6
_student's education, 4

In spite of éll this criticism the property tax remains the mainstay
of revenue sources for local units. This ig true, reports the United
States Committee on Educational Fihance, despite property weaknesses which
they list as: the substantial leakages in revenue.resulting in undexr-
assessment, slack collection procedures and exemptions,,the unrealistié
limits imposed by state constitutions and statutes on the rates, and the’

great number of govermmental 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
minimal property tax should be used for this support.66

Jehn feels that demo<fquic participation in he paration of local

schools can hest be guaranteed by the availability of Funds from the lo-

‘ cal prcper Lty tax, which is closely associated w1th the 1ocal economy.6

Barr supports this viewpoint when he states that it is vital that the local
commuﬁity have an important share in decisions as to-the guantity and
qua;ity of the educational progrém, and that it have consi@erable,leeway

in xaising school funds, He adds thaﬁ local desire for betterrschools ié'

often not as effective when the state provides all or most of the necessary

: 4Lero}; Green, “School Financing (California),” Compact, December, 1971,
r. 36. :

65
U.3. Committee on Bducational Finance of the W.E.A., Hew LoﬂaT

Sources of Tax Kevenues, (Washington, D. C., N.E.A., 1950); p. 14.

66Harlan Updagraff, Rural School Survey of New York State, Fipancial
Support {ILthaca; ' By the author, 1322), p. 27,

&7 ' " i . _— s
R. L. Johnz, Tha Property Tax and Public School Financing, {Washington,
D. €.: ILegilzlative Comelssion, N.E,A,, 1958, 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

. Cs 68
becomes equitable for all citizens.
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-

s . 70 e
-tential sources. He concurved with Burkhead = that except for large

- . . . : - 71
cities or country—w1de levies, little use can be made of these sources.

The National. Committee for the Support of Public Schools concluded from

their research that the likely trend for local sales and income taxes
¥ . _

‘would be useful only as local supplemental -rates on the state taxX base

. ' . 2 ‘ . . .
administered by the‘state.7 McLoone suggested that unlform state-wide

propﬂrtV-tax raLea be set at levels necessary to prOV1de decignated minimum

Inc., 19623, p. L48.

Barr, op. cit., pp. 121-122.

69

John E. Corbaliy, Jr., Schocl Finance (Boston: Allyn and Bacon,

e . . - . o ) \
7JJesse.Burkhead, State and Local Taxes for Public Education,

(Sy:acuse: Syracuse University Press, 1963}, p. 139.

71

Albert. L. Alford, Nonproperty Taxation for Schools, Possibilities

for Local Application, (Washirgton, D. C.: USOE, 1963}, p. 47.

2 National Committee for the Support.of Public Schools, fBroadening'

- the Base of 3tate Supgort, . Know Your Schogls Fact aheet No..S, unpub-

LlSth, Octcher, 19b6), P 2.
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programs. This would assure that all p;operty within the state would
contribute to the basic educational program.' Local communities with the
capacity and the desire to spend more.on théir scﬁoois.could level non-
pfoperty taxes, and make available a complementary alternative to the
property tax;'

The other sources of tax.revenues availablé for educatién are
generqliy.collected at.the staté and national levels and are then appor~
tioned out to the lécal_sphq@i_districts in some manner that officials“
feel will equalize the imbalance of the fariations occurring ig thé.ieVel
of support at the loéal}levgl.

- State support, which was the first support used in this country, is 3
the second largest governmental level utilized fcf collécting revenue.

The state property tax, as espoused by Cubberley and others, was one of

the first state sources of revenue. But, as a need for property tax

relief grew mors spparent after the 1920's, Swift reports that many states .
, 7
began to adopt new tax sources.

Barr enumerates-early state tax sources as license taxation and

~ other tax sources as poll taxes, real property, personal property, income,

profits from trade, sale of priveleges, and excise taxes. He reports

‘modern state systems of taxation of individuals, commodities, and businesses

8 =

a5 having these gources: sales taxes, income tax, and license taxation

o . . 74
whinrh includes motor vehicle taxes.

]BFletcher karper Swift, Federdl and State Policies In Public

School Finance in the United Stales (New York: Ginn and Co.,,l931),
p. 87. : '

]4Barr,'on;_gi3.,.pp, I34~142,
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l Cyr points out that an increase in the use of these various tax
i

devices occurred in the 1920's. These are presented on the follow1ng

chart:

|
' : . . 75
I Number of States Levying Various Taxes
Tax | - 1928 1934 1937

Personal Income Tax - ' 1 - 25 34

I Corporation Income Tax 12 . 27 . 32
General Sales Tax o . 4 22 23
Chain Store Tax _ 2 19 19
Tobacco Tax ‘ 11 ) 15 .25
Liguer Tax _ 0 16 ' 47

State tax sources having widespread support in current tax theory

écCording to Roseﬁstengel and Eastmond are: ‘consumption taxes; personal

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

taxas; death and gift taxes; and taxes on banks, insurance companies,

[ TR W

cgsad - . 75
public utilities, and other businesses.

-s

Not all revenue sources are used foxr financing education. In sone

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

P

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

reports that during the 1957~1958 school year about 75 percent of state

schovl support was appropriated from the general funds of states. A -~

1ittie under 25 percent was cbtained from the receipts of state taxes
earmarked for the public schools. Permanent school fund income accounted
' . - . L 77 . . e
for only 1.5 percent of state school support. Corbally discourages the
| .. practice of obtaining revenue from a state carmarked tax because of the.many

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

. 75Frank W.. Cy? Arv1d J. Buxke, and Paul- R._Mort Paylng fo* QUY - Publlc ;5
Schools {Scranton, Pa.: IntLrnatlonal i"ex‘i:'ar:)o]-: Co., . 1938), p. 135, :
76 ‘ , ‘
TRosenstengel and Bastwond, op. cit., p. 129,

|

J ' .
| 77, ., -
i - "Barr, op. cit., pp. 142-144.
! e , .
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state support from appropriations from the general fund which is brought
about through a legislative process that he feels is a sound approach to
efficiéncy in the allocation of scarce funds to governmental units.78

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 df public schdol_rgvenue.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 havelnever found any of the sources to be
unconstitutional, but.only the manher in which the revenues ﬁere used.

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

the following section.

Alternative Financing Proposals

In this secktion the..alternative finance propcosals for public schools
mentioned by the courts as most closely meeting constitutional require-
ments will be presented. They are: (1) 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 Ffunding will also be

discussed because of the increasing interest it is receiving as one of the
answexrs to-equality in financing on a nationwide basis.
A recent report by the Phi Delta XKappa Commission on Alternative

Designs for Punding Rducaticn lists five alternatives: ILocal Support Alcne,

8 .
7 Corbally, op. git., p. 88,

79 y .
Barr, op. cit., p. ©9.
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Full State Funding, The Traditional Foundation System, Equalized Logal =~ ?,3

‘Initiative Systems, and Foundation System Supplemental with 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

. . 80 . . . o .
power equalization. Many school finance authorities including Scribner,

Chu, and Milne limit their choices to scome form of full state funding or
. . : \ ; 81
district power equalization.

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

tially all responsibility for financing local elementary and secondary

. ' - 8 . i '
education from State and Federal revenues." 2 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, exgept‘for a simall percentage of fedevral supprorkt,
fuii‘state fundihg. fnltﬁérstﬁdf made by tﬁé.ﬁeﬁ Ybrk F.%w;-__aﬁ'-_-s-,"E-dmﬁauL:.i.cn:wf~
Department, full state funding as it presently exists in Hawali and.Delgf
ware was discussed. In Ha§aii, allwofrthé fin%nciél support for ragular
programs iﬁ the public schools comes from éppropriationS‘made by the State
Legislature. .The sources of this support are tha state general excise tax

and state income tax; property taxes are not used for schools.

80 . : ‘ . ..
K, Torbis Jordan and others {(The Phi Delta Kappa Commissicon on

' Alternative Designg for Funding Bducation), Financing the Public Schools: .

A Search for Equality (Bloomingten, Ind., PBhi Delta Kappa, 1973}, pp. 41-50.

,81Joy 0. Scribner; Morgan Chu, and Mary Milne, "School Finance Reform:
The Aftermath cf Serrano vs. Priest,"” Education and Urban-Society,
February, 1973, p. 138, ' '

82 . s ; s - -
Donna K. chalala, "The Political ‘Realifies of Revising State _
Educdtion: Finance Systems,"” {a paper prasented at the.Awerican Educational -

© .Research Association Annual Meeting, april, 1972, Chicago,'Illinois};:
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The State of Delaware provides 82 percent of nonfederal income to schools

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

supplement state'apportionmeﬂt.' The state allowance is maihly 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

. s o e
" educational resources from large cities to other parts of the state. 4

The cited New York study lists the following principal cateqories-of
educational finance problems that prompt consideration of full state
funding: (1) the'iack of eguality of educational opportuﬁity; (2) the
Balkanizaticn of the metropolitan as well as the rural areas by local
school districté aﬁd oéhex-governmental_units; {3} the cost pressures

arising from market Fforces that operate on teacher salarissg; (4) the cost

.pressures arising from the increasing success of militant public service

unions; {(5) the intermittent concern of the State Legislatures for meeting
the State share of educational costs; and (6 the increasingly inadegquate
, i . , I . 85
property tax base wherein rests the great bulk of local support.
Anothexr alternative to present schocl financing prosedures is district

power equalizing. Benson defines district power equalizing as a scheme where

the state matches leocal spending, but at a different rate in poor and rich

83 . .
New York State Education Deparitment, op. cif.

84 .
Shalala, op. Cit.

Kew York State Education Department, op. cit.
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. . : . ; . . 8
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. This plan appears toc be

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

. would 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 -

acéording to their decision.

Cnons,'Clune, énd Sugérman gi#e strong support to the principle of
power equalizing. They define power equalizing as a system of gid that
has these characteristics: (1) Any right of.sub—units of the state to
be rélatively Qealthy for ééucational purpocses is denied. The_fotal
financial resources pf-tha.state should be équally available to all public

gcheool children. ﬂltimate responsibility for public achools is placed

-squarely with the state; (2) the uiits should be free, through the taxing

ck

mechanism, to chooge to share various amouwnts of the state’s wealth. A

great variety of ctat:.ec’iucational policies, orher than favoring the

‘possessors of wealth, may effect the extent of sharing.

Two states, ‘New York and California, have made a careful étudy'of
these two alternatives. The Fleishmann_Report in New York State gave the
folldwing argument in their report:

We prefer Full State Funding to District Power Egualizing
for -several reasons: First, assume that wealthy dlistrictg are
inhabitel by woalthy residents and poor districts are populated
Iy *hz poor. Aall District Power Egualizing dosg is to asstme
equity tax rates vis~a-vis schocl expenditures.  TFoor people
‘would have difficulty in meeting the competition of rich people

BbCharles S. Benson, "Observations on ¥inance of Education,” Thrust,
Yol. 3, No. 2. (Hovember, 1973), p. 15. :

87Coéns, Clune, and sugarman, op. c1t., pp. 201~ 442

a2
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in rich districts, once the latter saw how the finance plan
was shaping up and raised thelr school tax rates to pregerve
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
"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 wnderstand the ideals of a democracy, public in-
stitutions, "and especially the schools, shouwld 'segto it that -~
' personal attributes such as aptitude, talent, and energy, play a
progressively larger role in an individual's succesgs and develop-
ment while parental wealth, 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 lnferventlon
in the allocation of educational rescurces.
One of the functions of an educational system 'is to act
as a sorting device. C(Classification of people on grounds of ability
“and aptitude occurs a2ll the time. and schools act as a major trans-.
mitter of the process. But if primary schooling oi some children
~is of wvastly greater quality than that of other children, the
sorting process ig ineffectual and danaeroug. Local tastes for
basic sducational services should not distort the functicon of
the =orting meo agé me and pessibly. widernine students' potential
and dCHldeﬂenLu.

in a reoart maée by Bens oﬁ'to the Senate of tﬁe-State of California
on the comparability of Fhemtwﬁnaltarraciaes; he recommended digtrict - -
power equalizing:rather than -full state funding. His opinion was based
on these two ideals: first, that'we should bé able to make better
judgments.about the learning requirements of students and about education~-
2l costs in order ﬁo'guide allocation of.reSources; énd second, that we
shbgl&.be_able o believe that there is sufficient power in organized
administrators énd teachérs to see that the statelspends what it needs on

. 89
education.

88The Tledshmann Report on the Quality, Cost and Pinancing of-

' Elementary and Secondary Education in New York State (New York: The

Viking Press, 1973), pp. 38-39.

BgEenson, "Obs ervatlonv on Finance of LduratJon, op. ¢it., p. 16.
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A third financing alternative is the Voucher plan. The first of the
modern vogche: cqncebts, which used the traditional Catholic social
philosophy of subsidiarity to devélop the concept that values in a school's
curficulum and culture should be totally determined by the parent, was
proposed by.a Jesuit politicél scientist, Father.Blum, at Margquette
University in 1958.°%

Dﬁring the next decade several different approaches to voﬁchers were
Proposed. Carr'and.Hayward locked at five of these proposals made by
Milton Friedman (1963), Christophex‘Jencks f1966), James Coleman.(l967j,_
Theodore Sizer with Pﬁillip Whitten (1968}, and Henry Levin (1568). They
found Coleman's plan to be moét pxactical and comprehenéive. Howevgr,
fhe author's'felt.that.all of these plans fall short of the goal of
closing the gap between reality and expectations.91

In 1969 the Uaited States Office of Economic Opportunity {(0.E.0.)}
made a graht o the Center for the Study of Pubklic Policy, which was under
the direction of Christopher”Jéncksf tg‘stppcrp a @d=tailed study of educa~ - -
tiénai vé&chers;' Reportihg on the study, Areen and Jenbkslstate that the
rasults were a profosal with.a regﬁlatory_system which had twd basic
principles: (1) no public ﬁoney 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 that'by "private"” they

mean atny school that excludes applicants in.a discriminatory way, charges

Ovirgil C. Blum, Freedom of Choice in Education, (New York:
MacMillsn, 1958), p. 57.
91 ' . .
Ray A. Carr and Gerald C. Hayward, "Education by Chit: An
Examination of Voucher Proposals," Education and Urban SOCletY,
February, 1970, pp. 179 191.
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tuition, or withholds information about itself to anyone who is inter-
ested.92

.. 'The basic features.of'the Jenck's plan are: (i)'?arents choose be— 
tween competing schools; (2) Schools must be open to all applicants;
(3) S&hools must accept the voucher as full payment for the cost of a
child's education; (4} Each school must make infopmatioﬁ available which
will enable parents to wmake Wisé decisions; (5) A new independent agency
the Education Voucher Agency (E;V;A.) should enforce these regulations
and administer the vducher program; (6).The value of the voucher is
supplemented for the poor, to enable schools fo develop special programs
for these children; and f?) Ali.kindslof schools are included, private
and_religious schools, as well as public schools.93 Following the report

from the Center, 0.E.0. invited districts to volunteer to participate in

- a pilot study which would use the hasic principles set down hy the Center,

-and bd financed by 0.E.O.

The centroversy which had been developing about vouchers radoubled -

- following this invitation. The teacher's organizations were especially

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

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

- new educational technique, nor can it guarantee that giving pupils mora

| 9
mobility will result in the development of new techniques. 4
~In a guest editorial, the Executive Secretary of the N.E.A. ex-

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

92 . . .
- Judith Areen and Christopher Jencks, "Education Vouchers: A

Proposal for Diversity and Choice," Teachers College Record, Feb.. 1971, p.

_ 3Christ0pher Jencks, "Giving Parents Money for Schooling: Education
Vouchers," Phi Delta Kappan, September, 1970, pp. 49-52,

94David Selden, "Vouchers-Solution or Sop," Teachers College Record,
February 1971, p. 370.
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similar to the voucher system was instituted in the early 1920's, the

_en:o}lment in.the-ﬁﬁtch-public schools fell from 71 percent to 34 per-

cent between 1921 and 1950, while during the same period private schools
‘ 95
rose from 29 percent to 66 percent.

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 scocial 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

to protest appropriations of 0.E.0. funds for an educational voucher

-system,

. Advorcating the use of vouchers on a regulatory basis as was proposed

by the Jenck's gf§u§ were such pfomihent aﬁthoiities as Coons, Clune, and
Sugarman.97 Dentler feels that fhe voucher approach is highly desirabie
educationally, but'limited sociologically in its scale of apﬁlications to
urban time and place.98 It_is Berube's opinion that ﬁhe veucher plan.would

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

College Record, Feb..1971, p. 387.

Cy

: Sam M. Tembert, - (guest editorial), “Aftexr All," Today's Education,
May 1971, p. 64, ' '

ar . ’
JG“After All," editorial, Today's Education, Nov. 1970, p. 80.

7

T

Coons, Clune, and Sugarmen, op. cit., p. 118.

G : o .
”8Robert A. Dentler, "Vouchers: - A Problem of Scale.,” Teagpers
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believes to be good, but also believes would be vehemently opposed by
, ' 99 '
all levels of .school people.
‘It took the 0.E.0. almost two years to find a community that would
agree to conduct a voucher demonstration. This community was in San Jose,
California, and was encompassed by the Alum Rock School District. = How-

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

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

#olved, 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)

. ‘ , ' 100
Parents chocse between competing school programs, not competing schools.
Alum Reck has completed its third vear of operation, and there is still
controversy over the voucher plan. Acccrding to the project director,
Soel Levin, it is still too early to draw cenclusions. but he suggests that
in_éddit}on"to being a possible mechanism for operating a school system
on a permanent basis, vouchers can be a useful vehicle for bringing change
101
Another source of alternative funding that is receiving increasing

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

sources of funding education, many educators and financial experts feel

9 : :
9'Jtvi.snn:'icva R. Berube, "The Trouble with Vouchers.," Commonwealth,

Januvary 22, 1971, p. 416.
-looJames Mecklenburger, “"Vouchers at Alum Rock," Phi Delta Kappan,
September 1972, p. 23.
101 N '
. Joel M. Levin, "Alum Rock After Two Years: You, Dear Reader,
Have a Chaice," Phi Delta Kappan, November, 1974, p. 23. Co
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that it holds the best answer for equality in financing. Elam102 and

R,osenberglo3 propose an Egqual Educatioﬁai Opportﬁnity Amendment to the
United States”Constitution that would guaranteé equity in the éualit&

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_fhe finanéial responsibility

for carrying out the amendment. Herndon, however, beliéves 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
. . N 104 .
problems that sap the energies of the classroom teacher. Reischauer
proposes & program of federal aid of fihite dimension that would settle
on priorities in the interstate and intrastate egqualization areas and
. . 105 _ ' i N .
in property tax relief. It has to be realized that any massive federal

grant program for educaticn will not.be possible unles: present emphasis

in the federal budget iz shifted, existing federal programs are slashed,

-~ or-a major new tax increase is enacted. Testifying before the U. S.

Senaté Subcommittes on Education, Berkze 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 gquality

102 - ;

0 stanley M. Elam, "Thomas Jefferson Agrees: It's Time foxr the
Equal REducational Opportunity Amendment," Editorial, Phi .Delta Kappan,
September, 1974, p. 2. : ‘

10 .
3Max Rozenberg, "Proposed: An Equal Opportunity Amendment to the

U. S. Constitution," Editorial, Phl Delta Kappan, March, 1974, pp. 442-443,

4Terry Herndon, "A NWational Commitment of Federal Funds, "

‘Today's Education, September-October, 1974, pp. 54~55.

1 . \ . . - \ ;
05R,obert D. Reigchauer, Rcbert W. Hartman, and Daniel J. Sullivan,

School Finance, (Washington, D. C. The Brookings Tnstitution, 1973), p. 173.
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of education a child receives does not vary simply because of the arbi-

- trary distribution of the local capacity to support education within

each state.106

TLegal Aspects

BEquality of Educational Opportunity as a constitutional right was

heard in the courts over twenty years ago in the Brown vs. Topeka case.

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. Rosenberg

notes that the word "education” does not appear in the Constitution of

- the United States. He feels that this is a crucial omission and that

today's educaticnal situstion requireg that Steps be taken to remedy this.

This -should be done, he Buggests; by enacting an Equal Educaticonal Qppor—

107

tunity Amendment. to the Constitution. - . T e e

The position of the Federal Government with regard to education is
discussed by Peterson, Rossmiller, and Volz, They point cut that the-

Tenth Amendment is the basis for states having the responsibility and

. primary concern for education. Where there are no federal constitutional

or statutery enactments, the state has exclusive jurisdiction in education.
The Federal Government, however, actually has & tremendous influence on the
educative process through provisions of the federal constitution, decisions

of the U. 8. Supreme Court, and congressional enactments providing financial

lQ?Joal 5. Berke, and Michail W. Kirst, "How the Federal Covernment

Can Encourage State School Finance Reform,” Phi Delta ¥appan, Decembex, 1973,
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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

gtate conétitﬁfion, or statutes,_congreséional action, or the federal
108 o

In recent years, court cases have been filed in a.number of states
based on the financial inéquaiity-of éducaﬁional‘opportunity; One of these
cases resulted in a U. S. Supreme Court casé when the plaintiffs state
that irnequality of éducationalropportunity is a violation of the equal
protgction-clause-of;the.U. 8. Constitution. In the majority opinion of

that case, it was stated that education under the U. 5. Constitution does

.noct represent a fundamental. interest and hence under terms of the U. S.

Constitution strict scrutiny of state systems of education finance is

. o . 109
not required as a matter of egual protection.

According to Soelberg, in the United States  over thirty suits were

- filed which in sowe way challenge the egquality of schoel financial

-

1 . . .
structuresg. 0 However, this study will only consider four of them:

‘Serrano vs. Priest in California; Van Dusartz vs. Hatfield in Minnesota:

- Robinson vs. Cahill in New Jersey; and San Antonio vs. Rodriguez in Texas.

These are the most frequently listed as the fundamental cases and are

-falrly representative &f all.  Since the focal point: of this study ig the

Serrano case, which is considered the landmark of these cases, il will he

considered first and will be. covered the most extensively.

8Leroy J. Petsrscn, Richard A. Rogsmiller, and Mariin M. Volz,
The Law and Pulillic School Operation, New York: Harper and Row, 1269, p. 376.

109 . ., .
San Antonico ve. Reodriguez, op. cit.

. ., . _. 3 . . . ".
l'ODonald E. Soelkerg, "Issues and Values for Equal Educational

-Opportunity,” Thrust, Vol. *. No. 2., (November, 1973), p. 7.
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In the $errano case, as reviewed.by Shannon,'several Los Angelas
County public school children and their parents instituted & class action
against various state and local county officials wﬁosé dﬁtiés touch ﬁpon

the apportioning, disbursing, accounting, and auditing of state financial
111

aid which heips-support the public school.
The plaintiffs alleged three causes of action which were:

1. That, as a result of the public school financing law in
California (which 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 educaticnal 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 than exist in other districts in

the State. All of this, plaintiffs contend, 1s repugnant to
{a)  the equal protection clauses of the U. 8. Constitution and
(b} the California Constitution, including the provision re-
guiring "a gystem of common schools" in the State;

2. That, ag a result of.the public schoel financing plan in
California, the plaintiffs are reguired to pay a higher local
real property tax rate than taxpayers in many other school dis-
tricts to obtain the same or lesser edicational oppeortunities:
and ' '

3. That there is a “real controversy" between the plaintifffs
and defendant's state and local school officials as to the _
"validity and constituticnality of the (piblic school) financing
scheme under the Fourteenth Amendment to the U. §. Constitution
and under the California Constitution.”

The Plaintiffs required that the Court declare the public school

 financing law in California unconstitutional, order the reallocation of

public school funds and.refaiﬁ jurisdiction so that, if the State Légis-
lature failed to rest:ucture the public school financing 1aw;in;1ight.0f
the plaintiff's demands, the Court could do the job itself. 

. The defendénts demurred to thé plaintiff's three alleged causes.in
the Los Angeles County Superior Céurt. The lower court held that, in the

form which the plaintiff's complaint was presented to the Court, it did

N | ' . ' . ) .
ll"Thomas-A. Shannon, "Chief Justice Wright, the California Supreme
Court and School Finance: Has the 14th Done It Again?' NOLPE School Law

Journai, Epring, 19273, p. 2.
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not state a cause of action, and, therefore, no trial was warrantsd, 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 rel;ted that the case was accepted for hearing by the
California Suﬁreme Court, even though legally tﬁey were not required to
hear it at this point in the judicial process.ll

The California Supreme Court handed down a decision on August 30,
1971 in favor of the plaintiffs. 1In its opinion, the Court defined.the
general overriding issue of the case as ... "whether the California
public school financiﬁg system, wiﬁh its substantial dependence on local
property taxes aﬁd resultant wide disparities in school reveﬁue, violates
the egqual prétection clauses of thé Fourteenth 2Amendment.” They looked at
property_ta# és“;..a function of the value of the realty within a particu—
lar school district;'coupled with the willingness of the districﬁ’s iesi-
daents to ta# tﬂemseives-for education.h as far as fheIEXisting Staté School
Fundg, they stated that “{.;the state grants are inadéquate fo‘offset the
Iinequalities inhérenﬁ in a financing system based on widely varying local -
tax bases.“ll3

The court,.not accepting tﬁe theory of the plaintiffs regarding the
California Consiitution, held that "...We have never interpréted the
constitutional.provision (to grovide for a system of common schools™) to
reqﬁiré‘equal school spendinq: we have ruled oaly that the educational

system must be uniform in terms of the prescribed course of study and

114

H2adams, op. clt., p. 4.
. - . ,
'1*3Serrano vs. Priest, 5 Cal. 3@ 584, 487, p.-24 1241 (1971), 96
Cal. Reptr., 601. ' '

114Ibid.
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The Court, in addressing itself to the main issue of the wviolation

of the Fourteenth Amendment, in an analysis of the full opinion by

P U U

Shannon, said that the United States Supreme Court measures the validity
of State Legislation which concerns either (1) "suspect classifications"
or (2) "fundamental interests" according to a strict constitutional

standard. That is, any State Law which claims to establish "classifications"

thét affect.people, (e.g., public schecol financing laws where it appears
that all people,are'not equally genefited; is subject to a strict measure-
é ment against the U. 5. Constitution's "equal right clause.") Similarly,:
‘any state law which involveé a "fundamental interest” is also subject to
such measurement. The burden is on the States in this constitutiohai
measufing process to prove: (1} That the State has a "compelling interest"

which justifies the law; and, (2) That the particular manner in which the’

_law treats people differently is necessary to further the law's walid

"purpoges. The Court first considered the California puklic school finan-

|
|
4___4 cing i;w on the-basis that it is a "suspect classification.®" The Court
; affirmed as "irrefutable" the plaintiff's céntention'that'the'schbol
| financing law is a "classification® based on wealth. While the Court con-
| .ceded that the law, through its Qrants of "basic¢” and "équalization“ aid,
‘ " "partislly alleviates” the considerable differences in the wealth of local
| districts throughbut the State, the Court nevertheless specifically recog-~
; nized th&t the. system as a whole geﬁerates school reﬁenuefin‘propbrtion~to
| the wealth of the individﬁal districtf |
: The Courl, in looking ét,ﬁhether or not public education is a “funda-
mentai.interest" described education. as playing an "indispensable role® in
the moden industrialized State. They concluded thatlﬁhe.Califorpiaupublié=,-

|
|
| .~ school financing law is subject to being measured against the equal protec-
| g J : g

% tion clawse of the U. S. Constitution for the fbllowing reasons:

| <

l

|

|

|
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{1) education is a "fundamental interest"” and (2) the law providing for
the financing of the public schools in California is based largely on-

local district wealth and £hereby discriminates against the people of less

115

wealthy districts.

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 '
dmendment.. We have determined that the funding scheme insidiously
discriminagtes 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 disecern no compelling State purpose
necessitating the present method of financing. We have concluded,
therefore, that such,a-system cannot withstand constitutionii6
challenge and must fall before the egual protection clause.

On October 21, .1971, the Court issued a "modification of opinion”
in which it stated:

We emphasize, that cur decision is not a final judgment on
the merits. We deem it appropriate to point out for the benefit
of the trial court on remane...that if, after further proceedings,
that court should énter final judgment determining that the existing
system of public school financing is unconstitutional and invali-
dating said system in whole or in part, it may properiy provide
for the enforcement of the judgment in such a way as to permit an
orderly transition from an unconstitutional to a constituticnal
system of school financing. -

.»:a determination that an existing plan- of governmental
.operation denies equal protection does not necessarily require
invalidation of past acts undertaken pursuant to that plan or an
immediate implementation of a constitutionally valid substitute.
Obviously, the existing system is to remain operable wuntil an
-approp;iate_new gystem, which is notl¥%olative of egual protection
of the laws, can be put into effect.

115

Shannon, cp. ¢it., pp. 4-7.

1 ) .
fGSerrano ve. Priest, 487 p. 24 1241 (1°971).

ligggran@ vg. Priest, 5 ¢ 34 584 {(1971).
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adams noted that the Serranc 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 dgfendant ﬁas the'state-iegislature. All that is struck
down is the éollar'iﬁequality built into the-locai property tax system.

The court did not say that you must spend an equal number of dollars on

8

cach child.
In analyzing what requirements were set down by Serrano, Scribner,
Chu, and Milne, declare that Serrano compelled neither the abolition of
o ' _ . . 119
the property tax nor the creation of a statewide property tax.
Resnick believes that Serrano requires tax reform, and tax reform

regquires equalirzation of property taxes, which means mere of the school

4 ylaced cn the state.  fn answer to the critics who fear
g p

th
5
£
-4
Q
o
[¢8
o
in
o
=

state contyols, he asserts that state funding does not mean state control

120

A State Superior Court in Minnesota on October 12, 1971 passed: down

@ ruling in the case of Van Dusartz vs. Hatfield in which the court up-

held the Sarranc decision and ruled Minnesota's method of financ¢ing its

_public schoolsuas'unconstitutional because it violated the "edqual . protec-

. ) ‘ . 121
tion" clause of the Fourteenth Amendment.’

1 - .
lSAdams, op. cit., p. 6,

llgScribner, Chu, and Milne, op. cit., p. 144.

4)‘ ,
l“OMichael A. Resnick, "Serrano vs. Priest: Blueprint for Tax
Reform," Nations Schools, March, 1972, p. 44.

121

Van Dusarltz vs. Hatfield, 334 F. Supp. 870 ﬁMinnf 1971),1
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The next case to have a decision handed down was the Texas casgse of

San Antonio vs. Rodriguez. This case was first filed in the summer of .

1968, On-Decémber 23, 1971 a thrée—judgE'panel'rehdéréd a decision -
holding that the Texas school finance system was unconstitutiona; under
the Equal Protection Clause of the Fourteenth Amendment.122 The State
appealed the case, and it was argued before the:Supreme Court of the
United States on Octeber 12, 1972. They handed down a-decision on March 21,
l973.thgt.reversed the original decision. In the majority opinioﬁ.
written by Justice.Powell, it was pointed out that education under the

U. S. Constitution is not a matter of fundamental interest,.and therefore
123 '

does not violate the Fourteenth Amendment.

The Robinson vs. Cahill case in ‘New Jersey, as were the Serrano and

Van Dusartz cases, was tried in the State courts. In the decision handed

r—

down by a New Jersey State Superior Court on January 19, 1972, it was held

[»}

that the system of financing education in that state did not provide the
equality of sducaticonal opportunity which is demanded by the State Con~-.
stitution, It was their . opinion that it also violated the eqﬁalmprotectibni
' ; ' 124
clauge of the Fourteenth Amendment.

'All Ffour of these cases had a profound effect on other states, since,

- according to Adams, every state except Hawaii has a school tax system like

California {i.e., real estate taxes levied by districts with makeshift .
. , . - 125 . v .
state sguzlization formulas.)’ There also were immediate effects 1an at

least iwo of +the states, Minnesota and California.

lzzSan Antonio vs. Rodriguez, 337 F. Supp. 280 {(Texas, 1972}.

|
¢235an Antonio vs. Rodriguez, 411 U. §. 1, Texas Ct. (1973) op. cit.

o

i24Robinson vs. Cahill, 119 N. J. Super. 40, 289 A 2d 569 (N.7. 1972).

125 \ :
" TAdams, op. cit., p. 4.
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Following the October decision of the State Court in Minnesota, the

Minnesota legislature enacted new legislation which attempted to meet the

” regquirements of the decision. It increased the state's percentage of

- support to 65 percent in a new formula for providing State aid., Aas a

result, a U. 8. District Court hearing of the Van Dusartz case was dis—

"missed on the grounds that although the new legislation may not'havefmet

all of the requirements of the State Court decision, it was considerably

closer than the old statute. They also asked that plaintiffs hold further

_constitutional challenges in abeyance until the Legislature had had a full

session in which to consider completely the constitutional principles es-

. . ) s 6 : . :
tablished in the original case.12 In California, the Legislature re-

sponded with the enactment of Senate Bill 90, which will be covered more

- fully later.

Because it was the first major court ruling‘finding a state finan- '
Cing systen unconstitutionél,'the Serranc case has been'most freguently
refer:ed.to by educators, 1egislators,.finapcial gxperts.and~others who
are cancefhed withlfinaﬁéial equality. Caésidy opines that there is liftie,

doubt that Serrano will be evolutionary in nature and is. likely to follow

s rr—

a pattern similar to the reapportionment guestion. -He declares that if

" education is a étate-responsibility, then the state has a responsikility

i2
for each and every child's education. 27

A California State lsgislator asserts that the court, at no time

addressed itself to the question of variations in the guality of education.

136
(1271} .

Van Dusartz vs. HatTield, U. §. Dist. Ct., Minn., 3¢ 3d, 243,

l27Joseph Cassidy, "Property Tax Decision {California)™ Compact,
Tecenber, 1871, pp. 38-39.
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Its findings related solely to the question of equality in financing édu»
cation. He believes tﬁat there is no logical relationship between the
valge of propérty within a scﬂooi diéﬁrict and the need to finance a
student's education. According to Assemblyman Green, it jis estimated
that it will take anywhere between $400 million and $1 billion annually
of additional revenues in California to meet the Serranordecision.l28

There are many'differing opiniong as to what compliance with the
decisions is required by the courts. To have complete cémpliance with
Serrano, Ross declares, it would-appéar that the funding for schools would
Have to come from full state funding, a statewide;property tax or a com-
bination of both. He mentions, however, that most peoplé believe that full
compliance is nearly impossible and feels that the term svbstantial com-

pliance becomes relevant.l29

i g s St e

decision has prohably ended the fedexal court approach.  He fsels that

future cases will be based more on the ground of state constitutions rvather

' . . 130
than the federal'constltutlon.’

California Supreme Court Chief Justice
Donald R. Wright believes that the ruling in the Redriguez case will not
affect the ruling in the Serrano case, because the U. 5. Supreme Court de~

cision was based on the egual protection clause of the Fourteenth Amendment,

while the Serranc decision was_baséd on both the U. S. Constitution and

131

provisions of the California State Constitution.

28Green, op. cit., p. 36.

lggMaurice 4. Ross, "The Principles of Serranc Can Be Implemented

But It Won't Be Easy," Thrust, Vol. 3, No. 27 Hov., 1973, p. 5.

lBOG.VAlan Hickrod, “after Roariguez—what?“ Illinois School Boaxrd

Journal, July-August, 1973, p. 2l.

L3, , e . .
t Donald R. Wright, SELL (Sacramento: Association of California

School Administrators), March 26, 1572,
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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".of their respectivé states. He
points ocut that whether the new publié education finance system will in-
volve new forms of tax revenue, centralized of decentralized taxing plans,
operational responsibilities, genéral increases in total revenue, ex-
pansion of the categorical aid concept and a host of other prdfoundiy-
important policy maﬁters ig entireiy up to the discretion of the Legis-

latures, working within the skeletal principles laid down by the court

o132

California's Response to Serrano

Pollowing the California Supreme Court's decision on the Serranc case

in August, 1271, there was a great deal of speculation on what the Cali-

fornia Legislature would do in response. The following is a chronology

of what happened from that time until the beginning of 1975.

The State 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 remainihgrthree months of the 1971'legislative'seésibn, SELL

(Sacramento Legislative News Letter), a weekly publication of activities

of happenings in the California Legislature edited by former Assemblyman

Gordon H. Winton, Jrx., reports that the legislature failed o pass any

meaningful school finance 'bill.133

122 . .
Shannon, op. cit., p. 13.

-~

33 -
! SELL, December 13, 197i.
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During the 1972 session of the California Leéisiature which opened

in Janvary, there were no less than six groups working on a school finance

-proposal that weuld meet the requirements of the Serrano decision. SELL

lists these groups as the State Department of Education, Schools for

Sound Finance (basic aid districts), Goverhor Ronald Reagan and the State

Department of Finance, Senator Albert Rodda, Assemblyman Leroy Greene, and

Assemblyrman Willie Brown. It reporte&that most cof these proposals con-

. " . - 34
tained some form of property tax relief and a statewide property tax.l

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 March and Deécember,

these bills proceeded through the legislative process. SELL treporting

_in twenty-two issues on these bills) described the week-by-week progress

0f each plan, the changes that were made, and the politics as one bill

. . 135
ar another gained support.

The Constitutional Fmendment is a legal matbod vf speeding up the -
legislative procdess. Tt 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-.

. s . . ' 136
" tiom in: the property tax and an increase in state taxes. However, a

report by Shalala and Williams showed that geven Constitutional Zmendments
in 1872 and 1973 which would have reduced or eliminated property tax reform

were defeated in the states of California, Qoicrado {2}, Michigan, Gregon (2),

134
SELL, January 31, 1972.

3
1’5§g§§, Issues from March 6, 1972 - Decembexr 4, 1972.

135Geo. H. Gallhp; "fourth Annual Gallup Poll of Public Attitudes

roward Education,” Phi Delta Rappan, Sept., 1972, p. 36.
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and Washington. It is their feeling that it is politically more feasible

A e , e T : 37 o,
to attempt tax. or expenditure reform through other means. . Sturm's

study reports.that between 1964 and 1971 only 9.1 percent of constitu-

tional amendments proposed by the initiative process were adopted, while
66.7 percent of those proposed by the legislature during the same ﬁeriod
were adopted.138 o |

This approach'was triea in Caiiforﬁia when an initiative was placed
on the November ballot in 1972. It was designated as Proposition 14.and
was sponsored by Phillip Watson, the County Assessor for Los Angeles
County. The initiative, as reported in SELLr would have eliminated local
proparty taxes immediateiy, imposed a statewide property tax, ahd wiped
out all override taxes, among other things.139 In spite of strong oppo-

sition from the Governor .and most of the Legislature, no major property

tax measure was acted upon by the Legislature prior to the voting on the

initiative. . The election was heid and Shalala and Williams reported that

¥roposition 14, a measure which would have -reduced property taxes by

almost 40 percent, was soundly defeated by the taxpayers of California,

5,355,221 to 2,678,071.140'

The Legiglature reconvened the‘day after the election, and promptly

‘proceeded to provide a bill which would be acceptable to a majority of the

iegiglators and tc the governcr.

37 ‘- e
lJ-Donna E.-Shalala and Mary Frase Williams, "State Tax Pclitics,

the Voters, and Scheol Finance Reform," Phi Delta Kappan, Sept., 1974, pp. 12-13.

38 : . . : s s s
13 albert I,, Sturm, "State Constitutions and Constitutional Revision,"

The Book of the States, 1972-73, (Lexington, Ky.; The Council of State
Governments, 1972}, p. 4. '

13

SEBL, October 9, 1972.
1

0shalaia and Williams, op. cit., p. 10.
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The final vehicle to contain the required provision was S. B. 90,
authored by Senator Ralph bill. It was announced in SELL that the bill

was passed by the Legislature on December first, and signed by Governor

4 . ,
Reagan on December 19.l 1 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 breakdown 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 gharing and on-~
going estimated budget surpluses. It is anticipated that these
funds will be sufficient to flnance 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 wili be increased to $980 with a $1.64 per 100 tax rate. 1In
addition, unified schonl districts will receive the $20 unificaticn
bonus. Special education appropriaticns will be adjusted to the
higher foundaticon programs. The $82 million for educationally dis-
advantaged will be available te eligible schodel districts on a
formula that. considers poverty index, transiency, and bilingualisgm.
Eligible districts will make appllcat;on for their allotment on a
project approved basis.

Twenty-£ive million for early childhood education will be in-
creased to $40 million in the second year.

211 categorical aids, (e.g., special education, transportation,
Miller TUnruh, federal funds) will be allowed in addition to the
revenue ceilings that will be applicable. With the exception of
permissive override taxes for fire and earthquake safety, '
'children[s centers, developmental centers, bond Interest and re-
deuptiorn, and state lcan payback, all other permissive overrides
will-no longer be available. However, these other permissive over-
ride taxes ievied in 1972~73 will become part of a district's
general operation tax rate. The sum becomes the statutory tax.
ceiling. ' o
' School districts who use voted override taxes countinued to use
that rate as part of its tax base and included any unused portion
of the woted override as being part of the 1972-73 tax base..

l/‘l B i . . 3
; SELL, issues of December 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 1ts previous year's expenditure
per unit of a.d.a.
Districts that spend substantially above the statew1de average
were not required to reduce theilr income per unit of a.d.a., but
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 conscolidated and any restricted balances
existing as of June 30, 1973 become part of the general balance.
Boards of Eigsatlon will have complete authority to designate spending
leorltles.

State Superintendent 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 schoel financing is tied to the cost of living index, thus taking
it cut of the annuwal school money crisis, and that those responsible for

L R , ‘ . 143
the schools can no longer complain that they don't have enough funds.

It svon became apparent that there were some'parts of §. B. %0 that
needed reworking before the legislation became operable. A trailex bill
by Assemblyman Joe Gonzalies, A. B. 1257, was drawn up and signed into law
to become effective on Julj 1, 1973. BSELL recapped the principal finan-
cial provisions of thig bill as:

_ 1. In addition to the provisions of S. B. 90, increased
funding or increased revenue limits for schocl districts are.
“allowed in the form of three options:

. 2. The inflation allowance is increased from $65 to 370
. for1973-74 and the- dlstrlct may use this or move toward. the

142'George M. Downing, "Special Issue-S."B. 90," SELL, December 6,

© 1972,

7143Wilson Riles, SELL, December 11, 1972.
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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 porticn of a voted override
tax to the revenue limit for establishing computational tax rates
and use the $65 inflation allowance (provided in §. B. 90) or move
toward the foundation program at a maximum of 115 percent (but not
both) - or -

¢. Districts may add to the 72-73 revenue base the
unrestricted halances (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)

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. Juniecr High Tultlon - A. B, 1267 has prov1ded 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 vear to set the revenue limit. If the loss in a.d.a.
is gr=ater than two percent, a maximum of 50 percent of the dif-
ference is added to the budget year a.d.a. o

5. P. L. 874 -- Districts with a revenue limit below the

fouvndation program that sustains a loss in P. L. 874 funds due to

a reduction in entitlement may add to 73-74 revenue limit an amount
not to exceed the loss of P. L. 874 funds. However, when this loss
is added to the disgrict's revenue limit, the total cannot_exceed
the foundation program. —. T -

6. Interdistrict Attendance Tuition Payments -- The dlstrlct

‘of residence shall be credited for apportionment purposas with the

a.d.a. of pupils attending school in another district under inter-
district. agreement ‘Tuition payments cannot exceed the revenue limit
for a.d.a. of the district of attendance.

7. Override Taxes:. :

a.- Permissive override tax up to a 11mlt of . $0.05 per district
is authorized to- provide meals for needy pupils.

‘b.  The community services override tax at s0. 05 per level is
again authorized.

c. A special overrlde tax rate of not more than $0. 05 is

~authorized for school districts for capital outlay purposes for

regional occupational centers and regional coccupatipnal tax.
8. The defined adult foundation program at the high school
level is eztablished at $386 with a $0.50 computational tax.
- 9. Foundation programs 1974-75 and thereafter -- The foundation
program will be increasad 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 AGt -— A. B. 1267 increases the quallfylng
tax rates for Williamson Act reimbursement to the computational
tax rates as provided in S. 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, 1273, shall require that state funds be pro-
vided to cover the cost of such programs.lé44

The first year under the new legislation was fairly successful praba-

bly because of the large amount of new monies injected into the state's

allocation. Howevef, when budgets were being drawn up for the 1974-75

school year, it became apparent that there were some serious problems

resulting from financing under S. B, 90. Aan editorial in the San Jose

Meréuryumews pointed out some of these problems as being the set inflaﬁion
factor built into tﬁe law, which was akout one—half the actual amount,
and the declining school'population.l45 The State Legi$lature passed a
bill.which would have added $l5 per unit of a.d.a., bgtroh Seplember 26{
Governor Reagan vetoed the bill, and that stopped any hope for relief
from.thg State,;qé As a-reéult,'many &iStrictSﬂsought revénué iﬁcreases
in the. June, 1974 elections. In.Santa Clara.Counﬁy, for example, it was
reported that nine of the thirtynthrée school.districts in the.county

147

sought an increase. Only oné of these was successful, This state of

affairs continued, and by the November elections the number of districts

‘in that county reguesting an increase was seven. The Mercury related that

4 ¥
only. two of these were,successful.l .

4 .
SELL, July 13, 1972

14SEditorial, San Jose Mercury-News, Qctober 27, 1874, p. F2,

14 ) —
6§§§Ej Octcher 7, 1974

l4lEditorial,_3an Jose Hercury-News,.Juhe &, 1974, p. F2.

1%8¢5n Jose Mercury, November 11, 1974, p. 22,
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The Jefferson Decision

In"the'meantime thé_Séfrano'case'whiéh'had been refﬁrned.to the Los
Angeles County Superior Court for a full hearing was being heard by
Judge Bernard S. &efferson, éitting without a jury. The.case came to
trial on December 26, 1972, and a decision was reached and handed down on
August 30, .1974. Some of the major points coﬁered iﬂ the Judgment were:

1. That the California Public School Financing System 1ncludlnq
the provisions of $. B. 90 and A. B. 1267 pertaining to it is inwvalid
under the egual-protection~cf-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 thelr discretion; (¢} wealth-related
disparities. between school districts in per-pupil expenditures; and
{d) wealth-related variations in tax rates between districts;

2. Thai the sald flnancing system does not violate the .equal-
protection~cf-the-laws provisions of the Fourteenth Amendment to the
United States Constitution;

3. 7hat the vealth-related, per-pupil expenditure disparities
‘hetween districts which are a wiclation of the state's constitution
inciude:  (a) hicgh-wealth districts not making the same tax effort
a3 low-wealih districts to reach the foundation- pvsgram level; (b)
above the LOLFﬂd+iLD*plD””dm lzvelis, local property wealth is. the
primary determinant of the amount of revenue generated for a given
tax rate; {¢) the amount of revenue from override taxes is determined
aolely by the amount of taxable property wealth within a particular
school distyxict; (d) low-wealth districts under Section 20906 of the

. Education Code are denied an equal opportunity to exceed the founda-
ticn program levels by using voted overrldes- and (e) unused voted
tax overrides are used to determine maximum school district revenue
limits under 8. B. 90 and A. B. 1267;

4. That the legislature has. the res pon51blllty for cowplylng
with the’ judqmeqt and that it shall be in full compl1ance within
8ix years;

5. That the judgmpnt donq not 1nval1date S. B. 90 and A. B. 1267,
or any -other existing financing system, and that they shall continue
to op@rate, within the time constraints previously mentioned, until
a complying system can. he dvblgnated, enacted into law, and placed
¢nfo operation; :

6. That the judgment does not requlre any partlculdr plan or
system for financing public schools, but it does reguire the plan
or system zdopted must comply with the equalwprotecrlon of«the laws
provigions of the state consititution; and

149
7. 'That thp trial court is retaining jurzsdlctlon of the aLtlonh

14 . . o _
1"?§erxahorvs. Priest, 96 Cal. Reptr. 601, (197 4) .
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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:

~t

That education is a fundamental interest under the Callfornla
Constitution;

That the state c¢an still leave local control in the hands of
local districts; .
That the section of the State Constitution which empowers the
‘Legislature to provide for the organization of school districts
doeas not authorize them to draw district boundaries that result
in the quality of a child's education being dependent on the
wealth of the school district where the child resides; and the
location of private commercial and industrial establishments;
That the wealth of the district as measured by its assessed
valuation per pupll is unconstJtutlonal for f1nanc1ng public
education;

That the equal protection prOV131ons of the constitution
require that school districts receive the same revenue for
the same tax rate;

That in 1ts first year of cpexation, $. B. 90 and A. B. 1267
does not comply with the Constitution nor the requirement of
£sguaiity of treatiment -for all scheool children iu the state;
That an ‘equal expenditure level per pupil throughcut the state
is not mandated by the Constitution, and is permissible if it
is not wealth-related and if it will take more money for some
children to achieve a good education than it will take for -
others; and

That the appropriate standard for measuring the gquality of
education is a school-district-offerings standard, rather

than performance on standardized achievement tests.l130

In the Findings of Fact section, Judge Jefferson stated:

196.

.‘;There are several alternative potential methods of financing

61

a public school gystem of the State of California which would .

not continue the prasent inflvence of local district wealih
upon - gspending, : ' '

Shortly thereafter, he completed this point:
198. Potential various alternative plans of financing public edu-

' cation that do not produce wealth-created spending disparities
and that are workable, practical and feasible include: (1) full
state funding, with the imposition of a statewide property tax;

i5
Orpia.
151,
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| {2) consolidatioﬁ_of the present 1,067 school districts into
about five hundred districts, with boundary realignments to
equalize assessed valuations of real property among all schobdl

~ 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 ihgredient the concept that school district
could chonse 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) Echers; and (6) some combination:
" of twe or more of the above.

Similarly to what had occurred three years earlier when the Cali for-
__-} nia Supreme Court had handed down their decision, the legislature did not
éct. As has already beea noted, school districts went to the voters for
revenue increases and were frequeﬁtly turned down.

In the meantime, SELL reports that the Serrano case has been returned

to the California Supreme Court for final adjudication. The Court tock

]

direct jurisdiction of the appeal from Judge Jefferson's decision and thus

expedited a final decision in the matter by eliminating an intermediate

s . : 15 :
hearing in the State Appellate Court. 3 T

Summary

The Serrano decision handed down by the California Supreme Court and
upheld by Judge Jeffersdn found the method of funding pubiic educationrin
use in California to be unconstitutionai-and directed the state legislature
to find a remedy for this situation,

A review of the literature reveals that the finaﬁcing of schools in
this counfry began even before the Constituticnal Convenﬁion ﬁét. It wasn't

antil the early nineteenth century that a financing plan which equalized

the kurden for taxpayers was pxoposed. The concept that there shouid be

152; 4.

153
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equality of educational opportﬁnity has been discussed by many authorities,

-and the principle has been tested in the courts. The most reéent have

been concerned with the financial aspects of this concept.

Thé concern for the inequity of thé property tax as the'majof source
of revénue for the support of public education inrthié country has re-
sulted in the‘taxpayers and the lawmakers trying to find a solution to
financing educaticn that will be both practical and eguitable. The re-
sponsibility, which presentlf is mostly at the local level, should be at
the state level in order to provideqan equitable approach.

VThe finanéing proposals that may provide financial equalitf that were

reviewed are full state funding and power equalizing. These plans séem

 practical and may be the answer to financial equalization. However, they

are difficult to implement and legislators are hesitant to enact them into

law. Another plan which may be acceptable is educational vouchers.

The Seriane case and other cases across the country have found that the

local property tax is not a constitutionally acceptable means for financing

education since itrmakes the education of a -child dependent on the wealth
of the neighborhood in which the child resides. Two iegislative enactments,
S. B. 90 and A.lB. 1267, whichrwere supposed to be an,effort‘fp-answer this
problem‘in California has been found bf thé court to be an ineffective solu-
ticn.to_the §§££Qgggdecision. -
Thé next chapter will contain the design and procedures used in this

gstudy. It will be comprised of the selection of the sample, the data to be

collected, an analyses of the data, and the hypotheseés. . The date which relate

to the hypotheses will be set forth and analyzed in the fourth chapter. The

final chapter will contain a summary of. the study, an interpreétation and con-

clusion will ke made based on the data, limitations of the study -will be dis- .

cugsed, and further areas of investigation or research will be suggested.
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Alternative finance plans that may provide equality were also described.

There 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

The populaticn for this study included all of the public school dis-
tricts in the State of California with the following limitations: (1) 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 Qistricts haVJnc less than 100 a. d.a. were excluded, Enrollment
figures used for the study were taken from the apportionment a.d.a. figures

e e . ' \ . 152 :
publishied in the C.A.R.E. document for the 1973-74 school year. The
population within these limitations resulted in 884 of,ﬁhe'1,054 school
districts that existed in California in 1974 being included. This popu-
lation is Ffurther divided into 248 unified districts, 114 secondary districts
and 522 elementary districts.

Travers suggesis that if the groups were stratified to obtain a more

hombgeneous sample, then a sample of approximately ten percent of each cate-

~gory would be;adéquate;l53 The basis for the stratification was; (l) level of

organization of the district, (i.e., elementary, secondary, or unified);

.15 California Agency for Research in Education (C.A.R.E.), Callfcrnla
School District ananulgl AnaLyveq, 1973-74, {Bu111ngame, CA.. C.A.R., E., lng)
Pp- 172-242. ‘

133

: Pobert m,-ﬂ;'Travers, An Introducticn to Educaticnal Resacreh,
" (New Yor?-r The Macmillan Co., 1964}, p. 304,
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CHAPTER III

DPROCEDURES 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 preférences shown for the various plans, but also with respéct to
certain demograpﬁic characteristics of each district that relate to the
district's financial-structure.

The conéern that educators have with equality of educatiocnal oppor?

tunity and the recent court cases conceruned with this principle were in-

troduced in Chapter I.. The. landmark case of Serrano vs. Priest resulted in

& decision that the system for financing public'education'in the State of
California was uncﬁnstitutionalf The most reent decision in this c;;e
rulgd that législative.attempts to change this through the enactments of
§. B. 90 and A. B, 1267 have in no way altered the original findihgs. To
meet thé'requirements of the coﬁrts; a financing plan must be developed
‘that Wiil be in full complianée with the‘equél-protecfidnfofuthe—laws
provisionélof the Caiifornia Constitution. iThis pléﬁ muét-not érotecﬁ the
wéalth—creéted‘spending digparities that presently exist_among school dig-
tricts in Califeornia. |

In the second chapter, there is a recounting of what educators and

financial expefts have written about the concept of financial eguality of

ceducational opportunity. This discussion included the historical background -
BE \ _

of the problem, as well as the legal and financial aspects that are involved.

&5
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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

“districts (9.7%), sixteen secondary distriéts'(l4%),-énd fifty-two elemen-~

tary districts (10%) were selected.
The first step in selecting the participants from the 884 districts

was to classify_thé districts within each of the organizational levels accord-

ing to size. Five size categories were selected for the elementary districts, and

four size categories for the secondary districts. Different size cate-

-gories were used for each organizational level to more accurately re-

present the populaﬁion in each group.

Next, a wealth’faétor in terms of asseésed valuation was established .
for the population. This was done by identifying each district.éé being
above or below.the.mean'asseésed valuation per apporticnment a.d.a. foxr

districts within its organizational level and within its size category.

. Meran asszesged valuation for school distrxictg in each grganizaticnal level

are shown in Takle 2.1.
Table 3.1

~ Means for Assessed Valuation Per Apportionment
A.D.A. for 1973-1874

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 . o ' £35,805 $22,969  $14,296 513,121  $15,001
Elementary  $36,876 $23,264 $21,318  £16,965 $15,594

Secondary ' $70,828 - $45,697  $18,1350 $40,765

The tax rate factor was then identified for all districts in the

population. The mean tax rate was computed for all of the districts within
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wider area, (5} some uniformity ensured by its impersonal nature,'(G) re-

spondents'  greater confidence in their anonymity, and (7) ample time to

consider response.ls7 ‘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 iﬁdicate that they
had no opinion. ‘A'Copy of the guestionnaire can be found in the aﬁpendix.
In order to provide the respondent with some l#titude in replies, a
sumnated scale was used following the pattern devised by Likert and re-
ferred to as é-Likert—type scale.158 Superintendents oi 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 questicnnaire sent
to all of the Superin?endé§ts of the districts in the—samﬁle:
‘1. The principal source of revenue (residential or
-cbmmercialfindustrialf.
2. The brincipal socgietal area served by the district
“(urban, suburban, or rural), |
3. State éid-baséd on thé foundaﬁion program ox onu

basic aid.

Analyses of the‘Data

The purpese of the study was to determine if there were any signifi-

cant differences in the perceptiocns of district superintendents regarding

lu?Claire Selltiz, Marie Jahoda, Morton Deutsch, and Stuart W. Cock,

. Resegarch Methods in Social Relations, (New York: Henry Holt and Co., Inc.,

1960} , pp. 238-24%,

h |
-

"SRensis Likert, "A'Techniqﬁe_for the Measurement of Attitudes,"

+ Archives Psychology, 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 Tag Levied for 1973-1974

Apportionment 100 500 100 1,000 4,000 10,000 25,0

co
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 51,73 $1.78 1 52.06 $2.08

Finally, a compination of wealth and tax rate was established for each

district. There were four possible combinaiions, (1} Below wean AV/ADA and

. below mean Tax Rate, (2) Above mean AV/ADA and below mean Taw Rate, (3} Below

mean AV/ADA and above mean Tax Rate, and .{4) Bbove mean AV/ADA and -above - mean

Tax Rate.
_With'all districts in the population stratified by level of organization,
wealth and tax rate, and size, the sample districts were selected by using a

table of random numbers.;54

The distticts identified and included in the

sample for this study are listed in Table 3.3.

Data to be Collected

The following items of data were obtained from C.A.R.E., a joint

publication of the Association of California School Administrators, the

154Allen_L. Berstein, A Handbook of Statistics Solutions for the

Béhaviqral'Sciences,'(New York: Holt Rinehart-Winsten, Inc., 1964}, pp. l43~144.
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By Type,_size, Wealth, and Tax Rate
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ABC a,6
Berkeley 4,5
Calaveras b,3
Death Valley a,l
Dixon a,3

E1 Rancho a,5

Alexandexr Valley d,1
Anaheim 4,5

Black Butte 4,1
Brentwood a,3
Buckeye-Shasta a,l
Cambrian c,4

Cenlter ¢,3

China Lake a&,3
Colfax d,1
Columbia-Shasta ¢,1

LCold Spring 4,1

Corning a,2 _
Cottonwoed ©,2

Brawlay a,3

Dunsmuir a,l1

Rldorado b,3
Eureka ¢,3

UNIFIED DISTRICTS

Escalon a,3
Jurupa. a,4
Maricopa, 4,1
Morgan Hill 4,4
Needles d,3

Palm Springs b,4

Pajaro b,5

Ramona ¢, 3 .
Rim of the World b,3
San Bernadinc c¢,6
Santa Ana b,56
Sierra-Plumas b,2

ELEMENTARY DISTRICTS

hucor b,1
Gerher a,l
Hamilteon 4,1
‘Heaidsburg 4,3
Hesperia b,3
Johnstonville ¢,1
Kernville b,2
Las Lomitas 4,3
Lawndale 3,4
MoCloud b, 1
MeFariand b, 3
Mill valley 4,3

T ¥odesto b5

Montague a,l

Mother Lode a,2

Mt. Pleasant c¢,3

Mt. View-8. Bern. b,l
Nevada City b,2
Northside 4,1

Nuview c,1

Oak Groave-Sono. ¢,2
Qak Grove~5. Cla. o,k
Ophir a,l
Pacific~Fres. a,l

~ Peninsula b,1l-

Fleasant View a,l

- SECONDARY DISTRICTS

Fortuna 4,3
Fremont &,5
Galt <,2
Huntington Beach

c,5

Key to Table IXITI:

Rate:

mean AV/ADA

Moorpark d,1
Oxnard b,5
Salinas d,4
Santa Cruz b,4

a. Below and below mean Taix Rate
. ARbhove meah AV/ADA and below mean Tax Rate
o. Below mean AV/ADA and above mean Tax Rate
-d.  Above mean AV/RDA and above mean Tax Kate

- 8ize by A.D.AL:

1. 100 - 499
2. 500 - 898

3. 1,000 - 3,999
4. 4,000 ~ 9,999

Sierra Sands 4,3
Torrance 4,6

" Tulelake c¢,2

vallejo c,5
Walnut Valley c,4

Winters c,3

Rancho Santa Fe 4,2
Ravenawood 4,4
Red Bluff b,3
Sausalito 4,2
Sebastopol ¢,3
Shiloh c,l
Sierra b,1
Somis 4,1
Vallecito b,l
valley Oaks b,4
Westminster a,5
Woodlake &;3
Wrightwoed «,1°

“Santa Rogsa c,4

Tranguility b,2
Whittier a,b
Wm. 5. Hart a,4

5. 10,000 - 24,999

&. 25,000 - 74,999,
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California Scheool Boards Assoclation, and the California Teachers Associa-

tion.155 This publication reports data furnished by the 38 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 (thé 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.

"l. 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 1273—1974.

5. leans for Total Tax levied for 1973~1974.

The five finance plans which were mentioned in the Jefferson decision

_ were listed on a guestionnaire and.each superintendent in the sample was

asked to indicate his degree of preference for each of the plans. The

guestionnaire 13 Gefined by Goode and Hatt as a device for securing answers

: ' i s 15
to guestions by nsing a form which the respondent fills in himself. 6 It

.was used'becauSG of the—advaﬁtages of this method which Selltiz lists as:

(1) lesser skill to adwminister, (2) ability to cover larger nuubers, (3)

- lixely to be less expensive, (4) ability to use the mail and thus cover a

155

156

William J. Goodé and Paul K. Hatt, Methods in Social Research;
{New York: MaoGraw-Hill Book Co., Inc., 19852), p. 133.
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widér area (5) some uniformity ensured by its impersonal nature, {6) re-
spondents greater confidence in their anonymity, and (7) ample time to
consider'respbnée.157 These.ad§antages support‘the use of this device
as an appropriate research tool. The superintendents were asked to re-
spond Yo the level of acceptability of each plan or to indicate that they
had no opinion. A copy of the questionnaire can be found in Aﬁpendix a,

In order to provide the respondent with some latitude in replies, a
summated scale was used. following the paﬁﬁern devised by Likert and re-
ferred to as a Likert-type ;cale.l58 This appreoach alsc allowed for more
in~depth analyses of the responses. Superintendents of the selected
distxicts were asked'to react to each.plan in terms of: (1) Highly
Acceptable, (2) Moderately Acceptable, (3) Mostly Unacceptable, {4) To-
tally Unacceptahle, aﬁd (5) Unablé to Respond. |

The following items were alsc obtalned from the quegtionnairé sent

to all of the suparintendents of the districts in the sample:

1. .Thg pxincipél source of revenue (reéidehtéi or
commercial/industrial);

2. The principal sccietal area served bf the district
{Uxhan, suburban, or rurél).

3. State aid based on the foundation program or on

basic aid. .

Analyses of the Data

The purpose of the study was to determine if there were any signifi-

cant differences in the perceptions of district superintendents regarding

[ - R .
137C1aire Selltiz, Marie Jahoda, Morton Deutuch, and Stuart W. Cook,

Research Methods in Social Relations, (New York: Henry Holt and Co., Inc¢.,
1960}, pp. 235-241. o

Rensis Likert, "& Technigue for the Measurement of Attitudes,”
Archives bsychology, No. 149, 1832.
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a schoollfinance plan that would ﬁeet the requifements'of the'gerranc
decision. .fhe responses wére first analyzed using a t-test for signifi-
cant difference of group means to deﬁermine whether any one plan was
siénificantly more preferable to all of the superintendents tﬁan any other
plan. This analysis was dbne 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_ther
distficts served by the respondents. A Chi Sgquare test was méde 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 téx rate, size, and societal

area of the district 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 foxr the

ohsexrved group. This test makes an analysis between the actual or ob-

- served frequenéies of the responses made and the responses that might

normally be expected from.the respondents*. The score resulting from
this-analysis,-the;ChiiSquare,ris then checked to determine whether.
the difference between the querved andlexpected ﬁrequgncies-of-the
résponses is éignificant. This test is repeated until all of the vari-

ablies have been considered for each of the five finance plans.

‘Hypotheses
The thirty-one hypotheses of this study are:

1. Superintendents in California showed no significant prefersnce
for any one of the five finance plans suggested by Judge Jefferson. . -
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H , s PR ;
2. There is no significant difference in the preference of super-
intendents from elementary, secondary, and unified school dlstrlcts
toward Full State Funding. - :

H

3.  There is no significant difference in the preference of super-

intendents from elementary, secondary, and unified school districts toward

Consolidation.

H.

4, 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.

H

5. There is no significant difference in the preference of super-

intendents from elementary, secondary,.and unified school districts
toward Power thal izing.

HG.' There

is no significant difference in the preference of super-

intendents from elementary, secondary, and unified school districts

toward Vouchers.

H
7. - There

intendents from

based districls
H

8.  There

intendents. from

hased districts
n

%, 'there

‘intendents from

based_districts

HlQ. Thexre

intendents from

based districks

q .

1l. There
intendents from
based districts

H -
12. There
intendents from
State Funding.

N
“13. There
‘intendents from

Consolidation.

'HJ4, There

is no significant difference in the preference of super-
residential tax based districts and commercial/industrial
toward Full State Funding. :

is no significant difference in the preference of super—
residential tax based districts and commercial/industrizl
toward Consolidation. - '

is no significant difference in the preference of supar- _
residential tax based districts and commercial/industcrial
toward removal of the Commercial and Industrial Tax Bases

is no significant differenge in the preference of super-
residential tax based dlstrlcts and commercial/industrial
toward Power EqualLZIng.

is no significant difference in the preference of super-
residential tax based districts and commercial/industrial
toward Vouchers,

is no significant difference in the preference of super-

urban, suburban, and rural school districts toward Full

is no significant difference in the preference of super-
urbkan, suburban, and rural school distrxicts toward

is no significant difference in the preférénre of super~

intendents from urbsn, suburban, and rural school-districts. towaxd
Removal of the Commercial and Industrial Tax Basb.
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H15. There is no significant difference in the preference of super-

intendents from urban, suburban, and rural school districts toward Power

"Egqualizing.

H . C o ; :
16. There 1s no significant difference in the preference of super-

intendents from urban, suburban, and rural school districts toward
Vouchers. ' '
H . R . ,
17. There is no significant difference in the preference of super-
intendents from rich and poor districts toward Full State Funding. =
HlS. There is no significant difference in the preference of super-
intendents from rich and poor districts toward Consolidation.

_ 19. There is no significant difference in the preference of super-
intendents from rich and poor dlstrlcts toward Removal of the Commercial .
and Industrial Tax Base.

20. There is no significant difference in the preference of super¥
intendents from rich and poor districts toward Power Equalizing.
21. There is no significant difference in the preference of super-
intendents from rich and poor districts toward Vouchers.

H . s g . . ey S
22. There is no significant difference in the preference of supex-

intendents from basic aid districts and foundaLlon plan districts touard

Full State Funding.

H ; g s ; . :
23. There is no significant difference in the preference of super-
intenderds from-basic aid districts and foundation plan districts toward
Censolidation.

24. There 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.

25= There is no significant difference in the preference of super-
n*endents from basic aid distriets and foundation plan districts toward
Power Equaliziag.

26, There is no gignificant difference in the preference of super—
intendents from basic aid districts and foundation plan districts towara .
Vouchexs. :

27. There igs no significant difference in the preference of super-
intendents from different size school districdts toward Full State Funding.

28. There iz no significant difference in the preference of super-
intendents from different size school districts toward Consclidation.

H . Vo Ry Cieell Lo e :

29. There is no significant difference in the preference of supexr-—:
intendents frow aznfLrent size school districts toward Removal of the
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Commercial and Industrial Tax Base.

{30. There is no significant difference in the preference of super-

intendents from different size school districts toward Power Equalizing.
. | o ' o
3l. There is no significant difference in the preference of super-

intendents from different size school districts toward Vouchers.

‘Summary

In the thifd chapter the procedures used in the study were presented.
>These included: How the sample was selected, identifying those districts
which were used iﬁ.the sample and how they were chosén, the data that were
cellected andlfhe 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 finﬁings from the:analysis df the data
will be:reported. The study will be summarized_in_Chapteﬁ Five, conalu-
sion:s will-be drawn, and the implications'for practice"and future

research will be presented.
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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 tﬂe data rélated to the hypotheses, which:
include the results of the tests used to analyze the reactions of the’
superintendents to the five_finance pians présented on the survey. This
section also includes an analysis of- the superintendgnt's preference.fdr
each_plaﬁ 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 plans, are presented.

Sélectidn of the Sample

The sample was selected to obtain an adeqﬁate number of superinf
tehdénts from eééh of thé catégories (level of organization, revenue,
area, wealth,'aid,_and size); This process resulted in a sample of
approkimately:ten éércent for eéch group; ”

3_ The_four wealth categories were divided evenly amqhg the'sample.
The data ideniifying the demograph%c characteristics of basicrsource of .
reveﬁﬁe, area served, and type of state aid, could not be ascertained-
beforehand, and‘was cbtéined from data provided by the respondents. The

number of superintendents for each category is presented in Table 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

Elementary - 52 Secondary - 16 Unified - 24

" "Baslic Source of Local Revenue

Residential Property ) Industrial and/or Commercial Property
58 ' 34 : :

Main Societal Area

Urban - 7 C Suburban - 34 " Rural - 51

- Wealth of the District

Below the mean AV/ADA, and below the mean Tax Rate - 23
Above the mean AV/ADA, and below the mean Tax Rate ~ 23
Below the mean AV/ADAF and above the mean Tax Rate - 23
Ebove the mean AV/ADA, and above the mean Tax Rate -

1
[ ]
[

- Kind of State Aid Received

Basic Aid ~ 41 ' L ‘ Foundation Pian - 51

Size of the District

1,006 - 3,993 ADA - 24 10,000 - 24,999 -.12
4,000 - 9,999 ADA - 12 25,000 - 74,999 - 4

100 - 499 ADA -
500 - 999 ADA -

[

[ e 73 )
3% ]

Data Related To The Hypotheses

he data related to the-thirty—one.hypotheses of this study are

reported in this section.  The data are comprised of superintendents!

.reactions to the five finance plans on the survey, and the relationships

of these reactions to the demographic variables of level of organization,
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source of revenue, socletal area served, wealth, tfpe of state aid received,
and size, for the districts served by the respoﬁdents.

The 31 hypotheses were devéloped to most accutrately test the overall
S reaction of superintendents to‘tﬁe suggested.finance plans, and then to
test these.reactions based on the characteristics of the districts that
e "~ they served.. The data col;ected are grouped according to these_charac-

teristics and the superintendents' reaction to each plan. -

The t-test for significant difference of group means was utilized
to arialyze the data related to the first hypothesis.'.This £est was used
BECause it provides a more coﬁplete deséription of the data, and it is
appr§priate for the size of the sample. With this type of analysis and
theée data, a 6.05 level of significance was copsidered acceptéble.

Each of the ninety~twc district superintendents in the sample was

I

i

!

|

|
N !

i asked to react to each of the fiye finance plans suggssted in the

; Jgfferson decision fl. Fuli state funding{ 2. Cbnsolidatioﬁ§_3. Removal

i : ofrthe Com@grpial aﬁd_;nduﬁtrial Tax Base;-4. -Power eéua;iéing;'and 5.

} Vouchers) in termé of how it would affect his school distriet. The

! means were computed on a1l - 4 scale (1. Highly acceptable; 2. Moderately

i aéééptable;.3ﬁ'Mostly unacceptﬁble; ahd 4. Totally unacceptable) since

J an “Unabie to Respond" fesponée was nbt_inciuded when determining the

‘ means and standard deﬁiations; 0On this scale, the means thét were
neareéL to l.O_reflected é "most preferred" reaction to the plans,
whereas the means that were closest to 4.0 reflected a "least preferred"
reaction. The number and percentages of the responses are presented in

Table 4.2,

S Y S TE T S
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Table 4.2

mmber and Pcrcentages of Responses on the Funding Plan
_ Survey by District Superintendents

Finance Highly Moder. - Mostly Total Unable to
Plans Accept. Accept. Unaccept. Unaccept. Regpond
Full St. Fund 33 (36%) 31 (34%) 12 (13%) 8 ( 9%) 8 (9%3)
Conselidation “11 (12%) 18 (20%) 26 (28%) 31 (34%) 6 (6%)
Removal 15 (16%) 40 (43%) le (17%) 14 (15%) 7 (8%)
Power Equal. 30 (33%) 27 (29%) 17 (18%) 12 (13%) 6 (6%)

7 (8%)

Vouchers 2 { 2%) 12 (13%) 24 (26%) . 47 (51%)

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.piahs with a mean of 1.95.

This. was followed by Power Egqualizing -

with a mean of 2.13, Removal of the Commercial and industrial Tax Bauze

with a mean of 2,35, Consolidation with a mean of 2.920, and Vouchers with

8 mean of 2,.37.

Table 4.3

Means and Standard deviations for responses on the

Funding Plan Survey by District Superintendents

Finance full St. Consol- Power .
Plans Funding idation Removal Egqual. - - Vouchers
Mean 1.95 2.90 2.35 2.13 3.37
Stendard

Deviation 0.906 1.04 0.96 1.05 0.81

The results of the t-test applled to these daca showed that the

mean for Full 3tate Fundlng was significant at the O 05 level when

- compared with thﬁameéns-for_each‘of_the;dther plans exCept*Power'
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Fqualizing. These data are reported in Table 4.4.

Table 4.4

T-tests for Significance of Group Means for'Responses on the
Manding Plan Survey by District Superintendents

Plans T Plans T ' Plans _ T

1-2 6.33% 2 -3 3.67*% 3 -4 1.41
1-3 2.70% 2 - 4 4.81% 3-5 7.309%
1-4 1.16 2 -5 3.24% 4 -5 8.55%
1-'5 10.29* ' :

*3ignificant ar the 0.05 lavel.

The remaining thirty hypotheses ware cdncerned_with the relation-
ships bstween the demographic variables thal were representative of the
districts and the respohses of the superintendents.. For these analyses,_
& ¢hi sguare value which indicated the discrepancy between the 6bserved
respense and ﬁhe predictéd response was utilized. This~a§proach was
useﬁ becausé.the data pbtained through the survéy regafding the dewo-
graphic variables Was nominal rather than interval data and fhis
appeared to be the ﬁﬁst accurate procedurs fbr*tesﬁing the significance“
of the.responses. These daﬁa are reporte&VShowing the Chi Square values
for responses to each of the five plans by‘superintendents-basea on the

demographic variables of the districts that they served.

Level of Organization (Hypotheses 2-6)

The data from the responses of the superintendents based on the

level of organization, either elementary, secondaxry, or unified distriets

are presented in Table 4.5. They were analyzed for significance using
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chi square; the results are shown in Table 4.6.

Number and Percentages of Responses onh the Funding Plan.
Survey by Superintendents by each Level of Organization

Table 4.5

81

Elementary Level

Unable

(33%)

Finance Highly Moder. Mostly Total to

Plans Accept. Accept. Unaccept. Unaccept. Respond
Pull St. Fund 18 (35%) 18 (35%) 5 (10%) 4 ( 8%) 7 {13%)
Consolidation 7 {13%) 9 (17%) 13 (25%) 18 (35%) 5 {10%)
Removal 9 {17%) 20 (38%) 9 (17%) 8 (15%) 6 {(12%)
Power Equal. 16 (31%) 14 (27%) 10 (19%) 7 (13%) 5 (10%)
Vouchers 1 { 2%) -7 (13%) 12 (23%) 26 (50%) &6 (12%)

Secondary Level o

: : _ : Unable

o Finance Fighly 'Moder. Most:ly Total. to
Plans Accept. . Accept. Unaccept. - Unaccept. = Respond
Full St. Fund ~ 8 (50%)  3.{(19%) 3 (19%)- -2 {13%) 0 (0%)

Consolidation 2 (13%) 3 (19%) 7 (44%) 4 (25%) 0 (0%)

Removal 4 (25%) 8 {50%) 0 ( 0%) 4 {25%) 0 (0%)

© ' Power Equal. - 8 (50%) 5 (31%) 1 ( 6%) 2 {13%) 0 (0%)

Vouchers 0 ( 0%} 2 (133) 4 (25%) 10 (63%) 0 (0%}
Unified Level ' o

Unable

Finance Highly Moder. Mostly Total to

- Plans Accept. Accept. Unaccept. Unaccept. = Respond

Full St. Fund 7 (29%) 10 (42%) - 4 (17%) 2 { 8%) 1 (4%}

Congsolidation 2 { 8%) & (25%) 6 (25%) 9 (38%) i (4%)

‘Removal 2 { 8%) 12 (50%) 7 (29%) 2 ( 8%) 1 (4%)

Power Equal. & (25%) 8 {33%) 6 (25%) 3 {13%) 1 (4%)

Vouchers 1 ( 4%) 3 {13%) 8 11 (46%) 1 (43%)
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Table 4.6

Chi Squares of Observed and Expected Frequencies of Responses
on the Funding Plan Survey by Superintendents Based
on the Level of Organization they Serve

Finance Full st. Consol~ : Power _
Plans Funding idation . Removal Equal. Vouchers

3.59 2.87 8.29 - -3.78 ‘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.

Bagic Source of Local Revenue (Hypetheses 7-11)

Tﬁe analysis of the responées repofted.in Table 4.7 éﬁ the super—
inténdenté serving distriéts.whose.principal_source.of local revenue ié
from residentialrpiopérty ;axes_andrthg:resbonses Qf,thosé serving
districts whose principal source of local revenue was from industrial
and/or commercial property taxes is presented in Table 4.8,

Table 4.7
Number and Percentageé of Responses cn the Fundiﬁg Plan

Survey by Superintendents Based on the Basic Source
of Local Revenue of the District

. Unable

Source of Highly Moder. Mostly Total to

Revenue Accept. * Accept. © Unaccept. Unaccept. Respond
Fill State Funding

Residential 21 (36%) 21 (36%) 7 (123) 4 { 7%) 5 (9%)

Com./Ind. . 12 (35%) 10 (29%) 4 (15%) 4 (12%) 3 (9%)
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% ' Table 4.7 {continued)

Consolidation
— Residential 7 (12%) 11 {19%) 18 (31%) 19 (33%) 3 (5%)
i Com./Ind. 4 (12%) 7 (21%) 8 (24%) 12 {35%) 3 (9%)

Removal ¢of the Commercial and Industrial Tax Base

Residential 12 (21%) 25 (43%) 8 (14%) -9 {(16%)

4 (7%)
Com./Ind. 3 (9%) 15 (441) 8 (24%) 5 (15%) 3 (9%)
| Power Equalization
| :
Residential 23 (40%) - 16 (28%) 8 (14%) 6 (10%) 5 (9%) -
Com. /Ind. 7 (21%) 11 (32%) -9 {28%) - 6 (18%) 1 (3%)
D . Vouchers
—d _ ‘ . _
I -Residential L ( 2%) 9 (i6%) 17 (29%) . 17(473). - 4 {7%) .. .
T Com, fInd, 1 ( 3%) 2 (9%} 7 (21%} 20 (59%) 3 (93)
i Table 4.8
I - Chi Squares of Cbserved -and Expected Frequencies of Resp0nsés
) ‘on the Funding Plan Survey by’ Superintendents Based on =
? The Basic Source of Local Revenue of the District
| o
L Finance Full St.: Consol- = ' - Power - :
{ Plans Funding - idation . Removal Equal. . Vouchers
( : _ : .
|
' 0.96 0.38 3.15 5.15 2.26

. A chi sqguare of 7.815 or higher is required for significance at the
0.05 level with three degrees of freedom. .None of the rasponses by basic

- - source of local revenue for any of the five plans attained this level.
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The responses of superintendents based on the main societal area

that they served as reported in Table 4.9 were analyzed for urban,

suburban, and rural districts. The results are reported in Table 4.10.

Table 4.9

Numbexr and Percehtages of Responses on the Funding Plan

' Area Served by the District

Survey by Superintendents Based on the Main Societal

Unable
Societal Highly Moder, Mostly Total to
Area- . ‘Accept. Accept. Unaccept. Unaccept. Respond
Full State Funding
Urban 2 (29%) 5 (71%) 0 ( 0%) 0 (0%) .0 {0%)
Suburban 11 {32%) 10 (29%) 7 {21%) 2 1{s 4 (12%)
Rural 120 (39%) 16 (31%) 5 (10%) & (123 4 ( 8%)
‘Consclidation
Urban . 1 (14%) 1 {14%) 3 (43%) 2 (29%) 0 ( 0%)
. Suburban 3 (9%} 7 (21%) 9 (26%). 11 (32%) 4 (12%)
Ruralrr 7_(14%) 10.(20%}“ 14 (27%) 18 {35%) 2 ( 4%)
Removal of the Commercial and Industrial Tax Base
Urban- 1 {143) 5 (71%) 1 (14%) 0 ( 0%) 0 ( 0%)
Suburhan 7 (21%) 14 (41%). 6 (1an) 3 { 9%) 4 {(l2%)
Rural . 7 {14%) 21 {41%) 9 (18%) 11 (22% 3 ( 6e%)
Powei Equalization
Urban 4 {57%) 3 (43%) 0 { 0%) 0 ( 0%) 0 ( 0%)
Suburban Ll (32%) 11 {32%) 6 (18%) 3 { 9%) 4 {12%)
Rural 15 (29%) 13 (25%) 11 (22%) 9 (18%) 3 { 6%)
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Table 4.9 (continued)
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Vouchers
Urban 0 (0%) 0O ( 0%} 5 (71%) 2 (29%) 0 {0%)
‘Suburban 9 (0%) 8 (24%) 6 (18%) 17 (50%) 3 (9%)
Rural_ 2 (4%) 4 ( 8%) 13 (25%) 28 (55%) 4 (8%)
Table 4.10

Chi Sguares 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 Full st. Consol- Power
Plans Funding idation Removal Egual. Vouchers

6.9% 106 4.99

5.91 13.08%

*Significant at the 0,05 level,

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 OFOS level with six degrees 

of freedom. 'The chi squares for the other four plans did not attain a

significant level. The data showing the observed 'and éxpected'frequencies

for vouchers is reported in Table 4.11.
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Table 4,11 .

Observed and Expected Frequencies of Respbnses'fdr the Plan
on Vouchers by Superintendents Based on the Main
Societal Area Served by the District

B6

Societal Highly Moderately Mostly Totally.
Areg Acceptable . Acceptable Unacceptable Unacceptable
Uxban 0 (0.2) 0 (1.0) 5 ( 2.0) 2 ( 3.9)
Suburban o (0.7) 8 (4.4) 6 { 8.8) 17 (17.1)

Rural .02 (1.1) 4 (6.6) 13 (13.2) 28 (26.0)

e

(Expected frequencies are in parentheses)

The chi sguare based on the observed and expected frequency of the

responses was 13,08.

Weaith of the District (Bypotheses 17-21)

As shown in Table 4.12 the districts were evenly divided according to a

wealth factor based on the assessed valuation per unit of average daily

attendance and the tax rate of the district. The four categories used

were: (1} Below.the mean AV/ADA and below the mean tax rate, (2) Rbove

the mean AV/ADA and below the mean tax rate, {3) Below 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 these characteristics and the

regponses are reported in Table 4.13.



Table 4.12

Number and Percentages of Responses on the Funding"Plan
Survey. by Superintendents Bases on the Wealth
of the Districts They Served
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Unable
Wealth Highly Moder. Mostly Total. to
Factor Accept.  Accept. Unaccept. Unaccept. Respond
Low W./Low T. 10 (43%) 12 (52%) 0O ( 0%) O { 0%) 1 ( 43)
Full High W./Low T. 7 (30%) 9 (39%) 4 (17%) L ( 4%) 2 ( 9%)
State Low W./High T. 11 (48%) 6 {26%) 1 ( 4%) 2 {9%) 3 (13%)
Funding High W./High T. 5 (22%) 4 (17%) 7 (30%) 4 (17%) 2 ( 9%)
Consolidation
Low W/Low T 4 (17%) 7 (30%) 7 (30%) 5 (22%) 0O ( 0%)
High W/low T 4 (17%) 3 {13%) 5 (22%) 9 (39%) 2 ( 9%)
Low W/High T 2 {9%) 3 (13%) 7 (30%) 8 (35%) 3 (13%)
High W/High T L { 4%) . 5 {22%) . 7 (30%) 9 (39%) 1 { 4%)
Lo Removal of tha Commercial and Industrial Tax Base
Liow W/Low T 1 (- 4% 15 {65%) -3 {13%)- 3 {13%) 1 ¢ 43) .
High W/Low T 4 (17%) 8 (35%) 5 (22%) 5 {22%) 1 ( 4%)
Low W/High T 6 (26%) 9 (39%) 3 (13%) 3 (13%) 0 2 ( 9%)
. High W/High T 4 (17%) 8 (353) 5 (22%) 3 (13%) 3 (13%)
Power Egualization:
Low W/Low T 13 (57%) 4 (17%) 4 (17%) 2 {9%) 0 ( 0%)
High W/Low T 6 (26%) 6 (26%) 8 (35%) 3 (13%) 0 ( 0%)
Low W/High T 7 (30%) 7 (30%) 3 (13%) 2 { 9%) 4 (17%)
High W/High T 4 (17%) 10 (43%) 2 ( 9%) 5 (22%) 2 ( 5%)
Vouchers
Low W/Low T 0 { 0%) 2 ( 9%) 7 (30%) 13 (57%) 1 ( 4%)
High W/Low T -0 { 0%) 2 ( 9%) 2 (22%) 15 (65%) 1 ( 4%)
Low W/High T 1 (43) 3 (13%) 7 (30%) 8 (35%) 4 (17%)
High W/High T 1 { 4%} 5 (223} -5 {(22%) 11 {48%) 1 { 4%)
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Table 4.13

Chi Squares of Observed and Expected Frequencies of Responses
' an the Funding Plan Survey by Superintendents Based on
the Wealth of the Districts They Served

Finance ' Full St. . Consol- : Power
Plans - Funding idation Removal - 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 signifiéant with nine'degrees of

" freedom. The responses, based on wealth, by superintendents toward Full

‘State Funding resulted in a score of 24.14. None of the responses toward
the other plans reached the 0.05 level of_sigﬁificance. The cobserved and

expectad freguencies for the responses for Full State Funding is

reportad in Tohie 4.14.

Table 4.14

Cbserved and Expected Freqguencies of Responses for the
Plan on Full State Funding by Superintendents
Rased on the Wealth of the District

Wealth Highly Moderately Mostly  Totally
Factor Acceptable Acceptable Unacceptable - Unacceptable
Low/W Low T 10 (8.8) 12 (8.2) 0 (3.0; o (2.1)
High W/Low T 7 ({8.3) 9 (7.7} 4 (3.0) 1 (2.0)
Low W/High T il (7.8) 6 (7.4) 1 (2.9) 2 {L.9)
High W/High T 5 (8.3} a2 {7.7) 7 {3.0) 5 (2.0}

(Expected fregquencies are in parentheses)
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K;n& of State Aid Received (Hypotheses 22-28)

All of the districts are eitﬁeg.on the 5ésic aia plan apd
receive a set amount of funds per unit bf ADA from the state, or else
they are on the foundation plan and recéiﬁe thig set amount plus addi-
tional.funds according to need which is established by formula in
California. The number and responses.of superintendents whoée'distxicts
were in each of these groups is reported ih Table 4.15. The chi séuafes

for these two groups and their responses are shown in Table 4.16.

Table 4.15°

Number and Percentageé of Responses on the’ Funding
Plan Survey by Superintendents Based on the
Kind of State Aid They Recsived

Unable

_ ) - “Highly  Moder. Mostly Total to
Aid-Planmn - BAccept.  Accept. | Unaccept. Unaccept. . Respond
Full State Funding
Basic Aid 13 {32%) 15 {37%) 5 (12%) 5 (12%) 3 (7%)
Tundation 20 (39%) 16 (31%) 7 {133} - . 3 { 6%) 5 (10%)
Consolidation
Basic Aid . 4 (10%) 9 {22%) 13 (323) 14 (34%) 1 { 2%)

. Foundation 7 (13%) 9. (18%) 13 (25%) 17 (33%) 5 (10%)

Remcoval of the Commercial and Industrial Tax Base

Basic Aid 7 (17%) 18 (44%) 6 (15%) 8 (20%) 2 ( 5%)
Foundation 8 (16%) 22 {(43%) 10 (20%) 6 (12%) 5 (10%)
Power Basic Aid . 10 (24%) 11 (27%) 13 (32%) 6 (15%) 1 ( 2%)
Equal. Foundation 20 (39%) 16 {31%) 4 ( 8%) 6. (12%) -5 (10%)
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Table 4.15 (continued)

Vouchers -
Basic aAid 1 ( 2%) 4 {10%) 12 (29%) . 23 (56%) 1 ( 2%)
Foundation 1 ¢ 2%) 8 (16%) 12 (24%) 24 (47%) 6 (12%)

Table 4.16
Chi Squares of Observed and FExpected Frequencies of Responses
on -the Funding Plan Survey by Superintendents Based on
the Kind of State Bid They Received

Finance ~Full st. Consol- Power
Plans Funding idation Removal Equal, . . Vouchers
1,61 0.68 0.89 . 8.76* 1.26

*Significant.at th? Q.OS ieva}.

The chi séuare of 8.7¢ attained from the #esponseé of_superiﬁtendénts
based oﬁ the Eind of stété aid.fheir district received to the plan on
Power Equalization was s_ignificaﬁt, but the respoﬁses ‘to the othef four

plans failed to reach a significant le&el of 0.05, which with three

degrees of freedom is 7.815-or more. The observed and expeéted frequen—

cieg for these two group's rxesponses toward Power Equalizing is shown in

Table 4.17.
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Table 4.17

Observed and Expected Frequencies of Responses for the
Plan on Power Equalizing by Superintendents
Based on the Kind of State Aid

bt it e |

Xind of Highly Moderately  Mostly Totally

State Aid Acceptable Acceptable Unacceptable Unacceptable
Basic Ald 10 (14) 11 (12.6) 13 (7.9 6 (5.5)
Foundation 20 (18) . ©le (14.4) -4 (9.1) 6 (6.5)

{Expected freéuencies are in parentheses).

Size of the District (Hypotheses 27-31)

The original sample was divided into six different size groups.
These groups: 100-499, 500-~299, 1,000-3,999, 4,000-9,999, 10,000-24,999,
25,000~74,9%9, were based on the reported ADA for each district. The

=

responses for each plan bssed on the size group of the district served by

‘the respondants was-given,in Table 4.18. The chi squares for these

groups and their responses 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.

S Y U S .._._4..__._.__-._uL.LIJ_.‘;

istrict

. . . . _ Unable
Size by . Highly Moder. ‘Mostly Total. ~ to
. ADA . ___ Accept. Accept. tnaccept. Unaccept. Respond
100-499 11 (39%) 7 (25%) 1 { 4%) 6 (21%) 3 {11im)
: 500-999 5 (42%) 4 (33%) 2 (X7%) C ( 0%) 1 ( 8%)
Full 1,000-3,999 ~ 11 (46%) 8 (43%) 3 (13%) 0 (0% 2 ( 8%).
State 4,000-9,999 . 4 (33%) 5 (42%) 2 (17%8) O ( 0%) 1 { 8%)
Funding © 10,000-24,999 - 1 ( 8%) 6 (50%) ~ 3 (15%) 1 ( 8%) .1 ( 8%).
1 (25%) 1 (25%) 1 (25%) 0 ( 0%)

25,000~74,999 1.{25%)
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! ' Table 4.18 (continued)
] " 'Consolidation
: - 100-499 T4 (14%) 6 (21%) 6 (21%) 11 {39%) 1 ( 4%)
1 500-999 1 ( 8%) 2 (17%) 4 (33%) 4 (33%) 1 ( 8%)
3 1,000-3,999 2 ( 8%) 3 (13%) 12 (50%) 5 (21%) . 2 ( 8%)
4,000~9,999 2 {17%) 3 (25%) 2 (17%) 4 (33%) 1 ( B%)
] : 10,000-24,999 1 ( 8%) 3 (25%) 2 {(17%) 5 (42%) 1 ( 8%)
I _ 25,000-74,999 1 (25%) 1 (25%) 0 ( 0%) 2 (50%) O ( 0%)
Removal of the Commercial and Industrial Tax Base
S : 100--499 1 ( 4%) 14 (50%) 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%) O ( 0%) 1 ( 42)
10,000-24,999 0 ( 0%) 5 (42%) 1 ( 83) 5 (42%) 1 { 8%)
25,000-74,999 0 { 0%) 2 {50%) 2 (50%) 0 ( 0%) o ( 0%)
E Power Bqualizing
¥ 100~499 7 (25%) 7 (25%) 7 (25%) 6 (21%) 1 4%)
| _ 500-999% 5 {42%) 2 (17%) 2 {17%) 2 (17%) -1 ( 8%)
| . : 1,000-3,999 6 (25%) 9 {383) 7 (29%) 1 4%) 1 ( 4%)
— . 4,000-9,999 6 (50%) 3 (25%) 1 { 8%) 1 { 8%) 1 { 8%)
1 - - 10,000-24,999 5 {42%) 5 (42%) 0 (0%} 1 (8B%) 1 (83
25,000-74,999 1 (25%) 1 {25%) O ( 0%) 1 (25%) 1 {25%)
Vouchers
100-499 2 ( 7%) 3 (113} 6 (21%) 15 (54%) 2 { 7%)
500-99% 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%) i { 8%)
10,000-24,999 0 { 0%) 1 ( 8%) 3 (25%) 7 (58%) 1 ( 8%)
25,000-74,999 - 0 { 0%} 1 (25%) 2 (50%) 1 (25%) 0 ( 0%)
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Table 4.19
] _ Chi Squares of Observed and Expected Freguencies of Responses

on the Funding Plan Survey by Superintendents Based
on the Size of the District they Served

Finance Full St. Consol- Power
1 Plans Funding idation Removal 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

'”j (.05 level with fifteen degrees of freedom, was not attéined by the
! responses of‘thesé superintendeﬁts for any of the other four plans. It
———% - should be noted that the résponses of Highly Accepféble and Most Accept~ 
. able for the Veucher plan were grouped'together for analjsiS“since"therej
waere no'Highly Acceptable responses from five of the six'size groups.
Thus, the chi square of 12.79 is based on ten degrees Qf 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 dre presentad in Table 4,20.

Table 4.20

Observed and Expected Fregquencies of Responsesg for the Plan
o Removal of the Commercial and Industrial Tax Base
by Superintendents based on Lhe Size of the District

Size {(ADRA) . ‘ . Highly - Moderately . Mostly Totally
OFf the Dist. : Acceptable Acceptable Unacceptable - Unaccept.

100-459 1 ( 4.4} 14 (11.8) 3 (4.7} 7 (4.1)
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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 thg.questionnaire was concerned witﬁ the per-
ceptions of the respondents in regards to their accepténce of eight
suggested combinations of the five finance plans. Thare was no oppqrtunity
“iﬁen for the superintendents to express tﬁeir 1ével of acceptance for
these combinations, but thay were provided with an opﬁo:tunity to show
thaeir preference for some sqggestéq combinaticn of the five plané that
would be aéceptable to them. The.responses on this item are feportéd
in Table 4.21.

table 4.21

Number and Percentages of Responses on the Funding Plan
Survey to Item Six by Superintendents Responding

Combinations - . Ald Elementary Secondary Unified
of Plansg Levels Level Level Level

Full St. Fund.

" Censoclidation

Power Equal. 1) (12%) 7 (13%) 1-( 6%) 3 (13%)

Full St,. Fund,
Ramoval .
Power Equal. 12 {13%) 5 (10%) 4 (25%) . 3 {13%)
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Table'4.2l ({continued)

Full St. Fund.

Power Equal 15 (16%) 8 (15%) 2 (13%) 5 (21%)
Consolidztion .

power Equal. 7 { 8%) 5 (10%) 1 (‘6%) 1 ( 4%)
Removal .

Power Equal. 8 ( 9%) 3 ( 6%) 3 (199%) 2 ( 8%)
Full St. Fund. :

Vouchers 0 ( 0%) 0 ( 0%) 0 (0 %) 0 ( 0%)
Consolidation :

Vouchers 0 { 0%) 0 { 0%) 0 ( 0%) o ( 0%)
Removal & Vouch. 0 { 0%) 0 ( 0%y 0 ( 0%) 0 { 0%)
Total Responding 53 (58%) 28 (54%) 11 (69%) 14 (58%)

- Only 58 percent of the superintendents chose to respond to.thié
ifem. ‘It_can be summarized by stating that (1) combinations containing
Full State Funding and Power Equalizing werée the most .consistently
chese; (2} more secgndary'superintendents respondad to this item than
did elementary or unified superintendents; and (3) those combinations
céhtainingVVoﬁéhers fecéivéd.no fesponsesﬁ These responses were not
tested for significance since the_responses meant only an acceptance
of the combinations. An analyses Of these-responses and what they may

mean will be presented in Chapter Five.
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 SUMMARY

In this chapter the means and standard deviations for the
responses to the five suggested finance plans and the relationshi? of
the demcgraphic data to the responses, were presented. The t-Test for

significant difference of group means was applied to the means and

standard deviations for the responses to the plan. Chi squares of

the observed and expected ffequencies of responses on the survey toward
the five plans.were reported based- on the'six dempgfaphiclvariables
identified for each_of the districts served by.the respondents, All of
the daﬁa were organized around tﬁe'thirty—one hypotheses. -Data were
alsq‘présanted on the.reéults of the respdnsés to the accéptance of
qugestéd compbinations of the élans.

The stoudy wil; be summarized in Chapter 5. lIn a&dition, tﬁe data
prasented in tﬁié chapter wiil be interpreted and rglaﬁed to the hypo-
thes;s;.cdﬁclﬁsioﬁé ﬁlll.be dréwﬁ, and finallf;:suggestigns:will be_made_

for further reseaxrch and study.



CHAPTER V

sUMMARY, FINDINGS:BND'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 Serranc v. Priest case. The

study is summarized in the first section of this chapter. In the
second part the £hirty-one hypothesés will be restatéd, and the data
presented in the previous chapter will be interpreteé and conclusions
drawn. The third part will include the presentétion 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.

Summaxry

The term "equality of educational opportunity,® especially as it
relates to financial equality was preéented in Chapter One, and .the

problems that have arisen from the many definitions of the term were

reviewed. Court cases, and in particular the Serrano v. Friesk case in

California, were cited. ILegislation that resulted from these cases in.

an attempt to provide financial eguality were mentioned, and how the

courts rzacted to these attempts was reported. The purpose of the

study, hypotheses, limitations, and definitions of the basic terms were
also presented in this chapter.
Literature that is germane tc the study was reviewed in the

¥

econd chapter. It began with what leading authorities perceived about

(A
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the concept of equality of educational opportunity beginning with
Cubberly and continuing to present_ﬁimes. The works that discussed the
varioﬁs methods and scurces for financial support of education in the
United States were reviewed. Special emphasis was élaced 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 6f the foremost finan-
cial authorities in the field of alternative_finanéing propoéals that
might ansﬁer the requireﬁents of the Serrano decision were examined.
Excerpts from the Se?rano.case aﬁd findings from other cases that
involved the constitutionality.of the methods being used to finance
education in this country were related, Oéinions on what the findings
of these cases and théir 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 §erfano decision

by the State Supreme. Court and the rehéaring by Judge'Jefferson:iﬁ the

Los Angeles County Superior Court. |
| 7Iﬁ éﬁaﬁ?er III a détailed explanation of the procedﬁres that were

utilized in the study were pfesented. The perceptiohs of school

district superintendents throughout California were collected through a

mailed guestionnaire. 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 surveylﬁere presented. The
means and standard deviations for the fesponées on the preference for
the five finance plans listed and the t-test for signifiéanée of group
means results that were used to analyze these data were reported. Chi

square values of the responses on the survey toward the five 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 cother 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 aﬂy significant

preferences for the suggested finahcial-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 sug-.

gested plans with all of the other plans. The 0.05 level of statistical

significance was used for these data.

* The Chi Squave test was used for the remaining ﬁhirty hypotheses

- since the small range of rasponses available to the respondents resulted

in nominal rathér 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 éxpected-onﬂthe basis'of-a hypothetical-diétribution.' If a marked

differen&e'exists between the observéd'ffeqﬁencies in eadh category and
the frequeﬁéies éxpectedjin each'catééory.onjthe basis of chance or a
previdusly established distribution; thén the Chi Sguare test wili yield
a numerical value lérge-enough to be.interpreted as statistically sig-

nificant.163 “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. . o
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Hypothesis 1.

 Superintendents in California showed no significant preference for
any one of the five finance 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 éreférablé than all of the other plans.

The aata in Table 4.3 reveal that there is one plan that superiq—
tendenﬁs seem to prefer-more than any of the othgr plans. This plan,
Full State Fuﬁding{ had thé lowest mean for the respdnseslwhich |
indicates the highest level of preference. When the t-test was appiied
to determine the statistical significance,'significant differences were
notgd between Full State Funding; énd Consolidation, Removal of the

Commercial and Industrial Tax Base, and Vouchers at the 0.05 lewvel.

However, when Full State Funding was compared with Power Equalizing, a

significant difference was not obsarved. These data suggest that Fall

- State Funding and Power Equalizing are much more acceptable to the

superintendents than any of the other three suggested plans. The

meaning of these preféreﬂcés and the implications that they way have,
will be.handled in the ‘discussion following the‘remaini#g thirty
hypotheses; This summary statement will allow for a more meaningful
discussion since the remaining hy?otheses are concerned with the prefer;

ences as they relate to.the'demogfaphic variables of the districts .-

served by the respondents and relationships can be more clearly defined.

Hypothesis Z.

There is no significdant difference in the preference of superin-
tendents from elementary, secondary and unified school districts toward

~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 1ike1§ be attributed to
the fact that whether they serve an elementary, secondary or ﬁnified
school district, supefintendénts.geﬁerally are suppértive 6f a flan fhat
will provide a more equitable plan statewide for financing education;
those whorwould be adversely éffected appear to be evenly distributed
among ali three levels of organization. As can be'seen in Table 4.5,
there would appear to be more secondary énd unified superintendents
rejecting this plan than superintendents at the elementary level. The

reasons for this will be explored more fully as the other demeographic

-variables in relationship to Full State Funding are reported.

Hypothesis 3.

There is no significant difference in the preference of superin-
tendents from elementary, -secondary, and unified school districts toward .
Consolidation. ‘ ' -

The Chi Square score of 2.87 reported in Table 4.5 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-ﬁith elementary superintendernits.

' This may berbecéuSe secondary superintendents feel that they would 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 Sﬁuareé baéed on the ;evel‘of'oxganization, it isistili not
significant and fhe null hypofhesis must be accepted.

Thé percentages illustrating the acceptance of lack of aéceptance
of the plan for RemoVai of,the.Commercial and Industrial Tax Base
reéorted in Table 4.5 show a discreﬁancy between the e1Ementary-and:

sécondary 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

~ should also be noted. The-Strdng'éupport of secondary superintendents
for this plan when compared to the other twq'groups may be because

sécohdéry diétficts 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 geing to. deprive them of this high

level of support.

Hypothesis 5.

There is no significant difference in thé_preference of superin-
tendents from elementary, secondary, and unified school districts toward

Power Egqualizing.

The Chi. Square score of 3.78 is not significant and the null
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hypothesis must be accepted.

f The_greatest'discrepaﬁcy is observed in the strong support of Poﬁe;
Equalizing by the secondary respondents, This group would probably
benéfit the most from a plan that would levél off the.amount of state
suppért but would allow disfricts to go befond this level if the voters
will support it. Secondary districts have not_h&d to go to the voters
as often as elementary and unified districté haﬁe since the advent of
5.B. %0, and wduld:be more.likely.to.géin sﬁppdrt if ﬁhéy did than would

the other two groups.

Hypothesis 6.

There is no significant difference in the preference of superin-.
tendents from elementary, secondary, and unlfled 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 Ehéitﬁiee groups feel more strongly, even

. thongh 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.supefintendents_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 préférence of superin-
tendents from residential tax based districts and commerc1al/1ndustr1al
tax. based dlstricts toward Full State Fundlng.
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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 Sguare 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 supportrmayjhave béen'becéuse
districts that are mainly supported by residential property taxes have

a great amount tqlgain fr&m a finance plan that.wopld'level off assessed
valﬁation and provide a statewide tax rate and lével of support. This

would not be true df 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 diffefence in the preference 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 signifidant. The null hypothesis

must be accepted.
The amount of difference. in the responses of the residential tax
base district superintendents and the commercial/industriél tax base

superintendents is less than five‘percent. This difference is so

" minimal that it would not be worthwhile to speculate on its cause.

L

Hypothesis 9.

There 18 no gignificant difference in the preference of superin-
gr
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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 Sguare score of 3.15 for the responses by the two groups
representing the basic source of local revenue is not sgignificant 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 thét.even'thqugh 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 sufprising 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 significént difference in the preference of superin-
tendents from residential tax based districts and commercial/industrial =
tax based districts toward Power Equalizing.

A Chi ngare of 5.15 was not'significant at the 0.05 level, theré—r
fore, the null h&potheSis must be aécepted;

The Chi Sguare 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 levei 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

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. | |

Az with all of the'other groups reported, these two groups also
both strongiy oppose the plan for Vouchers, A look at the percentgges
for the responses reported in Taﬁie 4.7 shéws that fhe response to.this
plan is siightly stronger by thé commercial/ihdustria;_g;oup than by the
residential group.. Some residential superinténdents.may feel tha£ |
Vouchers may be the answer to grcwing-cémmunity preﬂsuresé.and.cﬁuld
have resulted in £he'small-difference between'therresponses of the.two

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.

The 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 accéeptable, 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 number of urban superintendents
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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 ih 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, 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 raesponses of theithrée groups toward this plaﬁ_were groupedr
fairly close £cgetﬁer considéring the differeﬁces in ﬁhe ﬁumber.of
reépondents for each group (ﬁrban~*.7, suburban - 34, and'rurai - 51).
They all opposed thé'plan 5y ah almos£ 2“; l“ﬁargiﬁ. Itican only be

assﬁméd that there are factors in all three spcietal areas that

. generally make this plan unacceptable to superintendents.

Hypothesis 14,

 There is no significant difference in the preference ‘of superin-
tendents from urban, suburban, and rural school digtricts toward
Removal of the Commerecial 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 .on this plan than might be expected because 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 greatiy 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,

There is no significant difference in the preference of superin-
tendents from urban, suburban, and rural schocl districts toward Power
Equalizing. E ‘

. 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.

.ragain,-the percentages_of thé"responses as reﬁorted in Table.4.9
show that all of the urban superintendents find this plan acceptable to
them.  The reascn,.similar io_that for Full State Eunding, would be
because it would result in a leveling approach, which would be more
equitable for these large inner-qity 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 fearéd removal alsc 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 would be by the upper-middle class parents in

suburban communities who place such a high value on a quality program.

Hypothesis 1l6.

There is no significant difference in the preference of superin-
tendents from urban, suburban, and rural school districts toward )
Vouchers. :

The Chi Sqguare of 13.08 obtained for the responses hy urban, sub-
ﬁrban, 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 pfeférehce 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 significant scorsz were the

- number. of responses- expressing moderate acceptance by suburban superin-

tendents, and the higher number of responses showing mostly uhacceptable
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

rarents' 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 plan. The strong lack of support for

‘Vouchers expressed by urban superintendents may be because 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 0.0l level. The null hypothesis must be rejected

since there was a significant difference obsexved in the preference of

- these four groups of superintendents toward Full State Funding.

The responses that were most attributable to the significant Chi

Square score were (1) 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 distriéts. The total

support given to the plan for Full State Fuinding 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 adequaté but,more thaq adequate
funds for their p;ogramé merely becausé.of a chance location of com-
mercial or iﬁdustrial property.which provides a high level of assessed
valuation or a public that is williﬁg or more able tb support 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.Fundingxas described én the questionnaire.would

do. this. The reverse oflthis; 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, and it is not too surprising-to see

superintendents reacting to the plan for Full State Funding as an un-

acceptable plan,

Hypothesis 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 toward 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 unacceptability. The high wealth, low

tax grcup_héd 6ne superintendeﬁt spppq;tipg_it,fog_e?ery.two that found
it unacceptable. The two high tax groupé hadjonly one out of every three
superintendents supporting this plan. ‘It is interesting to note‘that thg
lack of_subpoft of this plan is based more on téx rafe than it is on
wealth. Those districfé with the 1oweét tax rates have more support

for the plén than thosé-with'the higher tax rates. This is difficult

to understandrsincé consclidation 6f.districts usually results in a
higher'tax réte. Perhapsz these superintendents feei that the tax rate
under which they are now operating is not.sufficient and this plan

would force their .constituents 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.

The responses toward this plan resulted ip a Chi Square of 8.39
which is'ndt significant. The null hypothesis must be accepted,

An inspection of the fesponses by these four wealth groups tOWard
the plan for ﬂ:emoval" shows a general'accéptance 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 two 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 Suppqrtiﬁg this plan probably have their high wealth balanced
by hi§£ e#penséé_éﬁd-seé ﬁﬁre value-in_reﬁoving this source of'ﬁaxeé.
Low wealth districts'strong support'of this plan, especially those with
low taxes, is expected, since this would offer them an opportunity with

some form of parity with the wealihier districts.

Hypothesis 20,

There is no significant difference in the preference of superin-
tendents from districts having high and low wealth and high and low
tax ratesg toward Power Egualizing,

The Chi Square of 14.97 cobtained through the responses of these
four groups- toward this plan, although very high, was not significant.
The null hypothesis mnst'be'accepted.

' The'overalllacceptanCe of this plan by all superintendents was on
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a two for one ratio. This high ratio was attainéd mostly through the
respotises of the two low wealth-gtoups who ‘favored this plan by almost

a three to one ﬁargin. A pian 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 likea the equalizing aspebt, but from past record are
assured ﬁhat they éan keep £heir high leﬁel of suﬁport by gbing to the
voters for additional fﬁnds. However, the reverse.is_true with the high
wealth, low fax rate group; they lose their high assessed valuation and
know from pasﬁ experience that voters wiil more than likely not grant
them increased‘funds. This is reflected in a bare majority of these

superintendents favoring this otherwise popular plan.:

Hypothesis 21.

There is no significént difference in the preference of superin-
tendents from districts having high and low wealth and high and low tax
rates toward Vouchers. '

The Chi Square of 6.85 which was attained from the responses of
these_gfoﬁps towara this élan was not significant. The null hypothésis
must‘be acdeptéd. |

This plan was rejected by the éuperintendents th responded by
better than a five to one margin. This high level of rejéction‘was
brought about in thelwealth'groups by the two low tax rate groups who .
had ten superintendents finding vouchers uﬁacceptable 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 over three to cne. This may be because low tax rate

districts frequently have attained_this status through lack of voter
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support, and superintendents of these districts see this as just one

more opportunity for parents to reject the program of the district.

High tax rate districts from past experience of voter support, do not

have as universal a fear of disapproval from their communities.

Hypothesgis 22.

There is no significant difference in the preference of superin-
tendents from basic aid districts and foundation plan districts toward
Mull State Funding.

The ;esponées by these two groubs of Quperintendents toward this
plan resulted in a Chi Square.of 1.61...This.was not significant; the
hull hypothesis must be accepted.

 Fifty-five peﬁcent of thé'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

Punding. There was less than one percent difference between the two
state aid groups in their support of this plan, and;_the;eque,;no B

conclusions regarding any differences are possible.

Hypothesis 23.

There is nd significant difference in the preference of superin-
tendents from basic aid and foundation plan districts toward Consoli-

" dation. '

A Chi Square of 0.68 was 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 generaliy 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 foundation 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 feeliﬁg_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.

Hypothasis 24.

There 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 suﬁerintendents 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 twa group's responses to be less than two

‘pexrcent.

There is no significant difference in the preference of supefin—
tendents from basic aid and foundation plan districts toward Power

Equalizing.

The Chi Square score of B8.76 as reported in Table 4.16 was signifi-

- cant; the null hypothesis must be rejected.

This sigﬁificant score was accounted fof-by the high number of
"unacceptable” responses to this plan by sﬁperintendents 6f 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 ig

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 bé
taken away from them and be equally distributed throughoﬁt,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 iﬁadequate to make up the difference and fhey are -
ffequently unéble fq gain any high degree of additional éupport from the
iocal level. This differénce is strongly supported by the figures
reported in Table 4.15 which show a high level of support by the
fouﬁdation plan group} and just-a bare level of support by the basic

aid grdup.

Hypothesis 26.

There is no significant difference in the preference of superin-

Responses by superihtendehts.in the two state aid groups resulted

-in a Chi Sguare of 1.26. This score was too low to be significant and

the null hypcthesis must be accepted,

The lack of acceptability of this plan by all superintendents is

" also shown by the two state aid groups when taken separately which is

reported in Taﬁle 4.15, However, the basic aid districts seem to haﬁe
less acceptance of this plan among.thei: group than does the foundation
plan group. It may be that more of the foundation plan superintendents
find this generally uhécdéptable plan as a hope of salvation for them
from their financially hopelessrplight, 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 toward 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‘écceptability of this plan by.all sﬁperintendgnts
is represented from a high of 79 pexcent of the 1,000r3,999_gr0ﬁp giving
support to-a loﬁ of 50 percent support by the suéerintendents of thg

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~-9,992 A.D.A, This high level of support for this plan and minimal

rejection of it by thesefthreg 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

iﬁ assessed valuation, and they see the advantages'gaiﬁéd from this plan,
especially with a statewide property tax as part'of it, aé far cutweighing
the disadvantages. The very small districts, 100-499 A.D.A. were not as
étrqngly supportive of this plan. They may fear that alo#g with the in-
creased state level of funding would come more state controls énd these
districts deeply cherish their local autonomy. The two larger district
érouéé contain enough large suburban areas to result in less support

for a plan that would seriounsly threaten the prqgfams that they have

spent so many'years in buiidipé, and gaining the support of the parents

nd taxpavers.
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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 gfoups toward this plan was the lowest score for all of the five
plans. The null hypothesis must be accgpted.

A study of the responses of these groups toward Consolidation’
reported in Table 4.18_again shows a range of responses that resulted
in the general lack of acceptance of ﬁhis plan., This leﬁel of

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.

- Hypothesis 29.

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.

The responses cf the superintendents from different sized districts
on the plan for Removal ¢f the Commercial and Industrial Tax Base

resulted in a Chi Square of 30.07, which is a significant 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 fhe responseé that accounted for sixtyé_
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 éxpected numbexr
of responses of highly.acceptable and é higher than expected number of
responses of totally unacceptable; the'l,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 highexr .

- 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
uﬁacceptable responses. It would be difficult to state the reason for

each of these paxticular 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 diétricts who, althqﬁgh
they generally supported thié'plan were_bélow expectations for high
acceptance and ébove expectations for totally unacceptable.

This may have been caused, as was mentioned earlier, by the fact

that some small rural districts that receive & large amount of their

asseased valuations from public utilities and natural resources would

be greatly affected if these sources of revenue were removed.

L
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' HypothesisVBO.

" There is no significant difference in the preference of superin-
tendents from different size schogl districts toward Power Equalizing.,

The Chi Square of 15.98 which resulted from the responses of the
different gsize groups to Poﬁer Equalizinglwas not significant. The nﬁll
hypothesié must be accepted,

The number of respoﬁses in Table 4.18 reflect the aimost two to
one margiﬁ of sﬁpport for this'plan.'.Théy élso show that except fdr_the
four respondenté representing the lafgest‘districté; the responses
Ashowing acceptance increased as the size of the district increased. B&s

districts grow in size 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 alse, if a district

wants a better program, it allows the taxpayers to vote additional funds

to provide it. Thus, as the size of the district incréases more super-
intendents see the value to their districts of one or the other or both

A

of these aspects of Power Equalizing.

'Hypothesié 31,

There is no significant difference in the preference of superin*

“tendents from different size school districts toward Vouchers,

The Chi Square of 12.79 reported on the responées toward Vouchers
in Table 4.19% was not significaht.-:Therefdre, the null hypothesis must
he accepted.

ngr seventy-£five percent of all of the superintendents rejected
Vduchers as'being an acceptablé finance plan. There was no one sizé
group that rejected the plén by léss fhan seventy percent, and_the

500-999 A.D.A. group did not have even one respondent who found the
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plan acceptable to any degree. Therefore, it can be safety stated that
this rejection cannot have baen 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 democgraphic
variab;es of their districts. These were analyzed with.the Chi Square

test. Only four of the null hypotheses were rejected because the Chi

Sguare score was significant at the 0.05 level., There are two inter-

estihg things to note about the four rejected'hypothesis. First,

there was never more than one rejected hypothesis in each set of five

v

hypothesis for a dempgraphic 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 pian-for Consolidation

did net result in even one significant Chi Square score. This illus-

‘trates the wide range of feelingé regarding these finance plans, and

points ﬁp that there is very'littie reiationship between the demographic
variables that make up a district and the manner in which a superin-
tendent Will'reéct to é survey on his acceptance or lack of acceptance
of a certain plan-for finanéing public education in California.

Mo 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~-
formation would have been valuable and might have been helpful in

explaining the acceptance or rejection of the last thirty hypotheses.

. However, with the nominal data provided by the survey, no statistical

test that would be meaningful could be applied, and anything else would



i b e s

L

122
be pure conjecture. A recommendation is made for this type of study at
the conclusion of'this‘dhapter.

.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 offéred.' The results

of this response were presented in Table 4.21 in the preceding chapter.

‘No statistical ana;ysis-was made on the data since it would have been

meaningless aue to the intermixing of the criterion variables.:

Alfhough no signifiqant conclusions can be reached from these data
dué to the lack of any statistical analyéis,“some observations can be
made regarding what the data may imply.

| Thé mostlpoéular combination, that of Full State Funding and Power
Equaiiéing, probably should not haﬁe been offered on the survey bhecause
the'cambination as the.plans=y¢re'presented-on'the suivey is not pos-

sible. Full State Funding is based on funding by a statewide propetty

- tax vhich is generally conceived as being the same amount throughout the

state. Power Equalizing is based on funding such that districts are
equaliéed with respect to tax potential, Perhaps what this group
favored was the best of thése two plans amalgamated into‘aisinglé plan.
Since the respondents rep£esented-district5 with.varying dempgraphic
characteristics, it is:likely that the thiﬁgs they ‘favored in eﬁch 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‘
Commercial and:Indusﬁrial Tax Base. If Removal were.implemented by " -

itself, then it is possible that there would be little or no need for
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Power Equalizing, and the funds could be distributed similarly to the
way they would have been under either the Full State Funding or Power

Equalizing plan. The next most popular choiée, putting Consclidation

~in with Full State Funding and Power Equalizing, had the most support

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

amount‘bfﬂsupport 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 Equalizihg 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 combinationg containing Vouchers could be ex-

plained by two possible reasons, either (1) they dc not fecl that Vouchers

" can be combined with any of the cther plans in a succéssful finance plan,

or {2) and this is the more likely explanation, as stated eariier, there
is a general lack of'acceptance of this plan by educators for the reasons
that were presented.

The survey alsQ.gave the superintendents the opportunity to

- propose  their own combination of plans that were most acéeptable 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 supérintendent's responses and the demographic

variables that characterized the districts served by the respondehts

reveal that:

(1) The responses showing the level of acceptability of the five

(2)

{3}

(4}

(5}

finance Plans suggested by Judge Jefferson showed Full State
Fundiﬁg to be the most preferred plan. The next most acceptable
Plan was_Powér'Equalizing followed by the.plan for Removal of thg
Commercial and Industrial Tax Base. The plans for Consolidatién
and Vouchers had means for the resbonses'which showed both of
them to ﬁe unacceptéble finarce plans to most of the supetin—
tendents. | |

The preference by the superintendents for.Full State Funding,

Power Bqualizing and Removal of the Commercial and Industrial

- Tax Base was not found to be significantly different from each

of the'oﬁher plans. However, the rejection of Consolidation and
Vouchers was significantly different in both caSQS'from the
responses ¢f each of the other fqur plans,

Superintendents from suburban districts seemed to find the plan
for Vouchers more acceptable than did rural and urban supérin—
tendents.

Superinteﬁdents from the poorest districts in terms of assessed
valuation and téx rate seemed to prefer Full State Funding more
than superintendents from the richest districts.
Superintendents from foundation plan districts seemed to

have a higher level of préferencé for Power Egualizing than

did the superintendents from the basic aid districts.
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(6)

(7)

(8)

(9

(16}

(11)

(12)
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Excep£ for the smallest distrxicts, superintendents serving
districts under 10,000 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.
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 o:ganization.
Superihtendenté'servigg districts whose main sourcé of local
reﬁehue was from residential property seemed to prefer/reject
each of the five plans at a similar level as superintendents
sexrving commercial and/or industrial tax supported districts.
Superintendents' lack of accepfance for the plan for Consolidation
seemed to be general among'all of the superintendénts neo matter
what the demographic variables of their districts were,

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 Commercial and Industrial Tax Base or Consolidation,

Combinations of the demogréphicrvariables, which was not
included in.this study, may provide additional insight into
the reasons for the fesponses‘attained.

Other factocrs not as easy to identify as the dempgraphic'vari-

ables may also have had an effect on the choice of responses.

"
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IMPLICATIONS FOR PRACTICE AND FOR

FUTURE RESEARCH~

The data presented in this study suggest that the reactions of
diStrict superintendents in.the S5tate of California toward the five
financing plans that were mentioned by Judge Jefferson as meeting the
requirements of.the California Constitution are vaxied. Since this
study is concerned with the feelings pf superintendents in California
towards the finance plans suggested by Judge Jefferson, it Would appear
fhat the‘data.contained in this study would be Véluable for members of

the State Legislature to consider when they are looking at ways of

'meetiné the.constitﬁtional.requireménts handed down by Jnge 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 finaneing education in

California is rapidly ap?roachi;g chaos. As was mentioned by Judge -

Jefferson, £.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 Califcrnié's school districté face bankruptcy.  The in-
cieasing militancy of teaéhefs' organiéations and collective bargaining
can only hasten this inevitable result., - So, whether the courts demand
it or not, the State of California, as well as tﬁe majority of states

across the nation must restructure the present method of finaﬁbing

public education which is based mainly on a regressive 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 1egislation,
additional years gndér S.B..90, the passing or failure of revenue in;
crease elections,-o; changes in their demographic characteristics have
resulted in a significant change in their perceptions, (5) a new survey
on the plans with a wideﬁ range of choices for each plan be conducteﬂ,

so that the differences in the respoﬁses will provide a wide enough span
forallow a more powerful atatistical approach than was used in tﬁis study,
and {6) the relatioﬁsﬂips'among the combination of;deﬁpgraphic vériables
thaﬁ make up a district and the responses of the superinteﬁdents be

examined.
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APPENDIX

Other Combinations Suggested

The opportunity to propose their own combination was chosen by ohly

ten supérintehdents. The only combination that received any amount of

.consensus was that of full state funding and removal of the commercial and

industrial tax base. .This is a reasonable combination since the twolwith
some modification could be combined into a workable plan. The femo#al plan
could be used as the means for eﬁualizing tﬁe tax base, and £he full state
funding could be used to complete the egualizing and provide an equitable

dispursement of the funds from the state level,

Other Suggeéted Finance Plans

Six financing plans were suggested'by the six superihtendents who

-availed themselves of the opportunity to respond te this suggestion. The

one'suggesting working on 5. B. 90 should remember that Judge Jefferson

‘declared that not only did S. B. 90 and A. B. 1267 not meet the Sérrano

requirementé, but alsg,_they made the disparity between-districts even
greater. BAlso, S. B. 90 is basically a tax redu;tion measure, and not an
equalization measure. Those that suggested increasing the foundation pro-
gram did not give any suggestions as tp‘th this would be funded and héw

the diSparities would be reduced or eliminated, perhaps power equalizing

‘would partially answer their'problems. The superintendent suggesting that

the governing beard be the body allowed to increase the tax rate beyond the

power equalized rate would probably find a large amount 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

i34
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questions as: (l) what percentage of the assessed valuation in the state
comes from natural rescurces, (2) what things should be identified as natural
resourcés,.and (3) woﬁld this in.faét fealif equaliéé the_£éx-basé, or still
allow the disparities that exist in such communities as industrial-rich

Emoryville, and only remove those that exist in some of the remote rural

communities rich in the natural resources of oil, lumber, utility instal-

lations and fhe 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,lthe questions that arise from thig
suggestion-are: (1) how would this bé funded; (2) how wquld it provide the
equality required; and (3) is it fair for the local property taxpayefs to

have to maintain even this high a percentage of the support of local public

‘education.

-Concerng Expresged on the Questionnaire

- Although no place was provided on the questionﬁaire; some of the

respondents felt the need to eXpress SOmE CONCEYns 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 dizglike 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 thérefore it is
necessary for the small schools formula to. be increased. A unified éuperin-
tendent whoge district is over.70\percent within national forests feels that
remofal of‘funding from this source would seriously hamper their educational
program, because they are sparsely populated, the enrollment is about €50
students, and they have a high cost per a.d.a. He statés that any finance plan

must congsider other factors such as sparsity of population, size of schools,



T S

: inté some of the factors that may be_causing these concerns,

136
costs of operation and transportation as well as the egqualization of the
amount of funding per a.d.a. His district is on basic aid.

No concerns were zstated by the secondary superintendents but three

' elementary supefintendents 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_dontrol} 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. BAn elementary superintendent from
a small, 450 a.d.a., wealthy, rural district feels that the suggested plans
are too drastié.a change, and that £hey remove local control and lack -
flexibility.- He feels that there is a strong need for flexible funding.

The demographic variables that make up the distri¢ts served by the

superintendents expressing these concerns was inserted to give some insight
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QUESTIONNAIRE

Directions: Please circle the number of the response that in your opinion
describes your feelings toward thé finance plans as suggested in the Jaffer-
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 Moderately Mostly Totally Unable to

Acceptable Acceptable "Unacceptable Unacceptable -  Respond
T 2 3 4 .5

2.  Consclidation - 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 . - Moderately ' Mostly Totally Unable to

Acceptable Acceptable Unacceptable Unacceptable Respoﬁd
1 2 : 3 : 4 o 5

3. Removal of Commercial and Industrial Tax Base - this plan would retain all
of the present school district boundaries, but would xemove all commercial
and industrial property from local tax rolls for school purposes. Such
property will be taxes from the state level. Revenues will be equalized.

"~ Highly : - Moderately = Mostly — - Totally - — -Unable te —

Acceptable - Acceptable _Unacceptable Unacceptable Respond
1 | o2 o 3 ) 4 : 5

4. Power Equaliéing - 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 great deal of money on schools or only a small amount.

Highly g Moderately Mostly Totally Unable to

Acceptable - -Acceptable iInacceptable Unacceptable Respond
1 2 3 4 5

5. vouchers ~ this plan gives 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 in the educational program
of the parent's choice. ' , ‘ : ‘

Highly  Moderately Mostly Totally Unable to
-Acceptable Acceptable Unacceptabl Unacceptable A' Respond

1 | 2 3 4 5
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