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ABSTRACT

The purposes of this paper are to discuss the legal,
economic and other implications of a 1971 landmark court ruling from
a Black perspective; to advocate a position to which Black educators
and others concerned with equity in educational opportunities of
Black children might react; and to outline further needed research
that ought to be undertaken in order to obtain better knowledge of
the empirical bases for future positions on these and related issues.
The California Supreme Court in Serrano v Priest declared wealth and
expenditure disparities that favor the wealthy in violation of the
equal protection provision of the U.S. and California constitutions.
Legislatures have proposed a number of ways to satisfy the implied
mandate and eventually attain quality of expenditures. This paper
concludes that more equality of expenditures may vell result in less
equity of expenditures for Black children. Quality education for
Black children cannot be bought in a system designed for white
culture with equal dollars. One position advocated is that relevant
educators demand equal funding for a Black perspective on all major
research that threatened to have a major impact on the Black
community. (Author/JH)
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ABSTRACT

The California Supreme Céurt in Serrano v Priest declared wealth and expen-
diture disparities that favor the wealthy_in.violation of the equal protection
provisions of the U.S. and California cinstitutions. Legislatures have proposcd a
number of ways to satisfy the implied mandate and eventually attain equality of
expendltures. This paper lo;ks at simulations of two such proposals and concludes
that more equality of expenditur;s may well result in less equity of expenditures
for Black children. .

Thls paradox arises out of the fact that most Black children a}e in large
cltles, and the industrial wealth of these places them typically above the median
In wealth and expenditures, though usually not by much. Wealth and expenditure
equallzation alone would tend to cause funds to flow out ;f the above-median cities
Into the below median places.

Equality connotes evenness. EqLity connotes fairness. The value judgement
Implied in the latter concept will ultimately be made by whumever emerges, Qictorié
ous-from the current debate over whether Black children should recé[ve.nore tﬂan
equal resources (or whether they are inferior geﬁetically).

Quality education for Black children cannot behbought in a system designed for,
and biassed toward, white culture with equal dollars. Not for a host of reasas.
Educators concerned with Black children are impugned?gake positions based on the
best interpretations of available data, and to press for the development of new
knowledge to determine the validity of these positions.

One position advocated is that relevant edsators dezand equal funding for
a Black perspective on all major research that threatent to have a ma jor impact on

the Black community. cte g i ds 3ssonas
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i. PURPOSE : ) . -

The purposes of this paper are three In number: to discuss the
Vegal, economic and other implications of a 1971 landmark court ruyl-
ing* from a Black perspective; to advocate a poslition, based on an
Interpretation of currently available data, to which Black educatcrs
and others concerncd with equlity in educational opportunities of
Black cﬁildrcn migh£ react, and to outline further n2eded re;earch
that ought to be undertaken in order to obtain b;tter knowledge of‘
the empirical bases for future positlons on these and related issues.

" Sectlons,,Il, 111 and IV below, deal with the first purpose;

sectlon V with method; section VI with the second purpose and sec-

tion VIl with the third.

-~

i, LEGAL ISSUES ~ ' o

In October, 1971, the California Supremc Court called up a
case from a lower court which involved the question whether the
Inequitable amounts spent on school chlildren in rich and poor dis-

tricts can be considered a violation of both the Fourteenth Amend-

.ment of the United States Constitution and equivalent provisions

6f the State Constltution of California which guarantee equal pro-
tectlon of the Laws.2
‘John Serrano, the plaintiff, brought the suit on behalf of all
chlildren who, like his own, were unagle to obtain an adequate edﬁ-
catlon without° moving from one dfstrict to anmother, because the
former dad substantially lcss.wcaith w}thin its district boundaries
subject to the education tax rate. The pri;cipal in the poor school

district told Serrano bluntly that the district was simply incapable

! . O




of providing the kind ,of educational program.nce&éd by his children,
and advised him to move across the district bounhary to a neighbor-
Ing district which had more property wealth.per pupil.

These circumstances were familiar to a growing group of school
finance reform advocates who, upon hearing of Ser.-ano's plight, com-
mitted the time and energy necessary -to produc? a class action suit

which Is known in law as Serrano vs. Priest.

The primary issue raised by Serrano vs. Priest Is the inequity

and unconstitutionality of interdistrict.wealth and expenditure dis-
parlties. 'ln the words of the California Supreme Court, the pre-
valling model of school finance '"with its substantial dependence on
local property taxes and resultant wide-disparitig; in schoo} revenues
violates the equal protection clause ;f }he Fourteenth Amendment ...
because it makes the quality of a ;hild‘s education a function of the
wealth of his parents and neighb?rs." 3 5
-+ The Fourteenth Amendment of the U. S. Constitution, and equi-
va{eqt languagg found+in the California étaté Constitution, requires
that the State provide equal protection of the laws to all ITts citi-
zens, and prohibits the State from depriving any citizen or class
of any of the rights accorded other citizens. "Fundamental.rights"
are those found in the Bill of R{ghés, such as the right to vote,
the right to a fair and speedy trial, etc.
When a fundamental right is involved, the State may deprive a
cltizen of the right only insofar as it has a "compelling state
reason' of a gravity equal to that of national security at the feder-

al level,




The court is obliged to apply standards of "strict scrutiny"
when reviewing the violation of a fundamer al right, which 1s to
say that 1t places the burden of proof on the Sta}c to show that.
vlolation of a right 1s necessary by virtue of some such compelling
State reason.

Hencc; in order_to gencrally require that the State remove
disparlties in wealth and expenditures, the California Supreme Court
. was. , In effect, suggesting that educatlon is to be classified anong
those fundamental rights that the State may not vi;latc.

IA a sister suit of Serrano's appéaled from the Federal District
Court In Texas;h the issue of ghc inequity of wealth disparity and
the prercquisite issue of education as a fundgmental right were
brought before the U. S. Supreme Court. }he majority ruled,'by a
5-4 vote, that education ig not a fundamental right at the federal
level, but that each state retains the option to interpret language
in 1ts own State Constitution to that effect, or to adopt new con-
stitutional language embody.ng the concept, if it felt the wealth
disparities in;its State are of sufficient size to warrant a plebi-
sclte on the issue.

Thls posture of the U, S..Suprcme Court was viewed as a set-
back by the lawyers for the plaintiff when compared with the pre-
vlous language on this issue laid down by the Warrem Court in

5

. Brown vs. Board of Education,” which the California Court liberally

Interpreted as implying, by virtue of its inherent logic, that edu-

catlon could be considered a fundamentai right,




Interstate Wealth Meutrality .

It Is iInteresting to speculate further on the broader impli-
catlons of the close vote in Rodriguez. .Had the majority upheld
Rodriquez and hence, Serrano, the court micht have concluded, among
other things, theat w?alth equalization must be accomplished not
only within States, but for the Nation as a whole, and that Fongress
must see to It thét a nationwide program is Wegislated to that effect.

A superficial knowledge of the empirical data would secem to
suggest that sych a decision would leave the poor and minorities,
(e;pecial!y the Blacks who are so numerous in the low wealth south-
ern states), better off. But fﬁrthe; reflection reminds us that ,
Blacks have been steadily moving no}thward and to the cities foi
some timc and that industry and Whites are on a net reverse trend
southward and to the suburbs. 1In the final analysis, as we shall
see in section VI below, it is the empirical data.which must guide

us to our conclusions regarding who will win and lose as a result

of a broad appiication of the principle of wealth neutrality.

Puﬂlic Finance and the Quality of Lif;

.As a last speculation, If education had been declared a funda-
mental right—;protected from the inequity of wealth disparities--it
could well have been the entering wedge for a raft of other cases

deslgned to extend the equity principle to other public services,

such as public sanitation and the protective services, most of -

which are also financed by the same type of mechanism. The impli-

catlons .of this fact for the enhancement of the quality of life in

Q o |
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the city are practically unfathomable. {t wou}d,’among other
things, serve to sweep away the primary sobfc; of ' the attraction
for the suburban flight of Whites that Is, In turn, creating the
problem of de facto segregation in tﬁe s;hools. it would also help
to remove the prime attraction for the flight of footloose indus-

tries to those same suburbs and to the South which is, in turn, con- -

tributing to problem<. of urban. unemployment,

Some Implications for Black Education

_ But we have stréyed a great distance >m our inftial concern
with implications of issues of equity, arisiﬂg from the court's
ruling in Serrano, for Black edJ;ation. These i;égbs arisc as much
from what the court did not say as frdﬁ Qhaf}it d{d. 1) Note that
the court is addressing itself t;.&ispar{ties in wealth and expendi-
tures among districts and not to what the districts do with the

revenues to provide equity in educational opportunities among

Ehlldrcn from different schools or communities; 2) The cause of
actién has to éo only with equity on the input side of the edu-
cation process, i.e., school expenditures, with no parallel regard
for the equity with regard to outcomes, despite the recent liter-

aturc defining the latter as truc'"equal{zat{On of education oppor-

tunity;" 3) The court said nothing about the structure of governance
of the school system, i.e., who should make the decisions regarding
how the money is allocated once it Is apportioned to a district;

k) The court placed the emphasis of its remarks on the issue of

'exPenditurc disparitics caused by disparities in wealth, althgugh
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the recal value of the educational dollar is a}so'é function of
inequities in cducational costs, educational need; the costs of
other government services and in general, overall effort required
to p{;ducc equal quality of 2ducational and othe:- public services
In varlous settingé. K .
The crux of the legal issuec for Black chijdren therefore, re-

volves about whether host Black childyen are within the plaintiff

class of Serrano vs. Priest, i.e., whether they are among the "wealth

disadvantaged." There is no a priori reason for believing that
most Blacks do or do.not belong to this class. To the extent they
do, Blacks should join the ;ffort to educate the courts and the
leglslatures in the movement for wealth equaluzation- to the extent
that they do not, Blacks should study thc potential impact on the
avallability of education resources for Dlack education that legis-
lative responses to Serrano imply, To the ;ﬁtent that some Black
people arec wealth disadvantaged and some ‘are not,-fhe‘appropriate
';esp0nses to the difforent liaisons that are bullding in practically
every'Statc mu;t be considered and the empirical evidence collected
and analyzed justly,
Whether we like: it or-not, alliances will be struck. mln a
political miligu characterized b{ countervailing power, those who
} .

‘fall to participate in the process arc the only certain losers.,

t1l, THE ECONOMIC ISSUE

Before we look at the empirical data on whether most Black
people arc among ihe plalntiff class in Serrano, .i.e., that they

: S 10




are victims of wcalth.incqu!tics and as a result, lInequities in
terms of expenditures, we ought to take a look at what significance
thls matter has for current thinking on the economics of education.
The llterature abounds with definitions of equality of educa-~
tlional opportunity, 6 All would agree, moreover, that a system
which provides more io the privileged than to the disadvantaged is
untenable. The problem arises in attempting a.definltion.of thé

Udisadvantaged.' {In particular, there is the'problcm that not all

who are wealth disadvantaged are disadvéptaged in other respects;

and vice vérsa.

Some economic location theorists even go so far as to deny

7

Ehe existence of  the concept of wealth Jisadvaqtégb per se,
perfect mogiliﬁy, the§ argue, people ﬁfl] lacate nearest the kin@
of wealth that most enhances their total.opportunity set. Thus,

income-rich people will tend to locate resiacntially in property-

rlch areas in order to avoid the externalities of. industrial areas,

;nd are willing and ahlc.to support a sgéerior school system with
the éépitalizc& value of their homes. lncnme;poor people could con-
ceivably move into these areas at some sacrificc,.hut would pro-
bably prefer, Lo economize an public service costs by locating near
Industrial property wealth, the 6resencc of which they hope will
tend to reduce their tax bill and to offer them employment,
Commerical property tends to locate whqrcver the ;esidents of

'

residential or industrial enclaves congolmerate.

The benefits of the superior educational system in.rich resi-

dentlal arcas are, thercfore, offset by the high cost of housing to

. ' S . 1ti
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{ts residents. The benefits of the lowered tax rate in industrial
areas s offset by such externalities as noise and pollution. f
mobile, either resident could locate next to the other if he chose,
but his net incentivec probably would cause him to choose otherwise.
According to this view, any proposal which purports to elimin-
ate wealth inequities Is simply imposing costs in addition to these
cep!tal!zed home va)des and iﬁdustriél externaliti;s on hoﬁe owners
.In both arcas who wind up paying twice in real terms.
Whatever the outcome of th§s debate. in general, it is hardly
as relevant to Blacg people whq are much less mobile into wealthy
englaves and even blue collar enclaves where these are peopled by

R Y

the skilled trades that we find so hard to penctréte.

More important to Black people are the many dimensicns of
. L r 4
educational disadvantage other than wealth with which the lawyers

for the plaintiffs hgvé so far failed to impress either the court

or-the media. Among these are the dimcnsions’ of nec ., cost and

effort. .




. IV. OTHER ISSUES ' oL

Educational Need lncquities

Wealth Is not the only dimension of }iscal disadvantage nor is it
probably the most important from the perspective of Clack people. In
an earlier suit before the federal district Tto.n l!linois.8 the
attorneys for the pla}ptiff arQucd tirvat some ch%ﬂdren and in particu-
lar minority children, need more educational resources than do children
of other communities. This was also the essence éf a case ariflng in

WashingtOn,.D.C.9 In° the latter instance, the court, in ecffect, agreed

with the need argument, in the former, it did not, arﬁuing that the

-

evidence was not presented in such a way-as to convince the court that
 there was any "manageable and acceptable standards of need" that the

court could use as a criterion for a mandate.

Cost lnequities

Numerous amicus briefs were filed in Rodriguei, including one by
)

the Educaiion Finance Reform Projcct,10 which asked the court to re-
cognizc the additional ;osts of education-peculiar to the urban centers,
;s well as the high cost of other competing servic;s which are necessary
In center citlies and which are ébsent from the suburb;n and rural areas.
Because the court skirted the central issﬁc of the suit, l.e., whether

It had jurisdiction by virtue of alleged violations of the Fourteenth

Amendment to the U.S. Constitution, it never really tackled this issue.

Incquities in Tax Effort

Lurking beneath the surface in Serrano is still another issue,

which the attcrneys for the plaintiff have chosen not to émphasizc-untl!
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“ . .
> the court rules on the issue of wealth disparities. A taxpayers suit

- patlonal defense. Yet, it Is one to which resources are committed with

.education reaps far greater returns than elsewhere in the economy and

will probably next allege that the operatiocn of the prcvai]ing system
lscriminates against some taxpayers by proéucing different amounts

of educational expenditures for the same very tax effort, primarily

because the inputs are allowed to vary with varying wealth bases.

Thus, taxpayer A in district |, paying the same tax rate as taxpayer

B In district ll,.ge{% a smaller retu}n for his “effort and is therefore

deprived of his Fourteenth Amendment rights of equal protcctioh of the

laws. .

o
L]

Accountabilkty and the Education Production Function
: ) ? .

. Education is the laraest government.service provided outside of

no real contracts for minimum results. As crucial and expensive as this
service is to the nation, it is a‘'wonder that the situation has been

tolerated for so long. .
. . L]

Onc of the causes. of this anomaly, and in turn, the cause of

-

another, is the absence of a production function in education. Because

we have tolerated such poor accountability, we cannot rela.c inputs to

outputs in any meaningful way.  Because of that fact, we have no way

] ]
to hold the educator accountable, ‘

Despite the chicken-egg situation, education economists have been
able to estimate from theoretical anafogs to capital theory and avail-

able, empirical evidence that the investment of a marginal dollar in

WOuIJ return more if invéstcd in the .Black chlld_khan in the Whitc.‘1

Nevertheless, persuasive proof of this proposktion on the empirical

-
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- level must awalt better accountability and management information

systems at the school level.
V. METHODOLOGY AND DATA

Unfortunately, these and a raft of other impited Issues are far
< too many to decal with here, despite their importance. At most, we
can expect only to address the central questions of whether the Black

<hild 1s or Is not among the victim of wealth inequity and what im-

plications this matter holds for his "expenditure inequity". Llet us

begin at the national level, and develop a way in whlch to look at

the "available data on these two related lssucs.11a

Table A:l in the appendix contains the basic data at the national
level which we wiil use to decvelop the first haif of a methodoloagy
which we will later apply to the state level to determine whether or
not-Blacks are fo; the most part, among the wealth and
expenditurc disadvantaged. An importént constraint ‘in the

. methods is that we keep the analysis as simple as possible, because
our uftlmate cdhstitucncies are the layman classes-- legislators,

boards of education and Parent Advisory Council Members-=- not the

professional teachers, principals and superintendents.

What Table A-1 shows for forty-nine states and Washington, pD.C.,
ts their ADA (average daily attendancc)12 and Black ADA ranked by
their asscssed valivation per unit ADA, hnghcst to lowest. The range
is wldc-- from 2,326 for south Carolina to 49,412 for Wisconsin.

More surprising than the range, however, Is the fact that the cumula-
tive pchcn;agcs of ADA and Black ADA ranked high to low attain the

. medlan valuc13 of .50 at approximately the same polint in the table,

Q ¢ [
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l.e., between Virginia and Tennessce for all ADA, and for Black ADA.

This means that Black ADA is no more wealth disadvantaged in the

country as a2 whole than is total ADA.

Tables A-2 through A-5 (which is the same data as in A-1, but
for California, Maryland and Tennessee), show that within states,
no single pattern tends to hold.lh Where districts are ranked by

. assessed valuatlog per student in California, Black ADA tends to
attaln the median value of .50 much sooner than total ADA. This
indicates that Black people within districts in California tend
to be concentrated in those with highest assesscd valuation,.i.e.,
Blécké are wealth advantaged rather than wealth disadvantaged, in .
California. 1!n Marylond, as we shall note in.Tablc A-3, however,
cumulative percent of Black ADA tends to attain a value of .50
later than the total ADA, &hen d;stricts are ranked by assessed
valuation per pupil, from highest to iowest. This is an indicatlion
that Blacks are among the wealth disadvantaged in this southern
state, but notfin all. Table A-L shows the reverse is true in

Tennessee,

Table A-5 is a simitar table for thrity-four large cities.‘5

Here too, we note that when ranked from highest to lowest assessed
voluation per pupil, Black ADA tends to attain the median before
total ADA, indicating that Blacks tend to be more concentrated in

~e

clties with the highest wealth than the lowest, nationwide.

Tabie | is derived from Table A-1 by separating total and
Black ADA both into two groups. We first divided AV/ADA for cach

State by AV/ADA foi all states, and thcﬁ grouhcd in the "“Average 16

and Celow Average AV/ADA' catcgory, those sta.cs with a ratlo to




AV/ADA

Ratio to Average

. TABLE

Distribution of ADA and Black ADA by Wealth of States

the United States

13

Relative to

Ave}ageb Total ~ $ Black 4 B/T X 100
and Below Population
0.00-0,50 5,459,955  12.7 1,243,849 19.7 22.8
0.51-0.75 8,182,724 19.0 1,095,157 17.4 |3}k
0.76-1.00 7,762,190  18.0 1,011623 16.0 13.0
Subtotal 21 Lok ,RE9 59,7 3,350 645 53,1 15.7
Above ’ © e
Average .

1.01-1,25 10,352,199 24,0 1,437,487 22.8 13.9
1.20-1.50 5,288,322  12.3 668,320 10.6 12.6

[}

1.51-1.7% 691,356 1.6 25,844 0.4 3.7
1.76-2.,00 2,878,622 6.7 464,032 7.4 16.1

2.00+ 2,442,256 5.7 358,849 5.7 4.7
Subtotal 21,652,755 503 2,95 4, 632 LG9 13.6
Grand

Totals 43,057,605 100.0 6,305,161 100.0 14.6

Reform Project,
School Dlslrlcts,

Ycsting Proaram, 1970-71 Sacramento,

Notecs:

Sacramento, November

Iy
1972,

Data derived by Richard Cloud and Robert Singleton of Education Finance

from California Senate Office of Resecarch, The Abilitv of

1972; and Calufornia Stace

17

Ratio to average AV/ADA and Income/ADA mcans the district per pupil
assessed valuation and inceme divided by the statewide per pupi) assessed
valuation and income.
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o ) , .
the U.S. average AV/ADA of 1.0 or less and grouped ‘in the ''Above
Average AV/ADA' category, those states with a ratlo to the U.S, of

more than 1.0,

As'thls analysis shows In Table 1, the percentage of the ADA
that falls into the first group: those with a ratio to average
AV/ADA of onc or less is 49.7 for the total ADA and 53.1 for Black
ADA.. This result would.seem to confirm the prior conclusion that
Blacks are no more wealth disadvantaged than Whites on the whole
for the U.S. But this is the net result of forces seen only when
we break the Qata down into small enough catcgories to document
the }nfluence of specific districts. Ve shall see below in Section
Vi, that the clustéring of Black ADA has a unlque'ané distinct

pattern at almost all levels. . T ) .

Table "Il is also derived from Table A-1, ‘but this timé adding
_Snothpr dimension, that of income ﬁer ADA, .The_!ntqresting observa-
tion here is one that ve shall again analyze in Yater tables at the
state level: that there is no low income ADA .in high wealth districts,
as Indicated by the zero in the upper right hand qua?rant of the four-
celled matrix. Total ADA is almost evenly distributed betwcen low
income-low wealth districts and high income-high wealth districts.
Almost half of Black ADA is in the relatively low income, low wealth

districts. Chart | provides a visual picture of these statisticss.

.ln Callfornia, the pattern is completely different. Table (11
shows that Black ADA is concentrated in the high wealth districts
(62.7%) while White and Spanish Surname ADA are more concentrated

In the low income, low wealth districts (59.0 and 55.5% respect{vc|y)-

Q
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Distribution of ADA by Ratio of State to

TABLE (1

15

National Averagce AV/ADA
Below Approx. Above Far Abve. To_)ls
Average Average Average Average All INC.
INC/ADA INC/ADA INC/ADA INC/ADA Levels
Below T 3,958,281 9,684,378 0 013,642,659
Average N 2,772,469] 8,531,184 11,303,653
AV/ADA B 1,185,812] 1,153,194 2,339,006
Approx. T 2,171,532{12,578,767 { 3,364,090 0[] 18,114,389
Average N 1,614,258 11,160,184 | 2,890,837 15,665,279
AV/NADA 8 567,274 1,418,583 473,253 2,449,110
Above T o] 5,979,678 0 o] 5,979,678
Average N 5,285,514 5,285,514
AV/ADA B 694,164 694,164
Far Above T 0f 2,695,426 { 2,183,011 W42 ,b41) 5 320,878
Average N 2,309,671 1,782,974 405,152} 4,497,297
AV/ADA B 385,555 400,037 37,289 822,831
Totals T 6,‘29’8]3 30’938.21’9 59‘)[’7ol0| 1.’{2’l|l|] [l3,057,60[’
All Lecvels N 4,386,727127,2586,753 { 4,073,811} 405,152136,752,443
8 1,7h3,086] 3,651,496 §73,290 37,2891 6,305,161

Data derived by Richard Cloud and Robert Singleton of Education Finance
Reform Project, from California Senate Office of Rescarch, The Ability

of School Districts, Sacramento, November 1, 1972; and California State
Testing Program, 1970-71

Notes: Ratio to average AV/ADA and Income/ADA mecans the district per
pupil assessed valuation and income divided by the statewide per pupil
asscssed valuation and income. ''Below average' AV and income ADA is defined
as districts which are .75 or less of the statewide average AV. "Approximately
average" AV/ADA and income ADA range from .76-1.25; "Above average AV/ADA and
tncome ADA range frem 1.26 to 1.75; and "Far above average' AV/ADA and inccme

ADA arc those which are 1.76 or more of the statewide average.

The Initials T, B and N stand for total, Black and Non-Black ADA,

19
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o . .
s TABLE 11 Y
ETHNIC DISTRIBUTION AND PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION OF ADA BY
RELATIVE WEALTH OF DISTRICTS 1IN CALIFORUIA,
1972-73 '
Ratio to Average . y '
Average. T W B
AV/ADA
Average and 2,501,295 . 1,897,986 lhé,36h
Below Average - 55.8 7.5 37.3
AV/ADA ' - '
Above Average 1,877,860 1,316,411 s 249,179
AV/ADA hy.2 hr.o 7 62.7
lotals, All 4,479,155 . : 3,214,397 397,543
Levels AV/ADA . 100.0 - 100.0 X 100.0
Sources: Derived by Richarg Cloud and Robert Singlcfon of the Education
Finance Reform Project; from California Senate Office of Research,
The Ability of School Districts Sacramento, November, 1972 and
California Statc Department of Education, California State Testing
Program, 1970-71, Sacramento, 1972.
iiotes: Income and wealth classifications arc as follows: .Districts with

average and below average wealth are those with assescsed valuation
per ADA that is cqual to or tess than the statewide average.
Districts with above average wecalth are those with AV/ADA that is
above statewide average., Districts with average and below average
Income/ADA arc those with income/ADA that is equal to or less than
the statewide average. Districts with above average income/ADA

arc those with income/ADA that js greater than the statewide average.

*
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v Table IV cross classifies AV/ADA by Income/ADA for thirty-four
large clties in the sanme mannér tha; Table |1 cros;-class!ficd this
Information for the States. Here again we note the fact that there
s :an entry of zero in the upper right-hand quadrant, indicating that

17

there are few Jf any income-rich people in property-poor districts.
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Expenditure Disadvantage and Resource Redistribution

The significance of the above wealth inequities is in the fact

that they lead to expenditure inequities at equal tax cffort. For cvery level

of state revenues, some districts must win resources and some must lose recsources

on every alternative proposal for school finance reform.

4
.

/ ! ’ L4 . !
In thls section of the paper we shall review the nature of some
of these alternatives and present the rcmaining methodology by which

we Intend to relate the issue of wealth inequity to that' of expendi-

turc incquity

, The major reform proposals that are currently under considcration
by state legislatures are thosc of statewide equalization (also re-

ferred to as "full state assumption" of school finance (FSA) and

"district power equalizing' (DPE) . 18 .

Statewidc cqualization neutralizes wealth inequities within
states by taking from the districts the right to set a district tax&
&

rate on property values and number of children in a district's

schools. Under this change, the state sets a uniform tax rate (by

type of district) sufficiently high to raise funds for an "adequate"

educatlonal quality for all children, and allocates this out to the

. SR S, 21
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TABLE 1|V
Ethnic Distribution and Percentagé Distribution of ADA
by Income and Wealth of Large Cities, U.S., 1970
Average and Above Average Totals All
' Below Average Income/ADA, income Levels
Income/ADA
Average and T 9,261,798 62.1 . 0 0.0 9,261,298 38.1
Below Average ‘ . 1. . )
AV/ADA . 8 2,464,708, 72.9 ’ . 2,464,748 Lg .1

Above Average T 5,673,140 37.9 9,367,166 -100.0 15,040,306 61.9
AV/ADA .
B 915,469 27.1 1,740,017 100.0 2,655,486 51.9

Totals ATl T 14,934,938 100,0 9,367,166 -100.0 | 24,302,104 102.0
ealth Levels . ‘

3,380,217 (100.0 1,740,017 100.0 5,120,234 100.0

Sources: Derived by Richard Cloud and Robert Singleton of the Education
Finance Reform Project; from California Senate Office of Rescarch,
The Ability of School Districts Sacramento, November, 1972 and
California State vepartment ot Education, California State Testing

Program, 1970-71, Sacramento, 1972,

lotes: Income and wealth classifications are as follows: Districts with
average and below average wealth are those with assessed valuation
per ADA that is equal to cr less than the statewide average.
Districts with above average wealth are those with AV/ADA that is
Above statewide average. Districts with average and below average
Income/ADA are those with income/ADA that is .grecater than the
statewlde average. e R

e o .22
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¥ districts In the form of a "basic grant", exclusive of categorical program

b

funds. ) ) . .

District power equalizing Is similar except that the state now establishes
8 Yschedule” or range of optional tax rates. Associated with each optional rate
Is a level of expenditures that the district simultancéusly chooses with its tax
cholce. Conversely, should the district desire to choose a certain lersel of ex-
penditures, which it considers adequate, the same schedule tcils it what the

19

state will require as a tax effort.

Table V shows a simulation of statewide equalization and district powér
+ equalizing for thirty-four large cities in the U.S. When compared with the

4

actual expenditures for any given year, statewide equalization and district

power cqualizing clearly indicate a resource shift from some districts to others.20

The resource shift is made up pf'two parts, gains and losses due to increases
and, decreases in expenditurcs per pupil and losses and gains due to increases
and dccreases in tax revenucs. Some districts will yin on bboth counts (VIN-WIN
districts), some yill lose on both counts (LOSE-LOSE districts), some gain on

one and lose on the other (WIN-LOSE and LOSE-VIN districts). 21

If districts are separated by neans of résourcc change category, ADA and
ethnic ADA counted, and the ;esults cémparcd'to the wealth status of the dis-
trlct;, a measurc of the relative wealth and expenditure equity of the various
proposed changes results. Tables VI and VIl are the data on the ADA affected,

and rcsources redistributed, by the proposed lcgislativc alternatives mentioned

sbove, namely district power equalizing and full state assumption.

* . . . . N o. . ITW
In the next section we will discuss the relationship of these redistributed

.

‘resources’ o district wealth in the 34 clties in Tab.lc V.

o <3




‘v TAX AUD EXPENODITURE EFFECTS OF ALTERNATIVE SCHOOL FINANCE

20

v FORMULAS: DISTRICT POWER EQUALIZING AND FULL STATE FUNDING
. : 34 LARGE CITIES, 13971-72
DISTRICT POVWER FULL STATE
EQUALIZING FUNDING
SIMULATED | SIHULATEO [SIMULATED |SIMULATED
STATE AHD | LOCAL STATE AND | LOCAL
1971-72 1971-72 | LocAL SCHOOL LOCAL REV- | SCHOOL
STATE ¢ LOCAL REVLNUES TAX RATES |ENUES PER | TAX RATES
TIES LOCAL SCHOOL PER PUPIL | ASSUMING |PUPIL ASSUNING u-
REVEHUES | TAX RATES| ASSUMING | NO MEW ASSUMING MEW STATE
PER PUPIL ) NO NEW STATE AID |NO NEW ALD
"STATE AID STATE _ALD
iTHEAST .
I timore $ 836 $ 11.66 $ 850 $ 12,28 $ 1138 $ 15.60
. ton 918 29.24 962 27.91 943 28.67
rark 1088 37.67 2189 18.72 1189 20.46
ffalo 1067 14,39 1047 © 1h,66 1413 19.32
: York tily 16.41 1194 19.85 1413 19.32
chester 1277 17.07 1242 17.55 1413 19.32
iladelphia 981 14.60 570 . 25,10 9614 24,67
IMEST )
1cago 1024 13.00 796 16.72 1158 18.91
fianapolis 778 16.06 707 '} © 17.66 881 20.00
crolt 803 10.38 751 11,10 1040 14.38
ineapolis 1085 17.84 995 19.46 1013 18.17
1sas City 549 6.0k 355 9.3h 703 11.96
louis . 698 11.07 654 11.82 " 759 12.85
icinnati 908 10.38 698 13.50 750 11.15
:veland 744 10.86 730 11.06 750 11.15
bumbus 691 14,30 998 9.90 ° 821 11.76
s ton 965 10.83 728 14,34 750 11.15
?ynukce 962 17.66 983 - 17.27 1082 19,43
T )
Y 814 10.82 867 10.82 734 9.16
Petersburg 637 11.45 918 7.95 734 9.16
tanta 856 12.30 509 20.70 571 13.81
sisville 582 8.10 675 . 6.98 537 6.4k
t Orlcans - 621 3.25 © 24k 8.26 743 9.58
'las 679 9.23 290 21.58 688 21.87
'ston 685 9.01 283 21.77 688 21.87
1 Antonio 592 8.50 267 18.82 688 21.87
T
« Angcles 1078 12.66 913 14.93 810 11.22
g Beach 955 10.15 732 13.23 810 11.22
rerside 838 10.91 788 11.60 810 11.22
* Diego - 813 10.86 784 11.26 810 11.22
v Francisco 1388 10.23 739 19.23 810 11.22
.land - 1014 12,80 924 . 1h,05 &0 11,22
wer 1143 16.89 722 26.73 ° 919 18.01
“tland 852 13.80 566 - . 21.80 9G4 24,67
Fhage $ 8hs $ 12.51 $ 739 $ 1h.94 $ 841 $ 14.78

<4
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. TADLL V) &l
L. ADA BY COLOR AND RESOURCE REDISTRIBUTION DUE TO DISTRICT

. * POWER EQUALIZING ALTERNATIVE IN 34 LARGE CITIES, 1971-72

CITIES DA BLACK WHITE CHANGE 1IN

RESOURCES

WIN-VIN .

Boston 94,174 25,482 64,500 6,335,465
Columbus 110,699 28,729 81,655 41,709,035
Ml lwaukee 130,445 31,130 35,161 3,165,575
Miama 232,465 56,518 135,598 12,320,645
St. Petersburg 78,466 12,715 65,296 29,217,062
Loulsville 85,846 3,213 82,524 11,096,554
TOTAL 732,095 157,787 524,734 - 104,448,336
WIN-LOSE

Hewark 75,960 55,057 13,716 93,235,027
TOTAL 75,960 55,057 13,716 93,235,027
LOSE-LOSE -’
Baltimore 192,171 125,174 66,997 -10,648,07%
Buffclo 72,115 26,381 43,942 -1,718,1432
New York 1,063,787 . 334,841 467,865 -392,074,377
Rochester 47,372 43,679 32,016 -2,014,744
Phlladelphia 282,617 166,083 109,512 -121,181,624
Chicago 582,274 308,266 219,478 -181,769,35%
Indianapolis 108,587 36,577 72,010 -10,760,611
Detroit 296,097 175,316 116,250 -18,714,¢72
Minncapolis -70,006 5,235 62,490 -6,983,772
Kansas City 35,047 10,099 23,792 ~7,576,912
St. Louis 115,582 73,408 41,812 -6,L04,125
Cincinnati 86,807 37,275 hg,231 -23,562,658
Cleveland 156,054 87,2 66,324 -2,759,855
Dayton 59,527 22,790 36,582 -17,701,332
Atlanta 3h,147 3,213 82,524 -26,706,811
New Orlecans 110,783 74,378 34,673 -46,970,837
Dallas 159,924 g, 23 97,688 -97,721,503
louston 246,098 81,966 131,099 -152,031,090
5an Antonio 79,353 11,837 21,310 -34,988,04%
Los Angcles 653,549 147,738 350,909 =1,125,356,605
Long Becach 72,065 5,489 61,454 -18,475,835
Riverside 26,799 1,827 21,833 -1,561,245
S5an Diego 128,914 15,004 98,163 -3,808,753
5an Francisco ’ 94,154 25,923 38,824 63,138,394
Jakland 64,102 35,386 19,835 ~7,061,084%
denver 96,577 13,639 63,398 54,874,047
“ortland 78,413 6,388 70,156 -53,863,765
FOTAL 5,012,921 1,894,388 2,500,367 -2,490,447,676
————— 1

Source: Callahan, John J., et al, Urban Schools and School Finance Reform:

Promise and Reality, The NTTTOIaT Urban ToaTition, 1977,

<S5




' ’ ADA BY COLOR AND RESQURCE REDISTRIBUTION 'DUE TO FULL

e STATE FUNDING ALTERNATIVE M 34 LARGE CITIES, 1971-72

. <7
CITIES ADA BLACK WHITE CHANGE 1IN

RESOUPCES

WiN-WIH
Baltimore 192,171 125,174 66,997 58,631,764
Boston Sh,l7h 25’h82 6h’500 3’293'697
Newark 75,960 55,052 13,716 28,752,162
Lolumbus 110,699 28,729 81,655 12,061,239
st. Pctersburg 78,466 . 12,715 65,236 12,501,198
TOTAL 551,470 247,156 292,164 115,240,060
W IN-LOSE . .
Buffalo 72,115 26,381 43,942 58,029,840
ROChCSter. h7’372 13’679 32’016 h’770’h37
Chicago 582,274 *308,266 219,478 -1,035,7353
Indianapolis 108,567 - 36,577 72,010 3,672,955
Detroit 296,087 175,316 116,25Q -20,912,742
Kansas City : 35.0h7 10’099 23’792 “’352’354
St, Louis 115,582 73,408 41,812 © 3,921,055
Cleveland 156,054 87,241 © 66,324 -102,372
Milwaukee 130,445 31,130 $5,161 10,945,907
Mew Orleans 110,783 74,378 34,673 6,626,615
Da"ﬂs 159’92h h9p235 97.888 3h)905’613
Houston 246,098 81,966 131,099 -52,777,541
San Antonio 79,353 11,837 , 21,310 -4,298,926
TOTAL 2,139,731 979,513 995,755. 43,847,279
LOSE-LOSE . ) .

Hew York 1’063:787 33h’8hl h67’865 '139’672’567
Philadelphioa 282,617 166,083 109,512 ~53,006,5E7
Mlnncapolis 70’006 '5’235 62)h90 -5’779’609
Cincinnati 86,807 37,275 49,231 -15,031,756¢
Dayton 59,527 "22,790 36,582 -13,147,619
Atlanta 34,147 3,784 30,305 -12,402,762
Long Beach 72,065 5,489 61,454 -10,517,306
P\lvm'?cdc 26,799 1,827 21,833 -849,735%
San Dicgo 128,914 15,004 98,163 1,018,967
San Francisco 94,154 25,923 38,824 ~66,656,705
Denver 96’577 13’639 63’398 ‘23,5“0,156
Portland ‘78,413 6,388 70,156 -48,621,479
TOTAL 2,093,813 638,278 1,109,813 -380,245,321
LOSE-VIN <6

Kiami 232,465 56,518 135,598 -15,825,6h2
Loujsville 85,846 3,213 b 82,524 750,658
Los Angeles 653,549 147,738 360,909 -124,823,5637
Oak&and 64,102 35,386 19,835 11,403,842
ERIC 1,035,962 242,855 588,866, -128,454,679

IToxt Provided by ERI

e e W oo f . s
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Vi. FINDINGS ' .

Tables VIII, IX and X combine the analyses presented above.
In these tables we investigate which of two proposed alternative re-

sponses to Serrano v. Pricst will have the most damaging effect on

.Blark children.

All thrce tables draw extensively from the methodology of the
recent work by Callahan et al, commissioned by the School Finance

Subcommittee of the National Urban Coalition Education Task force,

of which this writer ‘is a member. 22

In Table VIIl, the first set of entries show the change in total

. fesources for the low wealth cities. The twq:by-two table is a con-

venlent way of representing WIN-WIN, WIN-LOSE, etc. status. All

figures are in thousands of dollars, exccpt those in parentheses,

. which arc per pupil amounts.

For district powcf cqua!izing-~thc firsi.cblumh--in low wealth
WIN-WIN cities (thosc that win on bothfincrcascd expenditure and
decrcased taxes) the combined effect per pupil is an increase of
$173.67. Those citics which losc on both counts, meanwhile, lose
a per pupil amount from both cffccts of §- 1066 03. The WIN-LOSE
category, h:wcvcr, looks like it makes a substanttal offset, since it

Is the high, positive figure of $1227.42.

But a glance at the same data entries in Table IX reveal that

this category of the table relates to only 4.2% of the pupils under

discussion, whercas the WIN-WIN and LOSC-LOSE catecgorics involve

28.5% and 67.3% of the ADA, respectively. 'Thc'LOSE-WIﬁ quadrant,

27




. NET CHANGE M TOTAL RESOURCES DUE TO ALTERNATIVE PROPOSED RESPONSES
. ‘TO SERRANO V. PRIEST, BY WIN/LOSE STATUS--AND AATIO-TO-AVERAGE CATCZGORIES

34 LARGE U.S. CITIES, 1970-71

DISTRICT POWER EQUALIZING

FULL STATE FUNDING

) . W L W L.
bge and W $89,583 $93,235 y $r15,2k0 $97,287
w Average ($173.67) ($1227.42) (208.96) ($364.25)
DA , :
) L 0 |-$1,298,hh6 L -$140,650 |-$h9,h71
(-$1066.03 (-$158.74) (-$470.20)
Net change, low wecalth cities: Net change, low wealth cities: -
-$1,115,628 -$22,406
(-$616.44) (-$12.38)
: . W " L | "} L ©
| W -$14,863 « 0 . W 0 $76,851
ge - ($68.72) ($41.03)
A
R L * $12,195 -$330,775
L 0 $1,193,999 ($81.35) (-$166.33)
(-$314.63)

-$‘,‘79’136
(-$293.96)

Net change, high wezlth cities:

Net change, high wecalth cities
-$241,729
(-$60.26)

Net change DPE

All wealth levels:
' '$2,29“,26h

(-5354.22)

Net change, FSF
All wealth levels:
75265.‘35
(-$45.37)

Source: Same as Table Vi.

‘ .; .
Change in total resources =change in expenditures per pupil minus change
in tax revenues. All numbers in thousands cxcept per pupil figures in

parentheses.




TADLEL A -

" h ) . .

*ADA AFFECTED BY ALTERNATIVE PROPQSED RESPONSES TO SCRRANO V., PRIEST, BY
. WIN/LOSE STATUS AND RATIO-TO-AVERAGE WEALTH.CATEGORIES:

34 LARGE U.S. CITILS, 1970-71

TOTAL ADA, LOW WEALTH CITIES: 1,809,782 (31.13)

DISTRICT POWER EQUALIZING . FULL STATE FUNDING
— L Y L
verage  , >'5:80h 75,960 551,470 267,086
32,§§l°” (28.5) (h.2) C Y Gous) (14.8)
V/APA Lo 1,218,018 ' . 886,014 105,212
- 71 (67.3) (48.9) (5.8)

TOTAL ADA, HIGH WEALTH CITIES: 4,011,194 (68.9%)

W ' L "W - L

216,291 0’ Y .

" : o W0 1,872,645
bove (5.4) . (L6.7)
verage ‘

V/ADA 0 . 3,794,903 - 1h9,948 . 1,988,601
» L . 1
. (sh.6) oL (}..7) (49.6)

)

-

TOTAL ADA, ALL CITIES: 65,820,976 (100%)

Sources: Same as Table VI.

Notes: Fiqures in parcnthescs are percentages of total ADA in each
wealth level for each alternative.




. *BLALK ADA AFFELCTED BY ALTLRNATAIVE PROPOSED RESPONSES TO SERPAND VY,

34 LARGC U.S. CITILS, 1970-71

PRIEST, BY WIN/LOSE STATUS AND TATIO-TO-AVEKAGE WEALTH CATEGUATLS:

DISTRICT POWER

EQUALIZING

BLACK ADA,

LOW WEALTH CITIES:

FULL STATE FUHDING

545,338 (25.9%)

W L Voo L
123,444 | 55,052
\verage W 247,152 85,715
ind Below (22.6) (10.1) (45.3) (15.7)
\verage
\V/ADA L 0 366,842 204,256 8,215
: (67.3) (37.5) (1.5)
: * .+ BLACK ADA, HIGH WEALTH CITIES: 1,562,460 (74.1%)
j L W L &
\bovcy W 34,343 0 . w- 0 893,798
Average
WW/ADA (212) (57.2)
N 0 1,528,117 L 38,599 630,003
' (s7.8) (2.5) (40.3)
. BLACK ADA, ALL CITIES: 2,107,798 (100%)
Sources: Same as Table VI
thes; Figures in parentheses arc percentages of Black ADA in each

wealth level

for each alternative.
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vl.e., the ADA in those cities which wind up with reduced expenditures

per pupil, but also reduced tax rates, is zero.

The net effect of all this on the relatively :low wealth cities,
L)
Is a loss in combined expenditures and tax revenues of over a billion
dollars, which on a per pupil basis amounts to a $616.44 decrease.

o
Before wc compare these rclatively low wealth cities to the
Y3 .

high wealth cities in the two-by-two table just below it (and

- Yabled Above Average AV/ADA on the stub), let us first comparc the

differcnces for these same low wealth cities under‘thc simulated
full stéte funding alternative. Note here that the per pupil
amounts in the WIN-WIN quadrant is larger, and in the LOSE-LOSE
quadrant it is smaller. This is a clear indication that school
childrcn.in low wealth cities are decidedly better off under thé'
full sf;tc funding plan. The overall net change for low wealth

cities of $-22,406,000 or §=12,38 per pupil is confirmation of this

observation.

But since the full state funding simulation differs from the
district power cqualizing alternative in that all*of the quadrants
have data entries, we cannot say on the basis of what is in cach

quadrant which arca is the better off on all counts.
[}

The summary figure called "net change, low wealth cities" be~

low this quadrant is useful at this point. In this case it is

<

$-12.38 per pupil, which when compared with a decrcase per pupil

of $-616.4h is clearly a prefcired situation.

When we turn our attention back to the lower half of the table

31 '




a and compare VIN°LOSE‘outcomcs for high wealth districts, we aLc
agaln persuaded that full state funding is a more rewarding al-
‘ternatlvc. The net change statistic for high wealfh cities under
district power equalizing is $-293.96 per pupil, while in the case

of full state funding, that figurc drops to $-60.26 per pupil.

As further proof of the érefcrencc of tull state funding over
district power equalizing as sImulatéL here, the overall suﬁmay9
statistic at the very botéom of both columns is $-394.22 for
district power cqualizing and $-45.37 for full state funding. This
means that choosing the former over the .latter as the legislative

response to Serrano is equivalent to taking $348.85 from each of

the children in these cities, or $5,820,976,000 in total. '

' n
BLACK FH'LDREN BY WEALTH AND WIN-LOSE STATUS

Table X shows Black ch?ldrcn.in low wealth arcas {n.esscntially
the same circumstances as non~Black under district powei equalizing.
tf anything, Black children are slightly worse off. There are
proportionately fewer of them in the WIN-WIN category (52.62 for
total ADA) but there is exactly the same éroportion in the LOSE~LOSE
quadrant. |

[}
« Under full state Tunding, Black children in low wealth citics

arc decidedly better off than total school children. - The WIN-WIN

o
« .
It has been assumed all along that Black children in the large

clties we are studying are allocated equal dollars per pupil amounts

equal to their non-Black counterparts, an assumption which iIs at

least arguable. But whatever discrcpanc}cs arjse, we expect to be
[}

In the direction of strengthening rather than weakening our analysis.
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* quadrant contains 45.3% of Black children compared to only 30.5%
&
of the total ADA. The LOSE-LOSE quadrant for both are small, but
the Black proportion is the smallest, 1.5% compared to 5.8% for

total ADA.

in above averagc assessed valuation ;cr ADA districts, Black
.chlldrcn are again worse off than the total student population.
Proportionately fewer Black children are in the WIN-WIN status
-under district poApr equalizing (2.2% compared to 5.5% for the
total population while proportionately more are l; the LOSE-LOSE

quadrant (97.8% compared to 94.6% for total ADA). .

Under full'state funding, neither group is preseﬁt in the
WIN-WIN quadrant, but Black pcople have proportionately fewer 'in

the LOSE-LOSE quadrant (40.34% compared to h9.6% for total ADA).

.
S0




SIGNIFICANCE OF FINDINGS FOR BLACK ADA

At this point, we can profitably return to our original reasons
for developing the data in this manner. At the outset of this paper,
we posed the question: are Black students among the "wealth-disad-

vantaged': i.e,, the plaintiff class in Serrano vs. Priest and her

slster cases? And what does their distribution relative to wealth
mean in terms of potential inequities in expenditures resulting from
different Serrano solutions, .

What the simulations say about wealth incquitlies is that Black
.chlldren in the th(rty four cities studned in this section tend to be.
preseut in high wcalth cities more than low (74.1% to 25.9%: see
Table X); and tend to be present in_high wcalth cities at a greater
rate than total ADA (74.1% to 68.9%: see Tables iX and X).

.Slnce this analysis used only large city data, it is clear
thét the results ;annot be generalized‘to include smallér citigs or
rural ércas. But Black students, North and South, have gravitated
toward these citiuvs in the past few decades at a rate which renders
thls area the only justifiable onc for an analysis of future devel-
opments in school finance.

Regardlng expenditure inequities, we have only looked at two
alternatives, but they show clear polarities in thei- outcomes.
tf we heroically assume that Black children get amounts equal to the
total ADA within districts, the per pupil gains and losses (figures
In parentheses) in Table Q!II apply to'Black as well as total ADA.

Under district power cqualizing, low wealth ADA loses $616. 44

per publl as comparrd to a loss of only $293.96 per pupil in high
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+
ewealth cities. Under full state funding, low wealth ADA loses’

*

only $12.38 per pupll as compared to $60.26 in high wgalth cities.
Thls loss simulated the tétal resource diffcrcnce-bet&ccn the actual
allocation and that allocation we would ;xpcct under the stipulated
model,

Iln other words, the district power equalization simulation is
clecarly less equalizing for Black ADA than is full state funding,
.glven the assumptions of the models and the current distribution oé

Black ADA among the cities under review. Even under full state

funding there is a net resource loss to the cities, but of much

smaller magnitude; and withir the full state funding models, the
'gréatcr pér pupil loss is incurred by the high wealth, not the low
wealth cities. *

‘Horcover, by relaxing some of the.assumptlons of the simu;
lation models, we obtain sohc'fu;ther insights on the.ogserved out-
cones, . . )

We assumed that in contrast to visible iﬁigidistrict incquit’ s,
lgiigdistrict‘;l1ocations of funds received by the district arc equi-
table., But YTitle | comparability studie; tell us that this is an
unwarranted assumption in districts with Title.l programs for two
re'asons.23 First of all, longevity is excluded from the compar-

abllity computations, and we suspect senior tecachers are in the more

k)

privileged schools (which are invariably in the white arcas).
Secondly, even after longevity i; climinated, Title | audit reports
are stlll(found to be out of comparability.zh We may conclude on
those two couants tkat Black pupils icnd to get less than white out of

Intradistrict per pupll allocations.

- v
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* Furthermore, in a study of eleven states which passed sub-
stantlal change In their school finance programs during 1372-73,

Grubb25 found that nine passed somec form of district power equal-
tzing legislation, but only one allowed "f;zcaptur'e".z6 Recapture

ls one of the equalizing features of district power equalizing.

. When high wealth-districts tax themselves according to the same

schedule as low wealth districts, It Is expected that the deficits

{n the low wealth case will be in part, made up by overages in the

“high wealth case. But in eight of the nine states, wealthy districts

are protected from this recapture possibility by ";ave harmless"
clauses which prohibit loss of resources due to recapturc.27

The)/ importance of this observation ariseé from the fact
that most of the cities with substantial absolute numbers of Black
ADA are above the median, but'not by mucﬁ. Few of them can hardly
be considured *wealthy" in the sense of the cxtreme levels of asses-

sed valuation per pupil attained by many white districts.28 Thus,

the loss of the recapture aspect of district power equalizing means

" that the wealtpy districts nearer the median must maﬁ@ up the dif-

ference. Note that the assumption structure in most simulation
‘methodologies, including Callahan's which is used here, does not

take account of this fact.29

States can, however, make up for this outflow of Black
resources and the resulting inequities simply by adding substan-
tlal amounts of state revenues to the education fund, and restrict-

/SM/! P I' )’:T:’)
Ing the amount of allowable increcase in tax rates or revenue*passing
/
school finance leglslation last year, all but one allows voters to

b

override these restrictions.> Again, because Black people are
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often In relatively small proportions where their absolute numbers
are large, their preference patterns may never emerge; i.c., white

districts may decide to override thelr restrictions while districts

with substantial numbers of Blacks may not. Aggravating this possi-~

bllity s the population composition in the center city. Increas-

tnoly, the younger and married voters are fleeing to the suburbs,

leaving the older and the unrelated voters who are much less inclined

to vote in favor of education tax overrides,




) VIl. CONCLUSIONS . o

In the foregoing we havc scen that it |s entirely possible for
the states to comply with Serrano completcly.'éuaranteeing equality
of expenditutes to all children, and yet cause Black children to
lose resources, i.e. equality does not Iimply equity where the formér

means only evenness of resource allocation while the latter means

falrness. c

.The Importance of this observation is due to the fact that qu-
catlon failure is not a random phenomenon. * More than anywhcre else,
it tends to cluster in the inncr‘city.3‘ And because of the migration
trends of Black people toward the center cities, it-1s they who are
the victims of massive failure in the elementary and”sec;ndaryoedu-,
cation system, Achieving equality ;f expendit;re among districts under
these cir;umstapccs, thercfore, can only be regarded as a means toward

mtheomqrc important end of expcndltﬁrc equity.

The road to equity ‘for Black children in éducetion, however,
promises to be a }ough one, Practically all 6f the doors that secnicd
to be ajar during the 1960's arc being slammed shut ‘in the 1970's.
The courts have undonc much of Brown vs Board of Education in the

Rodrijucz language, and particularly the implication that education

Is a fundamental right. They have given some hope through Hobson vs

Hansen, (see page 9 above) and the Chinese School Children Case, but

have removed even more in McGinnis vs Oailvie (see page 9 above) In

which special nceds of the poor and minorities as a reason for more
moncy was dcnicd,.S}mularly disappointing have been recent reviews
of multl-member district suits, 3 which were the hope of the education

) ' : . ' .
[]{B:f°'mc' In changing the at-large electlons with which a white minority

ext Providad by R . ' *
M .
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: .
Iseable to completely frustrate the Black population by allowing them
< . . .

no Board represcntation whatsocver, as In Los Angeles.

Education reformers concerned with the education of Black children
therefore, must be willing to take certain hard-nosed stands on the basas
of current knowledge, and to continuously work toward the development

of new knowledge to retest the validity -of these positions.

‘The first position taken must be to educate the courts regarding
.what human capital economists are saying about the existence of demon-
strable necds_on the part of Black childrep.for extra educational
resources, just as the Chinese; spanish-speaking and other bilingual

children have in the way of language.

Our observations about the dimensions of incquity other than wealth
. on pege 9 must take the form of research to test the extent to which
Black children are indeed victims of greater disparities in cost, need

-and tax effort as well as wealth,

L}
We-must also take a position to ecducate the legislature regarding

the harm to Black'children of '"save harmless'" and similar clauses for
the extremely wealthy. The billsleft unpaid by the ;ich are paid by
those at or slightly above the mc&ian. The rescarch that is needed

to affirm this position is much morc detailed tﬁan the research under-
taken here, although it involves the same concepts. The distribution
of Black ADA around the median wealth and éxpcnditurc levels in each

state, and the eclasticity of the change in total resources to changes

Inhcrent in legislative provisions must be thoroughly analyzed.

-

What the court did not say In Scrrano and her sister cases regard-

) ' .
|nglthc Important and related concepts of intradistrict finance and
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*
*

* governance must also be researched. To the cxtent that equity of

resource aliocation docs not exist on the intradistrict levc]. the
position must be taken that whatcver resource commitment is necessary

to bring the Black schools hp to, the more pri#ilcgcd arcas be made,
whatever the reasons given for greater expenditures at the white schools.
The most frequent reason is that therc are more senior teachers at the
privileged schools because of the reward system that operates within

most districts. The position should be taken in that case that the

'same per pupil resourccs be made available to the Black schools regard-
IFss of the the absence of the senior tcachers. The Black schools

could then purchasc either more senior teachers or more aides for

-

- their present staff with the increment.

A position also needs to be taken regarding the lack of account-
. abllity and accounting in the education system. Until school by school
accounting becomes a reality in cvery state, as It has Just been man-

33

dated by the Florida Legislature we will not be able to ascertain
whether Black children are obtaining fewer resources than white

children as it is.so frequently allecged.

Because the pendulum completed its swing in the direction of
qu;llty cducation for Black children with the ascent of the Burger
court, the need to hold firm to these positions and the development
of the rescarch to validate or invalidate them is urgent. Future

Serranos cannot be allowed to ignore their racial dimensions.
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ATE IAV/ADA TOTAL BLACK PERCENT OF [BLACK cuiiuL, !3L
| 1 ADA ADA PADA__ Lan;
wis. | ho,h12 Lh2, bhy 3,729 1.02 0.59 | 1.02! 0.
Oreg. 41,509 455,141 .7,013 1.05 0.12 2.07¢ 0.

Hew Haip 34,513 132,212 537 0.30 0.01 2.37; 0
AMasta | 33,845 71,797 2,119 0.17 0.03 2.541 0.
Florida , 32,709 1,340,665 311,491 3.09 L,96 5.63: 5.
Ky | . 30,792 695,611 63,995 1.60 1.02 7.23% 6.
D.C. I 30,392 148,725 139,006 0;3h 2.21 i 7.57, 6.
. J, I 30,009 1,401,925 208,481 3.23 3.32 ; 10.80:12.
Conn. 29,466 632,361 | 52,550 1.46 0.84" 12.26°13.
R. 1. o2k, 300 172,264 ' 8,047 0.40 0.13 ' 12.6¢ 13,
kaine | 22,579 220,336 1,029 0.51 0.02 { 13.17.13,
IMlinois: 22,059 2,252,321 bo6,35i 5.20 6.47 '-18.37"102.
Nd. | 21,k 859,450 201,435 1.98 3.21 ¢ 20.35 z2.
hass. | 1,113 1,097,221 46,675 2.53 0.7h ° 22.8C 23.
vermont | - 20,987 73,570 90 0.17 0.001 23.05 23.
ebr. 1 20,489 266,342 12,340 0.61 0.20 23.£%5 23,
Wash. § 19,223 791 227 T 19,145 1.83 . 0.30 | 25.k3 Z4.
i.c. | 18022 1 1,190,48] 352,151 + 2,77 - 5.61 v 28.24 23.
New Yorkl 17,2177 3,364,050 473,253 1 7.76 . 7.53  35.0% 37.
Hich. i 17,648 2,073,369 2765, 61«';' Lh.78 k.39 . 40.80 1,
Nevada ! 17,523 119,160 9,159 L 0.27 - 0.15 + hL1.07 k1.
Myomiag | 17,424 79,021 | 665 !° 0.18 0.01 hi,28 hy,
hio ; 16,922 2,400,290 i 287,000 5.54- h.s6 ., hW6.7¢ 47,
Vest Va.! 16,245 hoh,582 20,431 | ""0.93 0.33° 47.72 L.
Tenn. 16,021 567,169 184,692 ! 1.31 2,95 k9.0% .3,
Va. 1 15,142 1,041,057 | 245,024 ', 2.h0 3.90  651.43 £3.
belaware, 14,676 1 123,863 | 24,016 ! 0.29 b0.36  51.72 33,
Kansas 12,480 § 518,733 i 30,834 - 1.20 t o 0.49 Y 52,92 3%,
Calif. 12,657 ,477,381 387,978 0.°3 E 6.1S  63.25 5.
Mo. ! 12,330 954,596 13,812 ¢ ©2.20 [ 2.20 5.45 ¢z,
beorgic  11,8E3 1,001,255 314,918 - 2.31 P 5,01 67.74 &7,
lowa i 1,760 1 651,705 9,567 | 1.50 | 0.15, 69.26 5%,
S. Dak. | 10,846 ;146,407 | 384 i 0.33 0.01, 69.59 45.
Colgrado“ 10,5¢6 ! 519,092 i 17,797 1.20 0.25% 70.78 55.
Indiana 9,896 1,210,539 106,178 2.79 1.70 73.5% 7cC.
Texas | 9,472 12,510,358 | 379,813 | 5.79 6.05, 79.37 76.
f’ct.m. ; 9,184 2,296,011 268,514 ‘ 5.30 l|.2‘/; 8h.67 0.
irizono 8,656 366,459 | 15,783 0.85 0.25. 85.52 §3,
New kex. . 7,870 271,040 | 5,658 i- 0.63 0.09: 86.15 o,
Hontana ; 7,603 127,059 102 0.29 0.002 86.k% %9,
Ok la, ; 6,658 548,501 h8,851 1.27 0.78- 87.71 21.
Utah | 6,485 303,152 1,486 | 0.70 | 0.02; 3.h1 81,
hlabawa | 6,357 770,523 292,248 1.78 | h.65] 90.19 2¢C.
ldaho 1 5,900 1 a7h,hz2 | T s | 0.ho 0.01; 90.5% %¢.
ta. ) 5,697 | 817,000 ! 317,208 ! 1.58 5.05: 92.h7 at.
:rkansa: 5,587 ks, 613 106,633 - 0.96. 1.70 93.43 27.
ne Dat, 5,308 11 .59' hsS 0.27 0.6)  93.70 za.
Wiss. 4,322 56,532 . .223,78h .« 1.05 3.66 9h.75 %L,
g.nn. 3,757 K 856,506 ; 9,016 1.98 | 0.1k 96,75 3i.
- €. 2,326 603,542 ;238,035 .39, 3.79) $9.9 iil.
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TABLE A-2
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45120 M2XRFLL UUIF, . oun 0.0} 0.4 0.1 0
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_39164 Jom SMETTY uNIf, C v e . 3OC0 0006 . 0,6 . 0.2 . . O
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——— 15607 CALIPATRLIA Uit ... 1201 0403 1o, R%.s L 15,0
15211 COELAMATHeTRENTTY UNTF, €O 1217 004 19.3 25.4 1.9
15254 BNTIOCH UuIF, ades . 0.28 19.4 25.4 15.2
—_M&EAD . SANTA AmA UNGFIFO ... 27008 _._ 0,92  __. 20,5 . . 260 .. 17,2
14759 MORGAN MILL usir, " 4%70 0.15 20,7 26,0 17.%
14615 = CNR0AVO CITY YuIF, 1226 0ell . 20.8 . 26,0 17.6
e 16534 VENTURS UNIE 6 o ot mee e 17085 0459 ... 21ea .. 2641 ... 1R,
14300 L ArEroMt u'm- 1213 0.04 21.4 26,.) 18,1
14332 0AVIS U1 UNFe CO ‘s 5¢32 0.18 1.6 ehel 18,2
— 14149 LA Cenapa U 'r- . . 4940 0416 21.8 26,1 16,2
. 4144 HOLTIVILLE UuiFe © 1949 0,06 2) R 2hal 18.3
14094 PLITFDSCU JTo UnlF, CQ @ . e1sa . 0.07 2l.9 26,1 18,6
- P '3031 . P‘-thbl' €. (YHH . o e o e ,,,‘, 2196 0009 ....;. 22.“ . . . ?6.‘ ‘ﬂ.f)

'Y . .
Source: Califqrnia Legislature, Vays and Mcoans Conmittee
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.Y _YABLE A-2 (Cont.) .
‘ . . . .g d
Cumnulative Percent ADA and Hinority Group ADA .
in California Unificd Scheol Districts, Ranked by
Assessced Valuation, 1972-73
,__:_, ASVEL/ZADA 01STRICT . . ARA "% ADA CUML% ADA CUMRALK €U, 320N
'..-o-o-.--n.-- o----0-0--0‘------.--...&0.---—---.-.---------c-.----.._.---------..--...--.-..‘
DS I 1) ERCADIA UNIF, . 1om? 0434 22,3 26,1, 18,7
. 13455 TOHRANCE UNIF J4nes 1.15 23.5 2641 19,1
13604 - LNS AKGELES UNIFIED 669710 22414 © 45,6 61,7 4.9
. o 1aeeo o wnoOLARD U, UtTFe €0 5Ynuuco.. 1006 3 20423 ... 85.9 ... 61,7 ... 493 .
* 1351 CARRILLO UNIF, . e r 2195 0 700 . 46,0 61,7 49,3
T13539 PLCIFIC GROVE UNMIF, : <ot 3661 0412 T 464, 61,8 49,3
o VMAGR L DORNEY UNIF, e 2l ABE2Y . 046D L 46T L 6T.8 49,7
. 13361, LOOL UNIF. - . ‘11002 039 A7,) 671.h 50,0
13210 PLACERTI L UNTF. © 130nn . 0443 A71.5, 61.8 504
Y3290 FORT HRAGE unlr, et ?5K0 _, _'0e.08 41,6 C 6T,A ... SU.4
13210 PLLOS VERLLS PLNINSULA U 18120 | 0.60 AR,2 61.8 5%.4
13113 SOUTH PASADEIRA UNIF, 4129 0.14 48,3 67.8 56,5
. Y3067 RTCHMULD UNTF., e oo 40276 ... 1033 ... 89,7 . 228 ... 5L
13650 Se JOSE CI1TY Uulf, 31619 1e25 50,9 7149 €049
fzveo WINIERS J1. UKIF. COS 28 . el 0.0% 50,9 71.0 53,0
. Y2ORL BLUAKY CITY UNIFe L el v ccae - €631 L 0.09 % S1,0.....71.9 ... 53.2
12935 L RENSIR UNIF i 6Q9 0.02 51.1 71.0 53.1
o 12r57 LInuSAY UNDF, 2290 ° 6.08 ° - Sl.] 71.0 53.3
el a Y2165 LIVE URK UNIF e Y261 .. 0.6 51,2 ol T1e0 53,2
' 12463 SANTA CLARA UNIF. ) 23956 . ‘079 = 5240 L1110 5S¢
12460 ATASCADERD UNIE, . 3048 . 0.0 . 52,1 M1 7 St
.. eavr | enumnVIL URQF. s 6neT L 0,23 .. 523 e TV L 582
12322 YU, S1TY UNIFe. 7762 025 52.5 Thed - 5444
* y22e2 MiLMaR UHiF, . 13¢h 0.65 5. 714 54,4
S § 1 G- BMASERA UNIF, .- e, 1679 00425 G2.6 ... .71 .. %841 _
. 11449 - SAN PASOLAL vALLEY UNIF, 646 V.02 €2.9 T1e% © &5l
11825 FOuTAYL UNIF, . e © 13490 0.45 53,3 .1 55,k
s 11769 PLAAGUNT UNIF o o m. . 9665 L 0431 . 536 T3¢7 . ... %60
N s BZAYNLNT UNIF : 2402 0.08 -, 53,7 11,7 LY
11749 paucua UNIE, . 1713 0.05 53,8 1.7 t6,)
oo hess RIYINSICE UIF o e meaam s aes e 267T1A__.....0eRA .. 56,6 L. 12,3 ... Sh.F
11630 paLO VEAUS Uidl, 3978 0.13 ' 54,8 12,4 £2.1
1167¢ s NIEGO CITY UNIF, 132030 . -4,39 59,2 16,7 5.9
.o GILHOY UNIF, e . 235 0.17 . 59,3 . THhel ... €045
11634 PaYANO viLLEY UYIF, COS 12849 0.43 59,A The? 81,3
11590 SAb HAMON VaLLty UNGF' 10556 0634 , 60,1 16,7 AR
o MIBM) | FESTERN PLACER URIF e, meeeee 21250 Lo 0007 L 60,2 ... Tl ... 6144
) 11508 CNEN MAVEK LulF . 6R92 0.23 60,4 6.8 61,9
. 114686 DEL NSKTE COUNTY UNMIF. . 3705 0,13 60,5 1649 1.9
— 31632 BARSTCR UNIFT e e CQARL .. . 0432 ... 60,9 ... 76,9 _: 62,¢
T | YL CHICO UNIF . Y416 0.31 61,2 77.0 €2.5
11230 UXTAM U%LF. 6194 0,20 6).4 717.9 €?.5
— . 11109 poRAY CIVY UNIR, .. ... P& 0.8 . AlL.T .. 77.0 .. 6245
jov16 ouitl uNIF, 3902 . 0,12 61.8 17.0 62.5
. 10941 VESTAN0D UNIF ans’ 0,02 61,A 17.0 62.6
L J00e9 | ALAVEUA CITY UNIF. 12281 L 0440 62,2 e 10 L 8243
30831 SACOAMENTO CLIY URYF, 62447 113 63,9 19,2 4ol
10n10 YUCAHIPA JOLEuT UNIF, CO 3 , A%1R Nel5 64,1 79.3 LAl
——_ 10150 __ _ REDLAKDS UMNIF. yoans . 0.8 . 66,5, ._....70.3 .. 64.b
. 40736 MAPA VALLLY UNIF. 166500 0.51 65,0 79.3 64,7
10614 SAN JACINTO uNiF, . 1798 0.06 65,1 1943 64.9
——. 10591 MANTELA UHIF, IOV 1 & A 027 . 6543 ... 19.4 . 65.2
' 36563 TenrLt CIiv UMIF, : 4795 0.16 65,5 19.4 652
1023} HEYICAR UH CLenn9e’ 0493 - G648 1744 6547
e JOM0B L LUCTA PAR VNI e e e o166 ... 0022 . 6646 .. 100 e e 0500
' ' T S 4
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° - Asscssed Voluotion, 1972- /3.
a..'.'.....ASVAL/r.oa 01sInICT .- . ADA S ADA T CUMLS ADA CUM.TRLY, QU TDRY
..-..-.--...--...--...----‘-o-....--.-a-.-v-------:-.-—-o--v-----..-.-Q-.--o-.--o----‘--.o-~
e JOOAT (L ELK GHOVE UNIF L 10198 . 0434 w 0hT,0 ... 794 (.2 °
9v1) KINGS CAKYOM UNIF. CO 54 SSA3 0.10 67.2 19,4 66!
na? VASHINGION unit, 530 0.10 67,4 19.5 67.0
——— 9575 ... CHIND UUIF, - 9454 _i.. 0431 .. 67,7,....79.5 .. . 61.5
9490 RELLFLORER UNIF ) . 114910 0.39 68,) 79.5 67.7
9351} HEYNARD UN]F, ) . c 27325 0.90 69,0 9.8 60,7
9338 - CORCOAAN UNIF €O S4._____ ... 27190 ._... 0,09 . ._.69,} cema 1949 . 89,0 .
9269 VISALLS unlF 13343 044 69.% 4,9 65.6
9216 CORONS-u0%CH UNYF, . 15607 0.%2 0.0 79.9 70,3
o 9430 . CASTHO VALLEY UNIF, mmrmeemieneees 893S 0020 70,3 79,9 . T0.4
90n2 CLAREPUNT UNF, i « .. 1199 v 0424 10,5 80,0 0.5
Q040 POONA U-!IF i 223Ql 0s74 71.3 8).2 1.3
— 8024 . STOCKioN CI|T UNIF o) e, 30706 . 1,05 ... 72.3...... R244 ... 712.8
[T ) LATO GIIF. €O 16 . LYY 0403 72,4 824 712.9
87‘? AL ‘!"J U"lf. 3)2] R 0010 7?.‘;‘ RZ.G o« 1300
——e. BOST | SANSER yNIF, eeees v mm enras - 04?0"_._% 0.21 oo 1207 ea. 8246 .. 13,1
. §599 SAN LOKINZO UNIF, 1511) 0.50 T73.2 82,6 7441
. a589 NOVATO u%lt, . 114R3 0.39 13,6 82.7 14,1
— 8076 FRESTD CITY UNIFe ... 51844 —— 3O L I8,S . R&,) 76,5 .
8475 VAC VILLE Unike 0440 0.2} 15.7 R4, 2 16.7
Pess MTe DIonLO UrlF, 49608 1.62 717.3 R4, 1741
et . 8321, SAUN EErNIFOINO CITY UNIF ._ ... 3067712 . Ye22 m®,5 £S,7 = IR, 7
£2e9 3 UNpF 22761 0.74 79.3 85,8 19.%
0223 JURUEA USIF, CO 36 8949 ° 0.30 79,6 £6,0 19,2
PR 8199 __. COLIGN JOINT UNIF, Cc0 .33 . 1loQs 0.40 no.a LY A [P
6101 LYnentn UMIF, 9294 0431 e0,3 €he2 . 812
811] LinenL unlr, T 84712 0.18 80,5 86,2 RY,2
-B123 | covina~vaprley unir, ... 18049 0.60 8,0 | 8h,2 B1.6
8070 HU'O" L. I’ R ‘?05 0.)‘ 5).? 66l3 81.‘»
- 1941 MARTSYILLE JnlNY UNIF. € R739 . *0.29 81.5 Ploh n1.?
. L1914 SAN gL UNIE, - aeee L. SG4FS 1.0 RI.3 ... PRé&.8 2,2
1657 LIVErROLL vaclty g1, UN] 13783 Cetd 1A3,7 86,5 nz,.2
© 1195 CUALTE usnlr, ' LT8] 0.16 83.9 £6.8 82,3
... 1592 JALtU7 VALLEY UMIFIED | Snan 0,17 né,n 3} R2.4 "
15646 EL PLCHO UNIF YY1 0,48 - 64,5 655 Ri b
7553 Fresvanut uilr, 33419 1.12 8.6 [ £5,.1
—. 7895 _ CLOvES urii, o e co mrmmmns cime I2AR . 0,231 8A,0 ... Bh,9 R3,5
7439 VISia 11y uwlr, 9615 0.32 ar,3 86,3 65,8
71336 GLESLTO™A UNTT 9227 0.231 Ak, 6 ar,9 15,9
———— 1303 SELYL UyIF, ... 4045 0.13 BA,T 84,9 06,3
' 1300 nrnll; U, Inis 0.25 87.0 R7,1 Rty b
1645 SIMy vELLEY unlF, 24092 0.00 87,0 87,0 s, A
——a.. 1007 CUTL‘R AASt Jl, unir. €. L .. 2695 0,08 .  BY,6..._ RY,0 . . BA7.2
6Y12 MILPITAS UNIFILD 10300 - 0.2¢ RA,2 87,2 ar/s
€950 BLYQHD IF, . %071 0.30 an,5 R7.2 . B1,6
e 6910 A2UZA plF, e J2P12 0042 . BR.9 ... 87,3 __. AA.S
6642 . MONTLMEY PENINSULA uNIF, 19323 064 89,5 av, 1 ARLA
. 68238 VALLEUQ CllY UgF, 15974 0.53 90,1 AQ,2 ARL,9
—— .. £65S HoFWLlyelA MINADA CITY V. Mirs 0 1,03 . 91,1 A9,? 0.4
6570 ®EST Covind uilr, 13223 0.44 91,5 £9,3 Q0,7
6A90 FAIRFIELD-SUISUN vaLL JT 12457 ° 0e4] 92,0 89.6 90,6
— e (XY CE"FS UNIF, ‘?‘9 o.l‘ Q?Q, A9, A 01.0
6412 RASSETT untf, 8449 L0428 92.4 9.8 91.8
6392 HEWAAN UNIF, . 9858 0.33 92.7 89.0 G2l
.-“..,,,6107 GARULN GAGVE UMTIF. et . 543218 1,80 9,5 | R9.8 93,4
———. 000} POSLAND ULTF ILL ¢ e cmm s. 1403] L0669 (.0 95,0 .. . 89,9 . 93,3
¢ 5990 MOiAI0 JALLEY USTF, 6425 0.21 95,2 90,1 . 94,
. . 5870 HACITHT A-LA FULNTE UNIFY .34093 1.13 94,3 . 90,2 9.2 -
— 9060 | FOLSOM=CORLOVA UNIF, .oy eena.. 320L0 ... . 0442 .. 96,8 ween s 9004 L 96,3 -
- 5603 RIALTO UNIH, 12054 0.42 97,2 90.7 9641 -
$322 SLOvPCL yiIF, 13291 0044 97,6 Q0,9 9hS
——n 5220 L OnERNEQ 00 ynlEe L L, 9306 L 0031 ... 97,9 _.._ 90.9 ... 97.0 ..
L 50749 PLLDeLs B2he UNTF, 125660 0,42 90,4 91.0 9840
$045 corP iU UulFILY 40009 1.32 94,7 99,1 91,9
e, AT86  CALEAGCO UNIFe o 4276 ... 04)4 |, 99,8 _ 99,0 99.6
4353 PaPLLL unlrF, 1703 0.05 99,9 €Q,6H 100G
- looo TeNTL Ui, 3923 0.3 100,0 1009 10040
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.. CUHULATIVE PERCENT ADA AND BLACK ADA FOR DISTRICTS RANKED
2 BY AV/ADA, MARYLAND '
L % TOTALS CUMUL. ToOT:L
DISTRICT AV/ADA - | ADA BLACK ADA
ADA BLACK ADA BLAC:
aryland (total) 859,440 201,435
ward 34,784 14,314 1,318 " 1.66 0.65 1.66 0.5
1bot 33,189 b,395 1,485 44 0.51 0.73 2.17 1} 1.3
wweester 31,368 + 6,855 3,011 0.79 | 1.49 2.96 ; 2.3°
ntgomery 30,798 121,458 4,872 14.13 2.4 17.09 ; 6,21
arles 25,884 11,692 ! h,943 1.36 2.45 18.45 ¢ 7.7
rederick 24,4511 18.355 : 1,882 | 2,13 0.78 20.53 ¢ 3.3
1timore 24,077 1123,717 4,299 | 14.39 2.13 35.97 ¢ 10.5
rroll i 22,396 | 1h, k22 - sh7 b 1,67 | 0.27 | 36.6h i 16.5
nt I 21,843 ! 3,583 1,090 : 0.41 0.54 37.05 i 11.%
ince Georges ; 20,655 i146,976 22,313 ! 17.10 (11,07 sh15 ! 22.3
cen Annec- i 20,130 ! 4,631 | 1,375 & ©.53 0.68 154,68 : 23.2°
| legeny P 19,532 | agu3s 255 1 1.91 | 0.12 [56.59 % 23.3
icomico ;19,386 1 14,079 4,079 .. 1.63 2.02 52,22 V2¢8.:
shington ¢ 18,865 1 23,460 566 - 2.72 0.29 60.94 25.5%
rrett ! 18,039 ; 5.378" 1 } 0.62 0 61.56 | 25.%2
rtford b 17,923 4 28,161 ¢ 2,801 - 3,27 1.39 64.83 | 27.:
e Arondel . 17,915 65,745 8,923 i 7.64 h.oh2a 72,47 § 31.%
dvert 17,849 ! 5 466 | 3,016 0.63 | 1.49 " i73.10 !32.::
- ‘chester 16,700 | 6,568 2,766 0.76 1.37  $73.86 ; 34,2
Jtimore thy 16,016 !192,171 125,174 22,36 62:14 $6.22 $5.%
cil 15,576 ! 11,970 755 1.39. | 0.37 97.61 }e6.%-
. Mary's 14,132 9,800 2,771 1.14 1.37  198.75 le3.i:
merset 13,453 : 4,474 2,055 " 0.52 1.02 :99.27 ¢g.:
roline 11,038 ' 5,335 1,412 0.63 0.70 29.90 |e9.c
I .
i
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¢ CUMULATIVE PERCENT ADA AND CLACK ADA FOR DISTRICTS

g RANKED BY AV/ADA, KEMTUCKY "

.= 2 TOTALS cunuL. TOTALS
DISTRICT AV/ADA ADA BLACK ADA

ADA BLACK ADA BLACK

kentucky (total)| 30,791 695,611 63,996 ,
Kelson 157,681 1,566 -319 0.46 0.73 0.46 0.7:
tood ford 58,435 3,365 Y 1.00 1.01 1.46 1.72
Feenup 53,455 L,154 S 1.23 0 2.¢9 1.7~
Union 47,790 3,048 - 303 0.90 0.69 3.59 2.4:
fFayctte b, 134 34,867 5,969 10.40 13.77 13.99 16.2°
Karshall '153,li28 3,768 0 . 1.12 0 15.11 16,27
paviess 42,614 14,808 . 875 L. h 2.01 15.52 15.7
toone 4o, 750 7,401 37 2.20 0.08 21.72 1¢.2:2
Shelby Lo.025 4,571 708 1.36 1.63  [23.08 5.82
Clar} 38,498 5,278 k56 -1.57 - 1.05 2L.05 .7
Jefferson 36,4501 141,058 28,683 42 .20 66.17 56.99 £7.%-
Kenton 34,691 20,203 905§ . 6.03 2.08 72.88 . 8g.3:
Varren 33,296 11,331 1,291 3.39 2.97 76.27 92.2:
Canbell 33,067 13,437 173 §.01 0.239 £0.25 oo Z.
f.oyd 32,040 11,359 197 3.39 0.45 83.67 93.1%;
Henderson 31,423 8,415 887 2.51 2.04 £6.18 ag .-
Kelracken 30,520 12,487 1,600 3.72 3.69 £9.90 oZ, !
Taylor: 29,523 3,900 * 292 1.16 0.67 21.06 g4a.s:
Laurel 20,887 6,515 72 1.94 0.16 93,00 A
Vhitley 19,165 5,480 0 1.673 0 Sh.63 Sc.4!
Pike 17,295 17,963 132 5.36 0.30 55.99 93.5:
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e CUMULATIVE PCRCENTAGES FOR LARGE CITIES IN U.S. RANKED

o , BY AV/ADA, 1970 .
' % TOTALS CUMUL. TOTALS
CITY AV/KDA ADA BLACK ADAY o BLACK DA BLACK

ADA ADA
\tlanta 51,790 34,147 © 3,784 0.58 0.17 0.58 0.17
.ochester 38,950 h7,372 13,679 y ,0.81 0.64 1.39 1.55
ew York 34,4560 1,063,787 ¢ 334,841 1 18.27 15.89 19.66 ¢ 17.4%
ouisville 32,370 85,846 3,213 ‘ 1.47 0.15 21.13 17.5¢
i lwaukee 31,980 130,565 | 31,130 2.24 1.47 23.37 1 19.,5%
.hicago 26,870 582,274 | 308,266 | 10.00 14.62 33.37 | 33.6%
.t. Pctersburg 26,100 78,466 | 12,715 § 1.3h 0.60 34,71} 34,2¢
.n Francisco, 23,980 | 9h,154 i 25,923 i 1.61 1.23 36.32 i 35.%1
incinnati ° 19,690 ' 86,607 . 37,275 1.49 1.76 37.61 § 37.27
‘leveland 18,20 | 156,054 i §7,2h1 2.68 i . 4.1k b0 k9 K1h
-ayton 18,330 | 59,527 i 22,750 i 1.02 1.08 h1.51 1 h2.4:
‘ortland 18,080 , 78,413 i 6,388 i .1.34 0.30° 42.85 ¢ K2,7:
sallas - 17,980 { 159,924 | 49,235 %1 2.74 2.33 {'45.59 | hs5.12
:ndianapolis 17,900 ! 108,587 @ 36,577 } 1.86 1.73 L7.55% : L6.3¢
ctroit 17,550 ! 296,037 ; 175,316 ., 5.08 8.32 £62.53 . 55.17
oston ‘ 17,490 4,174 ¢ "25,hE2 ; 1.061 1.20 sL.1L L 56.4C
‘hiladclphia 16,930 | 282,617 | 166,083 ' 4.85 { 7.88 58.99 ; 6L.2°
jouston : 16,900 ; 246,698 | 81,966 i k.22 1 3.89 63.21 ; 658.1
.akland 16,120 { 64,102 : 35,385 } 1.10 1.66 64,31 | 64.%:
evark 16,120 ! 75,960 : 55,057 | 1.30 ‘1 2.61 65.61 j 72.%
altinore 16,010 : 192,171 l25,174 - 3.30 5.94 68.91 | 768.%:
Lolunbus 15,850 . 110,629 ' 28,729 : 1.90 1.36 70.81 § 75.7:
»t. Lpuis 15,210 ;| 115,532 . 73,4068 - 1.98 3.48 72.79 i £3.2°
‘enver 14,950 96,577 1 13,639 . 1.65 . 0.6h 7,50 % 83,7
.ong feach 1h,hy70 ¢+ 72,353 ;  5,h&9 - 1.2k 0.26 75.68 ; €.,
uffalo 1h,160 72,115 ¢ 26,351 ! 1.23 1.25 76.91 i B86,2*
san Diego 13,620 © 128,91h | 15,60% 1 2.21 0.71 79.12 | 85.3:
Liverside ' 11,960 | 26,799 | " 1,827 % 0.h6 i 0.08 75.58 | 85,11
Los Angcles 11,810 653,549 i1h7,738 111,37 1 7.20 190,95 i 52.5
.an Antonio i 11,230 79,353 . 11,837 ¢ 1,36 | 0.56 92.31 £3.c.
-ew Orlcans ; 9,370 110,763 § 74,378 : 1.90 3.56 94,21  95.%°
FLiami 7,180 232,465 . 56,515 : 3.9¢ 2.68 98,20 &9.if
“linncapolis 6,020 70,006 : 5,235 1.20 0.2t }99.40 | 29.5:
Ransas City 1,680 35,047 | 10,099 0.60 0.47 100,00 ;100.3:C
L}
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I. "Equity and School Finance - Analysis and Alternatives"

. Robert Singleton
Ron Edmonds - Divector of Center for Urban Studies, Harvard Graduate

School of Education.
Jim Dyer - Program Officer, Carnegie Corporation of New York.

Robert Singleton - Director, Education Finance Reform Project,
Nairobi College.

Kenneth Tollet - Professor of Higher Educection, Howard Univexsity.

Leroy Keith - Associate Vice President for University Policy,
University of Massachusetts.

Steven Shaw - Business Manager, Massachusetts Experimental School
systw.

Chuck Martin = Professor of Education, Howard University: Editor,
Journal of Negro Education.

David Stem - Assistant Professor of Economics, Yale University;
Center for Study of Education.

. Margaret Simms - Assistant Professor of Business Administration,
' Atlanta University; affiliated with Doctoral Program
in Education Administration at Atlanta University.

Prederick Rodgers - Associate Professor of Elementary Educationm,
University of Illinois.

Bill Hall -~ Psychologist, Vassar College.

Ken: I am concerned about the implication of the remarks that it may not

be in the interest of Blacks to support the proposals for implementing the
Serrano decision which in a sense is another way of repudiating the Serrano
decision. My feeling is that in the long run, Serrano is in the interest of
Blacks and that if the Supreme Court had decided Rodriquez a different way
we would be better off than we are now.

Bob: Rather than go after implementation of the kind of language which 1

suspect will come out of Serrano blindly, I feel that we ought to be thinking
‘ of complicating that language. The best of all posible worlds is that
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the California State Supreme Court, when Serrano is appealed again, will
begin to take into account some of those dimensions it didn't take into
account last time and which we talked about today. If it does, then
Serrano would be sufficiently complicated to account for those things thaé
1 am concerned about. If it doesn't, then I don't think that black

people are going to bebefit by the language and we are going to have to
compliczte it at the legislative level. We are going to have to go to

the legislators and tell them what is missing from Serranmo. I think
Serrano is a step forward and that it is education reform. Reform of

any kind, in almost any respect, I think will be for the better. However,
to the extent that we can obtain the empirical data and prove to our

own persuasion that the language, as it comes out of the court, can
produce some detrimental solution. We have got to make sure that those

solutions are as least detrimental as possible.

Margaret: Although it is implicit in Bob's paper, I would like to make
one point explicit and that is that the issue you're pursuing is asgsessed
valuation per pupil, because that's what Serrano deals with, differences
in district wealth. But looking again at the questions of, fo= example,
municipal over-burden, it may be that some areas with equal or lower
assessed valuation per pupil have higher per pupil expenditures because
of the lack of other drains on their resources, which this does not take
into sccount. Although you have done so implicitly, you don't explicitly
differentiate between the fact that some areas do have high assessed

valuation per pupil but don't have high educational offerings because of
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other drains on their resources. In conjunction with that, what L get
from your paper, although I think there is missing from it a.cohesive
conclusion section, is that as far as solely assessed valuation per pupil
is concerned, blacks would be better off, in California anyway under full
state assumption as opposed to district power equalizing. ‘You also said -
this morning that you felt that, under district pover equalizing, large
cities would not vote themselves higher levels of expenditure, indicating
probably that full state assumption would result in higher per pupil
expenditures, but that'a; not in the paper either and I think that is
something you have to deal with in addition, the per pupil expenditure as
vell as the wealth availability. Because that's what really determines the

dollar input, not just che assessed valuation per pupil.

Bob: You're right, I didn't allocate. The paper was intended only to -

handie one dimension and that dimension was the distribution of gtudents, of

black students in particular, with respect to the distribution of wealth.

Margaret: I'm not meaning to criticize you, 1'm just saying that these
are the kinds of things that people reading the paper will esutomatically
assume and that you have not taker into account. The criticisms they may
have, may not be substantive in the sense that you have already considered

these things but they are not made explicit in your paper.

Pred: I think Bob's technique of trying to get at specific points that
refer to the specific demographic variables pertinent to blacks is a
methodological point that should be made clearer because it probably would

ald people in deciding how to break out figures. I think there are some
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problems with wealth and income data, that is, trying to correlate with
delivery of education services data and other kinds of data. If Bob
made his methodology a little clearer it would be helpful to other

people t:yiné to pursue that area. I know Bob, that you have the information.

Roy: wpen you use (ADA the assessed valuation per average daily atten-

dance to rank districts as wealthy districts and wealthy-disadvantaged districts,
there arise a lot of distortions that need to be clarified, because when you
talk about assessed valuation per ADA a year you're talking about how

much taxable property there is behind each student in that pg;ticular

district. It gives a somewhat distorted view,
Bob: 1It's not the only dimension.

Ron: I wanted to raise an issue that you are interested in, Bob, and

that you hinted at, but obviously your paper didn't deal with explicitly
and that is this: Let's assume thot you do end by having a very tangible
set of fiscal reform recommendations to make that will constitute legal
equity in the constitutional sense} that will constitute fiscal improvement
so far as black children's per pupil expenditure levels are concerned; 8o
én and so forth. You are going to be in the position to make some very
explicit recommendations. That still leaves that issue of performance
outcome, since that's the name of the game, that is, what is the overall
use to which any fiscal propoe-l can be put when intent is not, in fact,
fiscal equity. That isn't really our intent. Our intent is something
coming closer to appropriate perfommance levels for black children in

particular and poor children in general, or that portion of the pupil
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population does not instructionally profit from prevailing arrangements.
1 have notions of my own about that, but before I say anything about that
1'd be interested in what some of the rest of you think about the uses

to which this kind of work can be put.

Dave: It seems ti 2're making a general priority statement of sommitment of
more financial resources to education and the question is how is that done
and hos is that done within a framework, picking up Ron's commen” of

legal equity, wit' .z . .onstitutional framework or a constitutional
measing. I think that's essentially a mechanical kind of process that

we can sit down and formulate. The question involves the political
commitment of those instrumentalities that have the responsibility,

mainly the states, and however that it is going to be done, whether it is
going to be mandated to local districts or the state is going to grasp it
itself, having been pressured enough to do that in the first instance. But
the other question seems to me to be a question of accountability and an
accountability mechanism to be established. Maybe that's the work that
should flow. Because if there is an accountability mechanism, a real
accountability mechanisw established, it puts everybody on notice that he
has to measure up to something else that's implicit in all this, and that's
the establishment of some, and I hate to use the word, it's almost a
cliche, meaningful educational standards. So one thing really triggars
another and 't's rather difficult in my mind, at least, to adcress the

the one question without kicking off kind of a domino effect of all the
others. 1 guess the question is where do you start.

Bob: Actually, I was about to make the same comment myself. You can
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‘ think of all this as a series of things that need to be said. One 13
the inequities on the level of input or we can think back even beyond that,
we can think of inequities on the level of the taxpayer having to provide,
because of the system that prevails now, the monies for the education of
people with whom he has no direct contact. He's only getting a spillover
benefit. We can think next in terms of inequities of the levels of
expenditures under the present system because it is not based on any
rational criteria by which people who need the money ar: going to benefit
from it, or in terms of the cost, the real cost of education in any given
area. When you think of the inequities of the different processes of education
within the box, how, in some cases, education appears to be happening very
we)l and in other cases it's not happeniug well at all; when you think of

. the output side of the box, w2 can say that there is not equal achievement

' in education. Then we can say to ourselves, where are we going to impinge

the court most effectively today, given today's situation and given where
the frontier of the argument is. The frontier of the argument is right
now on the input side, unfortunately. It would be good to put another
language into thosz suits, those court cases, Serraro and Rodriquez and 1if
Serrano could still go in, conceruing these other levels. I only addressed
myself to the input side, not because that's where I think it should stop,
clearly, put because that's wh:re the level of argumentation is at this
point and I couldn't agree wure with what has been said in terms of what
ve've got to address ourselves to as soon 48 possible. We've got to
start developing the research now for when we think the Court is ready to
get to that output side, because we must realize the Court is not ready -

. right now. The sooner we work on it, the more we will educate them toward

that goal.
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Dave: I just wanted to mention that the frontier does seem to be moving

a little bit, from what I have heard about the New Jersey litigation.

The approach they are using there is saying, given where they have a state
mandate for a thorough and efficient education, the tactic that the lawvyers
are using is, as I understand it, that they are going around the state and
looking at, say "remedial educatior rograms" that have been used and to
some extent have worked in distric.s and they are saying, "Here's the cost
of teaching someone how to rez2 who hasn't been able to read up to this
point in a certain grade.” I don't know how exact they are being. There

is some progress being made toward an output based equity standard.

Bob: That's fine for New Jersey because they happen to have an encomium

in the constitution. The problem that I was trying to bring up earlier,
that the U.S. Supreme Court has created for us, is that thosza constitutions
that don't have that kind of language are back to ground zero and they
happen to be the constitutions which are in the worst states in many ways.
So without a plebiscite in those states, or without some kind of state
Supreme Court larguage in those states, we may find that the New Jerseyl
constitution, as Dave just pointed out, a phrase which says that every
child will get a thorough and efficient education and you can grab hold

of some language like that and start asking what does that mean in today's
world, whatever it meant when they wrote it; what does that mean in today's
socieiy? You've got a basis on which to move and one that is clearly
going to move in New Jersey because of the people who are working there.

A lot of people who have grasped the problem are really moving, and that's
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going to produce inventories with a great deal of forward motion. Florida
also happens to have a great many highly interested people who are ready
to use whatever they can get their hands on to produce a good educational
system and to take advantage of the language that does exist and to keep
moving despite what appears to be a setback in Rodriquez. But there are '

a lot of states that aren't moving and they have given up.

Dave: But there are federal statutes, the Lao case?

Pave: Well, I can't really say much more than that except that it was

a ruling under one of the HEW laws, that there had to be - 1;.waa a kind

of encapsulation of the l4th Amendment kind of language within the law,
within the authorization for some education funds - and under that provision
it was ruled that the Chinese student in San Francisco had been deprived of
ecual opportunity because he wasn't getting bilingual education. Somebody

here must know more about it than that.

Bob: I think chat's sufficient. It was decided in favor of the plaintiff
that the Chinese children have a need, and this gets back to the whcle set

of needs, and vhere needs can be made objective like this, I think the Court
ig willing to sit and listen. That is that you certainly couldn't say that
the Chinese were getting an equal educational opportunity if they were gitting
in a classroom and couldn't understand what was going on if they were not
bilingual. If the§ were not bilingual, of course, they couldn't understand
English. The only thing the scate could do was to provide Chinese-speaking
teachers for them at that cost and of course, the state resisted because of

the implications.You've got a lot of Mexican students also in Califomia
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vho are going to be the first ones to jump on the band wagon. And then
you've got a lot of crazy black people who are going to say that black
people aren't going to speak English either. That can keep going further
and further. I think that's also part of the reason the Burger court
didn't go along with Roérignez. That opened a Pandora's box for a

lot of crazy reformers who are going to run in and say, "Well, if education
is a fundamental right, what about the right to police protection? What
about the right to sanitation? What about the right for any sexvice you
can think of that the state ought to be providing to a Special district?
We're paying for it, when are we going to get it? You can prove inequality
very easily, you can walk down the streets of the city and through the
eyeball test, look at the streets of Beverly Hills and look at the streets
in Watts and you can say there is something unequal about the provisions

of sanitary services in these two areas. If we can get the strict scrutiny
test that comes out of a fundamental right for educarion, then we can say
that people are catching TB and dying everyday because the streets are not
kept clean. I think that's one of the reasons they want to go slowly on

this provision.

Dave: Although if you can prove racial discrimination, there are plenty

of preéédents you can cite. Shaw, or Hobson or others in education.

Margaret: You know, Hawkins vs. City or Shaw, Mississippi, when they did
extend the application to more than education? But I think that at least as

far as the California court was concermed, in Serrano, they made a careful
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distinction between education and all other rights because they addressed
that issue directly. That was one of the arguments that the defendants
used and they indicated why they thought education was a fundamental right,
while the others were not. Tﬁéte-is a question whether or not you are
brave enough to rush right on in there.

I think we should not down-play the findings in this paper because
of the tendency for people to think that Serrano and Rodriquez and the
other suits automatically mean that black people and poor ﬁeople are
going to have greater resources. This indicates that it's not an
automatic consequence, and we ought to be aware of this because the next
step, that is-what we actually do-will depend upon knowing precisely where
we would stand under a simple-minded distribution of funds based solely

on assessed valuation per pupil.

Dave: This gets back to the accountability question, which also gets back
to the observation that Ken made earlier this mormning, that schools within
a relatively wealthy district but in a predominately black section of that

district are getting the short end.

Fred: 1I'd like to deal with the discussion of equity. I would make it s
1ittle more consistent with the legal communication, because equity, the
way it's used in Bob's paper, got more downside arguments against it than
upside arguments for it, in terms of using it as a basis for delivery of
educational services to the poor and the black because the equity argument

legally is really covered in torts for the most pirt, a negligence law.
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1 think you have # tough problem trying to prove negligence in education.

So I think I would make that part clear, even thdugh equity communicates

in a common sense better than the use of equality. An attorney picking

up your paper, Bob, would go through all the arguments” that discredit

something that should not be discredited, because if you look at equity

legally as a balancing, you are talking about input and output ~ all you

can buy is staff and means. When you deal with effects, you really are

calking about instructional process. That is not attached to money.

The critical question in making an analysis for financial aid, is staff

and means because the money is meant to buy more staff, more ?:eans and

not direcly to buy more effects or better effects. In a sense you can get a

clearcut connection between input and output if you look at staff and means
. but still may not say much about effects. At some point, you may want to

give that in your explanation. That is something that we have to worry

about when we talk about chinging the equalization of finances.

Chuck: The only concern I have about the paper, other than some of the

more substantive ones that have been mentioned, is distribution of informa-
tic;n as it results from this research. However, it seems to me that there

are a number of pleces of legislation that, if we wanted to, we could
sequentiall& order. We might mention, first of all, the Hobson decision

in the District of Columbia which gets more to the process and also the

affect that results from that process and begin to define very specifically what
affective education is all about, something we have not dealt with. We've
tried to put a dollar or cost amount on what happens cognitively, how much

money does it take in order for a youngster to achieve at grade level or
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above, but what is the affect involved. I can't separate the two and

too many have attempted to do that. I think we should also anticipate the
counter-equity legislation that we see beginning to mushroom, and I am
speaking specifically, although it's not at the public school level, of
the DeFunis case involving, of all things interestingly enough, law schools
and entrance into law schools and the way in which entrance into fhis
professional type of education relates to minority people.

My next concern is one that we haven't addressed and the paper doesn't
address, primarily because I don't think it was intended to, and that is
state appropriations as they relate to the preparation of urban teachers,
as it relates specifically to the preparation of urban school administrators,
that actually those administrators who decide what policy is going to be
written that usually creates this :I.nequity.' If you take a look at the way
"in which school administrators are trained to understand school finance,
none of this involved. Recently we see a few inclusions, but certainly they
are very scanty at best. We have not been able to influence policy as it
relates to the policy makers and this is outside of the realm of legislation.
We know that state supported institutions train most of the so-called urban
teachers in this country and we know that a pretty poor job is being done in
thet training mode. We ought to examine that, find out how money is being
expended to do thaf » what processes are being used and what failures have
resulted from the use of state tax dollars in the training of those teachers.
These are a few concerns that I have that hopefully we can address as we

continue to make some progress beyond the scope of your paper.

Steve: What would you look for in that training?
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' Chuck: I think we could look for several things. We could begin to
test performance criteria. We are beginning to get a number of papers
in which people are taking a very critical look at fourth year tracher
education students to find out how they view various other groups in this
country that they have never addressed before because of their schooling,
because of their, usually traditional middleclass upbringing. There is a
lot of interesting information which indicates, factually, what we've known
for some time--that many of our teachers are just unequipped in the
affective domain to deal with minority students, with Third world students.
Now, this means that something is wrong with the training modules that
are used to train those teachers and obviously money pays for that kind of
training. I think we need to raise some very serious questions as to how
. that is being done, if state money is being used effectively. I think

we can get vast input into that area.

Bob: In support of what you are say.ing Chuck, I'll mention that every time
I make a presentation of any of these observations in California, if it is a
mixed group, the people who are most 1;ke1y to come up and ask me to come
to their district to make another presentation of the same sort are the people
from white districts. The people from the black districts have heard a
11ttle bit about it, and they quite often want us to come too, but I'm not
quite sure whether it is that they have heard it before or they didn't
understand it when I was making the presentation, but in many cases what
happens 1is that there is absolutely a vacuum in temms of this kind of
training or this kind of information in the vhite districts, in all-white
‘ districts and I think the reason for that has been that education in the

U.S. is really designed for, and biased toward wvhite culture and there
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{s not really that much of a need on the part of the white culture to
redesign education that much, | think it Is working, for the most part,

for white society. The educational system in this country, by definition
the norm is that 50% of the white students are above 1t and 50% of the white
students are below it. It's just the black students who are In trouble with
that norm., They tend to = but taht norm is set from a white cultural
vantage point

Chuck: Unless you've taught at a tlew Trier lilgh School In Winatka or an
Evanston Township High School in Evanston, which | have, where the per
caplta expenditure ranges from about $1,800 to $2,000, then you may begin

to wonder whether or not those youngsters are actually gettlng dgxlmum
beneflt. There are a numter of frills Involved, and the superficialities
are there but that gets Iinto another thing.

. Steve: SO are you saying that the money does pay off there?

Chuck: | don't think 1t does. |'m suggesting that 1t doesinot.

Ron: 1'd like to turn this general topic into an even more specific
question than the one | asked before. | would llke some of you to say
what you would consider, elther on the basis of your knowing about it or
on the basis of your being prepgred to recommend 1t, the most aiuspicious,
and In your judgment the most efficacious means by which Singleton's
tnsight Into economic® equity can,be, on the one hand made an Instrument
of Instructional effectiveness for black children, In particular,

and poor children in general; what the communities, that are simultaneously
suffering from fiscal abuse, but, more importantly, whose school children
are suffering from instructional ineptitude need more than fiscal equlty.
They need instruments of institutional betterment and these pleces of
lltigation and these occasions of financial reform can be opportunities

for such behavior, provided people have access to some kind of a repertolre'
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of what's to be dcne,

Bob

| realize the paper didn't go that far, but ! know what | would have

sald If 1t had gone that far. That is, that general distribution formulas
talk about how you get more money from the state to the districts In the
general fund, The money that comes out of that general fund and is allocated
toward the schools goes with almost no commitment to any kind of special
usages of those funds. The district does what It wants and usually it does
what it has been doing before, | think some legislatures are becoming

more willing to hear arguments about how some of that money should be

kept out of the general fund and put Into categorical funds if they can

be shown which categories of usages that might make a difference. They

can then maintain greater accountability. That is one of the most important
reasons for having more money in categorical usages rather than less, which
Is what has happened, the trend is going the other way. There is greater
accountability of these funds because the money Is designated for speclal
purpose usages and you can say that we want to see this money used for a
certain reason.

The other thing Is that you can project certain kinds of experiments
which are supposed to give us new knowledge and try to control for certain
things which we suspect are going on, That adds to whatever we think we know
about what is effective usages of these funds. | would think that one
thing we can do, as Willy Brown tried to do, Is earmark certain funds out
of the general fund into special categorical usages and make sure that
we are getting more for that than just more of the same.

Ron: fou said this morning that you were interested in categorical aild partly
because it had the effect of preventing an overwhelming preponderance of
the money flow going into teachers'® salarl;s, but | have a lot of trouble

with your Interest in categorical ‘.nding., Look at the country as a whole
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and the Congress in particular. The quarrel | have always had with all cate-
gorical aid Is that It proceeds from a dlagnosis of instructional disability.
That Is to say that Title | is based on the Congress' diagnosing the instruct-
fonal need as residing In the characteristics of those pupils vho don't

do well and therefore the categorltes of intervention that the monies are sup-
posed to buy are designed to respond to the deficiencies that the Congress
says black children have when they wrote the legislation. Furthermore,

on state levels, precisely the same thing happens, that Is that categorical
aid, by Its very nature, must proceed from a prior diagnosis of what is
wanted. Invariably, when that happens, since the laws at that level are
written by people who bring certain cultural dispositions in matters of that
kind and so on and so forth; invariably It means that two things happen,

that from our point of view are disastrous. One, you do get some fiscal
intervention, you d~ get some money appropriated for some kind of a program,
and then it's a categorical kind of a program. But by its very nature, the
mis-dlagnosis of the origin of educational disability, placing the burden

of reform on the children Instead of on the school - makes us able to predict
in advance that we will not get any substantial improvements in performance
as a consequence of this fiscal Intervention, which gets us back where we
started. In other words, not only do people become Increasingly cynical
about voting categorical sums, but they become increasingly persuaded that

no matter what you do with these deprived black children, it will not yield

gains, and so on it goes ad infinltum, and so, from my point of view, | am

very much committed to discretionary fiscal intervention, The reason I'm
interested in it Is taht it does not require a prior diagnosis of instruct-
fonal need,

gggg But it does require a prior commitment on the part of those people

who are operating the school district to do something of the kind that
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you're interested in,
‘ Ron: | want to get to that.
Bob: And so, If it's not categorical, maybe we ought to come out with a
new terin, because | think I'm not interested in categorical as it was
used before. That's why | threw in that dimension of new knowledge.
That is, | think we have to learn a lot more about what has been detri-
mental, what in the institution has been detrimental, The point w;s raised
earlier, in the larger session, that we don't really have good explanations
of why in one system the addition of some monies, in Detroit for example,
there's an attempt to demonstrate how in fact you can tie increases in
ald to Increases in performance, and vet‘lg other places they made the same
effort to show this and they claim they can't, 1'd like to know, not from
the point of wiew of what happened in those systems, which he doesn't
explain, and what was the atmosphere, where vere the teachers coming from
or whatever. | don't think educators, in the sense of their training,
have really been in a position to describe or to think about this, | would
think that we are going to need some people who know something about organ-
izational development and organizational behavior who are going to have to
come In and look at the forest as well as the trees, and then say something
about what is goling on within different school systems that appear to be doing
something, and within the different schools that appear to be doing something
and we have to tie the money then to Incentives toward doing that kind of
thing rather than doing the other kind of thing. If it's not categorical,
then there has got to be something else; there has got to be incentive
pay or something. |'m not that hung up on categorical aid per se. |
really do think the money ought to be going in the direction that shows

‘ commi tment rather than the direction of just more for the most people,
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Bea: A1l kinds of money gets spent in this state, on tinings that could
be of help, such as a very explicit study that was commissioned which said
that school administrators shoulc be able to take a haitus and come and
learn about such things as school finance or school education and law,
and all the kinds of courses you see in the so-called more enlightened
school catalogues. | haven't heard snything mcre of what happened to that
idea, | do know that $100,000 was paid to the school that was to do the
study. This perfectly good kind of simple solution for the fact that
Boston State turns out all the educators and they will go out and perpetuate
the system,
Jim: At Carnegle, we made a grant for the fall to the Educational Devel-
cpiment Center here, to deal with some aspects of the training that is offered
to school administrators. | put them in touch with a number of people, in-
cluding Bob, That is one kind of connection that will make some difference.
And EDC is influential in the way that curricula in the state's schools of
education are developed. That's a partial answer, We recognize that as
a problem, Getting the response to it motivated and properly implemented
Is something we are working on,

| have a questfon for Bob, Vhat response have you had to your work,
if any, formal response, from the unions either in California or the
natfon-wide organizations?
Bob: So far, zero. Mainly, because | think we have been hiding from
them, | think the unions will == the unions know what we're doing ==
I've heard, second-hand, certain responses, and the ones | have heard respons
about are people whom | already know and | could have predicted what they
would have sald, At previous times, when working on educational legis-

lation, | used the same strategy, | always wait until the last minute

ta_go to unions because the earlier you go, the more you're going to have

es
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got to kind of count your arguments in suth a way that you're talking to
them, and thelr problems, and about what it Is that you know they are going
to be concerned about. Sometimes that changes back and forth, and the
liaisons change back and forth, the wealthy districts and the poor districts
and the black districts and the Chicano districts and all kinds of groups
that a,. laready assoctated are already talking to the unions and you

would like to know how that comes out, how the unions nzturally deploy
themselves among these groups. What we have heard so far is that the unions
are interested but they're not quite sure what to think about what we're
doing. Some of the things we're doing sound like exactly what they would
like us to do, some of our class action suits will definitely be to their
benefit.,

Jim: They spend a lot of their resources on developing expertise in this
specific area.

Bob: That's true. They haven't, not in thé area of finance. There are some
lobbyists who spend part - of their time on keeping up with the finance
legislation. | know the VWestern Center cn Law and Poverty's person up in
Sacramento is constantly being apprcached by people from the union and he

is .y source for some of the things that the unions are sayling about us.
There are other lobbyists up there who are telling me the same things, |
don't think they want to develop an expertise, | think what they want to do
is be able to draw upon the expertise of other groups.

Margaret: | wanted to get back to the issue of categorical aid and what
happens to the money. First of al\, | sould like to say that | think not ,
not just in education, but all categorical ald assumes one of two things -
that Is that the recipients of the money are elther too stupld or too irrat-
ponal to know what Is the best use of the funds, Second, it assumes that,

in education in particular, the same type of production function is equally
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effective in all situations and indications are that it is not, We don't
know enough about education production functions, If such can be created,

to know how muc -lfference there Is between a production function for one
type of child and for another, But to lock into a categorical kind of

grant would lock Into the kind of flexibility you have in your productton
function, that is, what can you do with your money, This tells you what yoﬁ
can do with your money. Also, | think you need to distinguish between the
shoet run effects and the long run effects of changing per pupil expenditure.
and the short run almost Inevitably means that the teachers who were there
will get more money, But in the long run, just to take a simplistic

view of It, the existence of hiéhef‘ialarles in those locations may

attract better teachers, whatever better teachers may mean, One argument

Is thal the people who are in education no- are those who don't have anything
better to do, because if they had something better to do somebody elsc would
pay them more, To the extent that that argument may be valid, by raising
the salaries you may attrict people who could be doing something else but
now see the salaries as being more attractive,

Bob: | think more Iimportant, as an argument though, Is who makes the
decislons to evs‘'uate and to hire and fire thc teachers, Margaret,

Ron: If you're golng to answer Margaret, let me add one more thing |

want you to answer, |'m going to add to her list, the other major defeét

of categorical ald, In terms of our interest in black children and poor
children. Categorical intervention in school systems has the effect of
giving the educational decision-maker a built-in explanation for why

things don't get better, If things get better, then the school system will
applaud Itself for being responsive and all that, B8ut for the most part we

know things don't get better, and the educatioral decision-makers make one
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of two kinds of responses. They elther say they want more of the same

kind of money to do the same kind of thing, or they say, more often than
that, "Listen, If you'd given us the opportunity to exercise our own
judgment, we would have told you you shouldn't have done that in the first
place, And that the r=ason this program hasn't ylelded the kinds of gains _
that you think you ought to have gotten, Is because what you wnated us to

do was to hire teacher aldes when we knew what we should have done was %0
bvy more books, or we ought to have built a gym and you made us build an
auditorium, etc.'" The repertoir.of criticisms that | have of categorical
ald goes on and on. Even recognizing the abuses that characterize discret-
lonary monies =~ my own view Is that discretionary monies create more oppor-
tunities for iong range and sustained reform than any system of categorical
invention | know about,

Ken: I'm having great difficulty already in some of these funding sit.ations,
federal funcds have come In and instead of th-se funds supplementing state
funds, it freed state funds to go to the wealthiest areas‘already.

Ron: fou're talking about discretionary money?

Ken: I'm saying that even with categorical junding, to a certain extent
that happens, but It would happen even more with discretionary monies.

In fact, it would be inevitable. Pursuing the question of governance, if
you don't have control over allocation of the resources, discretionary

funds would be the worst, categorical funds, at leas® would be des Igned

in such a way as supposed to meet a certain need, a need felt by under-
privileged students. | would not be so sweeping in my criticism of categorical
ald.

Ron: | think thaf is a very Important criticism and | would like to say
just a word about that because | am mindful of the substance of what you are

saying, but | am not persuaded to change my mind, and | would like to say
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why. fou see, what is missing In this scenario Is what are there, in fact,
. predictably effective instruments that wi 1l make discretionary intervention

more effective than it has historically been, But | should tell you also,

| begin from a negative premise, In my view, we now have enough experience

with categorical aid to know, with considerable certainty, that it will

be culturally autocratic to place the burden of change on puplls, as opposeé

to schools, and would do all sorts of things that will not yleld gain.

Therefore, | am not interested in discretionary Intervention because | think

it's a panacea, | just think it creates opportunities, that categorical

funding does not, It seems to me that the way to handle discretionary funds

s to say that discretionary is free from the predictable defecgf of categ-

orical funding and the issue that will turn == I've been reluctant to

pursue that with any degree of precision because | don't know whether it is
‘ within the province of this discussion to talk about some of those

Instruments. The last place | was before | came here was in Michtgan, and

so | bring a blased perspective, because in my judgment, we succeeded

in Michigan in making what is almost a national mode! of the uses to

which dlscretionary intervention can be put and that there is a truly

extraordinary mix of accountability, control of performance outcome, and

most importantly, using a fairly modest discretionary fiscal intervention

as the political Instrument for doing that.

Bea: Doesn't that depend on who is sitting in that seat?

Ron: Oh, ft does now too, Sure.

Bea: Looking at it from your view, you have been in the seat and |

guess many of those things looking at it from the other vantage point.

Dave: | think it does tie in, | would say it is within the province of finance
‘ discussion, because on page 2 of pob‘s pa;;er, there's a description fo what

superintendent in Baldwin Park allegedly told John Serrano's €ather, which
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Is, "if you don't like the schools here, move,' Thére!s a whole story
there which is that the normal mechanism for accountability in local public
services and, even ore sc, in the private sector is that if you don't

like it, you take your custom somewhere else. fou withdraw your resources
from that shop. That's obviously an option that a lot of people who buy,
public education don't have, So, it seems to me that the remedial strateglés
can be broken down inte one of two kinds., fou elther try to provide more
discretion for people to withdraw thelr money from schools they don't like,
and you can do that by either aiding mobility directly between districts

as the Fleischman Commission tried to do to some extent; or, you can

do it with vouchers, as various experiments are doing, planned {frlatlons,
there's a whole list of options there,

Another kind of option, a second kind of strategy, is to have the
administration, maybe the state administration, exercise that resource
withdrawing function in behalf of the customers, If the customers can't move,
then the next best thing is the schools can be shown not to be doing their
job, the state will take away some money. Presumably using criteria that
have been developed by the customers. Part of what has always seemed lacking,
from my viewpoint, In discussions about equity and finance, is consideration
of mobility explicitly, because It seems to me that If there was enough
mobi 1ity then we wouldn't have to worry about whether aducation was rela-
tively cheap or rclatively expensive In one place or another because people
could move If there were an advantage to doing so. it's the lack of mobility,
the lack of opportunity to withdraw your bucks from a bad school that really
brings out both problems, and accountability and school finance are very
much the same kind of problem,

Fred: |f you did accept that argument, you would be moving away from general

welfare., It's almost like medicine, as you sald., Just because more people
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can afford good medicine you don't let TB run rampant, because a3 long as
it's around everybody can get It. And if you look at total societal cost,
you pay for those negative costs too. They cost you something in the total
formula. But one of the things that your analysis points out that | think
is critical, is that in order to tie funding to effects you must be able to
trace the money directly to what is being changed, That is where the trick
bag in public school funding really gets you, And that is that the language
of appropriation is different from the language of delivery of educational
services, | found this out in North Carolina very clearly, The state
appropriated about $6 per child, Then | went down and asked people in that
dual school system, and the superintendent cubmitted to me that .they spent
locally, on the basis of a formula of about 10 to 1, $5.50 tc the white
children, § .50 to the black children., This was very common, Principals
confirmed it. Now the question is, if you had sald that to the state legis-
lators, they would have said, ''fes, we have increased our appropriation by
15% because we are concerned about the kinds of materials and means that
these kids are getting. And we increased it for every child in the state.
Then, when you get the report back, it confirms what they have done, The
accountability has been raised really, but the effects have been differential.
Steve: fou've got to develop qualitative accountability instruments.

fred: But that is the only way vie know how to report back, Bob has pointed
out in his analysis that when you start to analyze it down to its final
points, in order to do anything about it there has to be a structural change,
not only in the way it's appropriated but in the report to make sure that
the effect that was intended actually occurs. 1 don't know how to handle
it, I'm just supporting what Bob has found.

Bob: Qualitative accountability cculd probably be accomplished better If

there were more decentralization. The problem right now is that from the
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centralized situation it's good if you can just get some qualitative account=~
ability, just find ou; on the average how much was spent, That's a break-
through. The school by school accounting system that they are implementing
in Florida does have both aspects; it does have both quantitative and quali-
tative accountability. That is, the schools are required to .appoint some
parents to an advisory board for each school, and they are supposed to be

setting certain goals and criteria for those schools to reach, which Is a

breakthrough.
Bea: | have a simple-minded concern around a horror story., That is, even

i f everything were equal, in terms of dollars, when you get down to what
those dollars buy, the services that those dollars deliver, what happens?

I can tell you a story about a per pupi! ratio that was about $10,000 per
kid one year and the services hought were about what you would get if you
were willing =~ well . . . this was a reverse busing situation. If you
broke It out In gross numbers in terms of how much money was spent per child
that was effective, you would get about the kind of services you could get
in one of the poorer suburbs, I'm saying in terms of teaching, | don't

know about the output. |'m just saying that all of that money was spent

and all kinds of arrangements had been made to satisfy all kinds of criteria
and nobody is really able yet to say exactly what the output of all of thet
Input was,

Margaret: |'d like to go back to the mobility problem. On pages 7 and 8,
Bob gives an economic location theory model but | don't think it goes quite
far enough in the sense that it doesn't mention the fact that you have 0
buy a whole package of services. fou can't select a better or a worse edu-
cation., fou've got to take the housing and everything else that goes with
it. And so, even if black people were pe;fectly mobile, in the sense that

they were not excluded from particular communities, they can't plck and
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choose the different elements that go Into the package they receive, They
have got to take the quarter of an acre lot and the single family dwelling
along with the better education and all the other things that go along with
that particular community. And the other thing In connection with that,
talking about what happens when you get more money, Is that the Intra-district
discrepancies tend to be greater, Vhen Colemanf/ ran Into these problems,-
he couldn't distinguish between what was inter-district and what was intra-
district and most of what he got was a minimization of differences, because
inter-district disparities tend to be less than intra-district, Some people
are more moblle than other people because they can afford to buy the whole
package. If you want to keep them in, then the tendency will be to favor

them as far as what you do with the money. fcu .an't find it because the
budgets are not set up to show vhere the money went, Al you know Is that

so much money went to teachers and so much money went for transportation and
you aren't even sure that the money actually went for that., That's what
somebody gglg_lt went for, and even if It did, you don't know which students
recelved those benefits.,

Ken: My first observation Is relevant here, The reason Rodriguez was decided
the way It was Is quite simple. A lot of what we're saying Is supported

in the Court and it disturbs me. Rodriguez was decided the way It was because
Jencks and other people iike him have been suggesting that there is no cor-
relation between educational Inputs and educational outputs, Footnote 86

in the opinion refers to the quality clause controversy., Let me quote from
the opinion, the cruclal part: 'Even the most basic questions In this area,
the scholars and educational experts are divided; indeed one of the hardest

sources of contr . ,.rsy concerns the extent to which there is a demonstrable

*
Footnote Coleman (Report)
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correlation between educational expenditures and the quality of education.'
‘ If we cannot agree that there is some connection between expenditures and
educational quality, it‘s a purely political game. And Indeed you aren't
going to be able to play even a political game very well, but certainly you
don't stand a chance that the Supreme Court will render the kind of decision
that is golng to ensure equity to blacks and poor. The Supreme Court is
not going to render a complicated decision. Occasionally it does; it did
one on an abortion case, which was an extraordinary case vhere a legislative
decision rather than a judicial decision was made. Courts don't make com-
plicated decisions when they are deciding constitutional principles. They
shy away from any cecision that is going ro require a complicated, statutory-
type elucidation of norms. It's going to have to have a simple thing, like
one man one vote. Before, the Court sald that you couldn't deal with poli=
. tical questions because of the complexities of proportion, but when It finally
got a simple formula, one man one vote, or one person one vote, then it went
off running and our whole legislative process, legislatures, have been trans-
formed as a result of it. It depends on what level you're talking about,
The Supreme Court is not going to make a decision that's going to move us
toward equity if it has to be very complicated. More fundamental, if we do
not accept the proposition that there Is a correlation between expenditures
and output, | don‘t know why we are engaged in this exercise.
Margaret: One of the major complaints in Rodriguez was that the plaintiffs
did not adequately define a class; that the definition of class they did
offer was very, verv vague, and the confusion arose over trying to identify
children who lived in wealth-poor districts and children who were poor.
The two did not automatically correlate; therefore the decision came out with

‘ a very mushy class as far as classes go, because they could either belong to

wealth-poor districts or they could belong to poor families, but the two
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didn*t go together. The judges said they didn't have a class. The confusion
here Is between the Idea of equal resources per pupil, In the sense of equal
assessed valuation per pupil, and the ne:d criteria, that Is the feeling that
children from poor families need to have more than they have. Trying to
attack it from the approach of their belonging to areas that have few resources
Is just too simplistic because we are trying to deal with an Issue between
the inputs and the outputs, and not just the input of dollars, but where the
child came from, how the teacher views him and the dollars that go into it.
Hargaret: There Is an additicnal question about Rodriguez that we have to
answer If we want to go back to the courts. How do we define our class and
how can we then attach the class resources and the class needs fn such a

way that the court can come out with a decision?

Ron: let me intrude on that one. | think, Ken, that you are raising a

very important Issue when you say that you wonder what we're about If we
canrot agree that there is some relationship between pupil performance and
expenditure. | don't think we have to agree on that. | think it's very
important that we have some kind of a position on it because | think It is
one of the great sources of mischief for community groups and reformers and
activists who are trylng to represent the kinds of people we are interested
in. Any perpetuation of the notion that there is an automatic correlation,
positive correlation, between levels of per pupil expenditure and pupi]
performance is in the long run a detriment to black children, When you go

to the bed-rock premise of that argument, you find that it Inferentially
places the burden of behavior on the individual as opposed to the Institution.
In a sense, Bob disposed of it for me this morning when he sald that there
are minimal levels of per pupi] expenditure below which you cannot fall,

but that when you are increasing levels of per pupil expenditure beyord

that minimum, your reasons for doing it are not necessarily a precise function
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of some predictable gains in performance levels, and therefore, black people
and black advocates are going to have to be very careful that they do not
become inferential parties to the mischievous notion that improvements in
the quality of instruction for their children are for sale. They're not

for saie.

Ken: fou've elegantly stated Powell's>/ analysls, though,

Bob: 1 think that in some cases Powell has been dishonest, if | may call
such a prestigious man dishonest, He didn't recomment as a result of his
analysis that we therefore take all the money away from Beverly Hills, which
s the logical conclusion. |f money doesn't make a difference, then who
needs money? Let's cut back the educational expenditures on every district
to $100 a district. But that wasn't what he concluded. He just simply said,
"Therefore poorer districts or those districts which are clamoring for more
money can't necessarily put a good-argument forth as to why they should get
more."

Ron: Powell did not conclude that the basic criticism of the expenditure
level was tied to performance. He didn't conclude that its defect was that
it placed the burden of performance on individuals as opposed to the insti-=
tution. He never sald anything like that,

Ken: | understand the words, but | don‘t see how that follows., Wil! you
explain why that's so? | don‘t understand it,

Ron: Let me give you an illustration. The school we're talking about is

P. S. 2 and kids in P, S. 2 are not doing well and the question is raised,
“what's wanted, what needs to be done in P, S. 2 in order for these black
children to do petter?” The teachers have an immediate response. They will

list a variety of things, but at the base of it they will say, '"We need more

*
footnote Powell
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money In order to educate these children," The struggle then turns immediately
‘ to a comnunity coalition whose task Is to increase the levels of per pupil
expenditure, when what the cormmunity is really interested in Is Improving
the quality of Instruction for their children but the teachers have tricked
them. The origin of the disability has to do with the pathological response
that the school makes to those children and thelr characteristics, fou caﬁ
take the levels of per pupil expenditure right off the chart and never funda-
mentally alter the school's ==~ the pathological nature of the school's response
to black children =~ and unless and until you attend to the fundanental premise
from wnich the school proceeds as it interacts with children, manipulating
fiscal questions and altering levels of per pupli expenditure will never
influence the quality of instruction or the subsequent reporting on performance
levels for the children we are interested in, | want, on the one hand, to
‘maintain my interest in questions of fiscal equity and financial reform,
but | want, on the other hand, to say as vigorously as | can that there are
some enorflous dangers, and this Is one of them, And that is why | keep
injecting the question, what ére the Instruments by which fiscal intervention
can be turned to more demonstrable galns in performance levels?
Ken: lhat's Bob’s governance problem again., Surely you know that there are
many other factors involved in these problems. We're primarily concerned
with flnances here. The question is, “What can finances do?" fou said we
don't have to agree on it, but if we don't agree on it, it seems to me that
there's no reason to push educational reform because any kind of educational
reform you push Is going to require additional money, one way or another,
If for no other reason, because of our Inflationary economy, One thing,
for instance, that | think would be a very valuable reform would be the
. improvement of the student-teacher ratlo, that instead of Increasing the

teachers® salaries, hire more teachers.
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Chuck: The existing data does not support that.

‘ fou find yourself entering the same kind of trick situation that Ron
has just mentioned with the correlation between high expenditure of monies
for education and the eventual outputs. A great amount of the data supports
the notion that student-teacher ratio has very little to do with it. It's
the quality of the individual who Is on the teacher's side, which gets back
to the whole notion of how a teacher perceives a child.

Bill: It Is not as clear-cut as that may appear, because having fifteen

students as opposed to thirty students has a lot to do with how effective
you can be, your quality as a teacher, which Is not just your artisticness
or your preparation, .
Chuck: 1'm not suggesting that. What | am suggesting Is that a great deal
of the research supports the notion that it's not really a quantitative

. thing, It Is a qualitative relationship that teachers have with children
and numbers are simply Incidental.
Ken: But that's dangercus talk. If what you say is true, why not have
fifty students per teacher? Is it purely qualitative?
Bili: It depends on what you're teaching, too. fou can teach fifty people
some things, but you cannot teach the same thing to a hu-dred. Some things
you can only teach to ten.
Margaret: | agree that within certain ranges, teacher-pupil ratios don't
make a whole lot of difference. That may be a range of five pupils per
classroom as opposed to the difference between fifteen and thirty, which
Is not just fifteen students but also a 100 per cent Increase in the number-
of studgnts per classroom.
Chuck: Or fifty students with three teachers in the classroom.

. Bob: What Ron keeps asking us Is, "What does the education production function

look 1ike?" We keep telling him, "Ve don't know.' The main reason we don't
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knovi, | think, Is that there's no accountability in education which will
permit us to know.

Margaret: There hasn't been sufflcient experimentation to get away from

one particular type of production function, so that the standard production
function Is one teacher standing in front of a classroom, with some variations
but not significant ones. \hat variations there are we can't quantify, or '
haven't quantified.

Ron: | want to lay a proposal before all of you as an instrument for what

we are talking about, because you have persuaded me of the bias | have brought
to the room and that Is that as advocates for children who aren't doing well
now, we can't handle the middle_part of your three-part analysis: Input,
process and output. We can't handle process. So from a tactical point of
view, 1'm going to suggest that we come at it almost exclusively -- we have
some Instruments for getting at input and that has to do with litigation,
eqult}, and constitutionality. . . . What | want us to concentrate on Is
output, because | think that is a handle, and | think it's a handle that

goes like this: (1) The phenomenon of criterion measures is an opportunity
for community definition of the purposes of schooling at the most fundamental
level. That the existence of the technology of criterion measures as opposed
to normative measures raises the possibility, the political possibility, of
schools becoming rather dramatically more diverse in the uses to which they
are put than Is presently the case; (2) that the technology of wide-scale
assessment of pupil performance levels, when criterion measures generate the
inquiries that assessment will be asked to make, represents, from the education
point of view, the kind of handle that Margaret Is interested in, in knowing
what's going on. And not only what's going on, but what's going on In rela-
tionship to what we started out saying we Qere interested in, and that then

the tie-in is that, it seems to me, . . . with that kind of Iinformation,
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that's the point at which money, of fairly modest levels, can be an instru~
ment. Because, you see, in school districts where per pupil expenditu-e
levels are $1,000, if you can get hold of $200 of it, and you can tie the ebb
and flow of the $200 to performance outcomes on the basls of criterion measures
that are reported on these =-- on some kind of assessment .Instruments, then
you will be very close to seeing that, in and of itself, fiscal !ntervention
may not be all that dramatic but that fiscal intervention is an opportunity
In the way that a lot ot other things we have talked about are opportunities.
And the fssue is, what needs tc be pursued here, what are the uses that can
be made o; the opportunities for intervention that the question of fiscal
reform raises? .

Bob: Should we seek more discretionary uses of the money rather than tying
it to certain purposes?

Ron: This is discretioarv, fou take a lump -- take $200 of the $!,000 ==
you make the ebb and fluw discretionary, but make Its ebb and flow a function
of publicly reported performance gains on the basis of our criterion measures
which are generated by the community to e served,

tgrgaret: AQ.I g@f%ln assuming that whf? 40y mean by that is that.you can
declide to use }he‘ mo}mey for whatever purpose you choose, but once you.make
that decision we have got to know that ,Mﬁindeed used that money for that
puﬁsose, in the.ﬁense ébat you can check td see It that was an eftective use L

ot jne money? 1

gggé Let mé be more specitic., ‘ou decide thét the way to improve the quality

of l;structﬂon Is tc buy drapes for the ;lassénom, but we have already agreed,

. * * \

as t%e commublty, that we want children éo reach certain demenstrable levels
% ¥

of c%mpetenc% in reading, So we say tc the principal, you're tree to spend

the money on the drapes, but you must understand that it, at the end of this

period, the kids don*t demonstrate mastery of reading to the level we said




-34-

you had to get to, then we cut off that discretionary money. And I'm only
' talking about that as an instrument of intervention; the $200 Is just a

handle.

Fred: Ron, | think you are not really dealing with the effects of the funds

on the structure. fou‘ve defined cosmetic effects within the structure.

If you are really serious about the funding effect on what people do, you

have got to have the 9C per cent ‘up for grabs.

Ron: I'm willing to do that. But | was just trying to say that the fiscal

intervention creates opportunities, and ask .hat the uses are. It seems

to me that two questions arise out of Singleton's work: "What does the

community do with his work?'; and 'What are the uses to which it- can be put?"

Fred: | think If you accept Bob's analysis, you've got to deal with the

disteibution and use of the whole part, too. fou have to be able to use what
‘ Bob has discovered not only to affect the school, but also to rearrange the
vay the money flows through the system,
Jim: | think that part of what Ron Is saying, Is that you might want to
conceptualize a strategy, But as a practical matter, the amount that is real!y
there that can be affected is going to be a marainal amount, hopefully one
that can be made effective which Is more than the new add-ons have been made
to do up until this pc:nt, because the handle for even effecting those marginal
increments hasn't been devc'ﬂr‘g"‘ped consciously by those who are interested in
how they report it -- and yoé;start there. Also, as a practical matter,
as you all know, the S0 per cent, not tirat it's not touchable, but the mech-
anisms for getting to It are almost impossible -- you've got contracts -= .
f_r_g_d_: What about a school system, at least as one proposal, that has no

tenure, that has nothing., People go in with the expectation that they will

‘ only work as long as they are successful, That's  ne kind of model offered

in corjunction with your model. That's the model where you can't change
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things. But here's a system in which people work as long as they win, When
' they lose, they move. Then you're dealing with how funding is really affecting
performance.
Ron: | want to be autocratic and request that we go around the table and
ask everybody to quickly say two things: (1) where he or she thinks we are,
or however you want to frame that, and (2) what he or she thinks needs to
be done within the context of this discussion. What's a profitable set
of pursuits?
Dave: | have trouble answering where we are, | could answer where | um.
I've heard your description of an accountability scheme tled to controlled
resources. | take your word for it that It has had some success- tn Michigan,
and | think that that kind of strategy is mutually reinforcing with the
strategy of trying to increase mobility. It's another way of increasing
. bargainirg power. So | have now come to the point of seeing those two things
as kind of mutualily reinforcing rather than competitive strategies. | think
the discussion might focus on examining in greater detail that kind of account=

ability, to know what sorts of lnformgtlon it can produce and, where it is

il felt to be satisfactory, what are the. criteria for evaluation and ar2

m those satisfactory to everybody, &nd are they controversial? | would bll‘ﬁe b
to know about those things. : g: k
Chuck: What needs to be dorie? One of the things that we've discussed, a% . )

l;ast marginatly, Is getting this information out to people. And | am asgu'ming
that one of the roles of your operation at Nairobi College is to do exactly
that, not only in California but around the country. |°d sugges¢ that we

take a look at what people like Roland Patterson are doing in baltimore,
Maryland; what Barbara Sizemore is doing in the District. And vv the way,

. she has '~ *d >ut what st> feels to be an organizational pattern that will

bring In some of the accountabilities that we have been loying with, based
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on how schools are going to be financed. She is presently taking a very

close look at the inequities betveen schools within that district, 1 would
suggest plugging into these people who are in policy decislion-making position~
and who are Interested, who have expressed an Interest. Let them know what Is
avallable vis-a-vis your study, and even offer them advocacy .support. 'm
not that familiar with school law other than the more popularized versions

of what Is happening current)y in the courtry. | feel very strongly about

the fact that much of the work that has been done on this campus Is going

to have a great effect on policy. |'m thinking not only of the Jencks
Inequality study, but alsc the Moynihan-Mosteller work, etc. And It's
interesting to me that a radical economist like Herb Gintls shogld get sé
involved in the Inequality study as he did, although | know he has attempted
to remove himself from that famoug group.

Ron: Notorlous.

Chuck: These are some of the things | think should be done, Vhere we are
now? 1'd Vike to ask a rhetorical question: ''Vhat Is going to be done as

a result of today's confercnce?'' | think that there are a number of people
here who can assist, but | think there are many more people around the country

[}

who shogld be ndvised agd wﬁf should themselyes become §nyolJEd in this type \ !“
. “ ‘ \ : : - ) -

IS : « ‘E‘ .,‘*(’ :
of dialogue. vl EE L b Te y .
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Bill: | feel somewhat &ut of%place talking at this ?ession because Its sulLject

- . 4

is so new to me, but let me say about where we are, or where we should go.
Yy Muchtion v N

Flrst,_let me offer a word of caution, | think that e uca%lon i?ally is N )

multi-faceted and must be approached that way. | think that this Is one

appruach, | think it is Important to put financing In context if you're going

to talk about production, It's only one facet, | think, And | would caution

against tylng that too closely to the teacher effect given the very poor

data available, 53‘;
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Steve: | think we have a tremendous task ahead of us, whether it's this
. group or another, to develop the qualitative evaluation instruments, to provide

a system of accountability which would then be the jumping off polnt, the

staging area for the offensive. The offensive then could take the character

of the legal constitutional questions. The other thing would be, from that,

the entry into constitutional equity questions concerning funding. That

way ve have a handle on two things., One, the question of the amount of money

golng to whateve- school districts; and two, what is that money bu,ing?

For example, we question the school district in which they get $6 per child

for educational supplies and $5.50 goes to white students and $ .50 to black

students. | think that's what th: work is. Where do we begin?,6 What is

the catalyst for that, Bob‘s paper? It ultimately comes down to the question

of accountability and | probably sound like a broken record throughout this

discussion, but ! can't get that out of my mind, | have yet to hear anything

that, for me rebuffs that.

Roy: I*m really troubied because !'ve hL:ard the word accountability and

the word governance thrown around the table today. We‘'ve talked about input
d expected Oﬁfcome and )'m troubled because | think we are a fong way from

poty " ing out witi\ a definitive criterion in term’% oftthe transactions that

+ 4 ' b
* Q ? 1\ . *
gci on within the classroom, We can't‘'do anv king of needs anaigsis q‘nti‘i “g

-
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t iwe come up with some definitive criteria in studies on how one\de elops
otion of what reali»/ goes on in the classroom., It is mind-bog;i §

k‘Pt the array ofi‘activitles within the clas’ s room, th& dlffeieni; kinds
of tljansactions, and then attempt to come up with some kinds of definitive
criteria in order to develop an accountabi'ity system! | think that's where
we need to work, trying to get some notion of what transacticns really take

O place in §he classroom; wnat variables are involved in the activities that

go on between tescners and puptis, Until we ge’ to that point, | think we

are reaily a long way 7rom home in estabiishing 2 governance system, an §'Y
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accountability system that will improve the quality of education and provide
the educational opportunity and the kind of forum that's needed to go on to
litigaticn to win some of the kinds of battles we are going to nave to win
to improve education for black kids.

Ken: where are we? We're in trouble, Several years ago | did an article
in the course of which | commented on the McGinnls case and suggested that
the lawyers In the case had made a mistake in seeking compensatory education,
What they should have argued for was equality of expenditure. | still think
| was correct in that judgment although after reading Bob's paper, I'm won=
dering whether | have been pursuing a counter-nroductive strategy. |f Serrano
Is not in the interest of blacks, if Rodriguez had been decided .the other
way, it would not be in the interest of hlacks. I'm lost as to how we're
going to get out of our predicament from a financial perspective., | realize
that there are other factors besides finances involved. | believe very much
in the Pygmalion effect.f! In fact, | could talk for an hour on effective
tea;hlng without even mentioning money. In fact, | think that one thing
that is required of effective teachers Is that they should not be preoccu~
pied with money, that they should have a lust for learning and so forth.

My point Is, 1'm very much troubled by Bob's work. It's hq?lthy ror me to
be exposed to it because | think It has disabused me of certain myths or
assumptions | had about financing in education. Having been disabused |
don't see anything on the horizon that is very bright. | don't think what
we ne=d Is a complicated judicial exegesis of the rights of students; the
Supreme Court of the United States Is not going to glve us that. State
courts aren't going to give It elther, ordinarily, If they can avoid It,
because when they do that they are performing legislative functloqs. We

need a simple norm -- | would still hope that It would be possible to de‘end

*Footnote Rosentt al
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the proposition that the 'Equal Protection' clause of the Fourteenth Amend-
. ment requires equality of expenditure and once having established that, ve

can move to tort principles and say that where there Is a need and where

there Is a past Injury, there is a requirement for compensation, Therefore,

to get what you are trying to accomplish in equality of expenditure, you

must give more to the disadvantaged rather than just the equal amount.

But the Court has to go that way step by step.

What needs to be done Is the exposure of intra-district discrepancies
and expenditures. | think your analysis glves a false picture of the
position of blacks In these districts because they are lumped in with wealthy
property figures, but the funds aren't going to them. | think that a tre-
mendous amount of research needs to be done In these areas to estabiish In
fact just how much money is being expended in the black schools In the various

‘ districts.

Fred: \le need more refinement, a more refined technique for gathering, pro-

cessing, and presenting fingnclal data that effect change In schools for
individuals. | think much of the school finance data talks about structural
changes and structural arrangements and that's not where the action end of
the equipment seems to be. That's one kind of thing. The other thing Is
that | think the policy implications for refining this kind of research are
enormous because we have not been able to describe the black child's share
of resources within the Institutional structure. The more we eliminate
things that don't count, t think the closer we get to looking at what will
count. So even If you continue an analysis, and on the surface It doesn't
seen to tel) us anything in terms of what ve have now, it will eliminate
systematically that which we should pursue, which | think is an achievement.
' Finally, | would say ve need‘,a much better description in the literature

of how resources are arranged and causco to flow and how this arrangement

and flov affect: specific individuals, Thac Is not now part of the literature,

\la 89
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0f course, |'m talking more about the long-range.

Margaret: | think that first of all, Rodriguez and other decisions tell us
that the Court is not going to rule in favor of equaiity of opportunity in
terms of what gg_think equality of opportunity ought to be., But, at the
legislative level, changes are going on. For example, in Georgia they're
talking about moving from the minimum foundation program to an adequate proéram
of education with a modifled district power equalizing formula, In other
words, legislation is not going to wait for us to pull together what goes

on In education production functions and wait for us to get to court to rule
in our favor. And it's at this point that we have to follow the kinds of
things that Bob is doing. That is, emphasize that a simplistic view is

not going to solve our problem, Also, ! thi.k that there Is only a loose
ccanection between dollar emounts and the resources that we can obtain with
those dollar amounts, in terms of differences in cost and so on. And whatever
comes out should maximize the benefits that we can see, given the System
that's going on. So I'm looking at it, well, you know how econonists say,

“In the long run, vwe're all dead," so we have to look at a short run, an
immediate run, what's going on now, and how soon can we jump on ;hat band
wagon so it's not too detrimental. | think that's where we need to be con~
centrating {n addition to pursuing some of the other things that are kind

of long-run.

Bea: I- certainly couldn't agree more with you that we can't be sitting around
waiting to get our package and our heads together for the courts. We've got
to move on the courts, with the courts, through the courts and then other
places,

Bob: What I think has been the problem so far has becen that in both Serrano
and Rodriguez we'vz been follovers, we'vehlet the lawyers tell us, “Hey,

we've got a sult goiﬁg, come in and testify.' Instead of taking the lead

and saying, ""OK, here is what needs t. go into a sult, here Is what needs
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to be litigated, and here is the evidence.' We've been cal led upon to produce
evidence on very short notice for a suit that is already moving down the

road. Given the slow process of the courts, it seems as if we ought to have
plenty of time, but we really haven't been designing what we are doing, we
haven't been organizing, we've veen called as .ndividuals to do this. The
people who are prestigious in these areas are all white. They have been ”
coming forth and saying things, some contradictory, but none of it really
taking into account whether this is what black people would do. That, again,
is not because they don‘t really care about black people. | think all the
people | talked to do, but their data, the data base that some of them have
helped crganize, turns out to be for the good of the total porulation.

Black people are supposed to benefit along with the whites, That's not
impossible, it seem; to me, but it's more Insurance to look at the dat3 first,
and then to walk in and say, ''Here's the evidence that we want to produce,*
How the problem is, what Is the vehicle we are going to use by which we .re
going to organize in order to take the lead, and that's the real problem
because we haven‘t had such a vehicle. We hiven't had any vehicle that has

been viable, in any event.

Jim: 1g my, position, | see, and w
"-;‘\1 N Sf
funds frgm'ﬁ ﬁriety of ofganizat

very same probiem hut from comple

‘re asked to feclde on, requests for

s that are déaliﬁg with aspects of this
Bly alien pbln%s of view, not necessarily
4
;]

hostile, but'c&rtalnly alien anc uninformed, andiwhen it comes to orchestrating

;o

and developing the kind of strategy you're talklsg about, that's very much
vhat we're cormitted to do. Vnen | say we, i'm talking about the group vho
got this seminar series started. An example of where \ve began, two years

ago, which has to do with Bob‘'s grant, was that a proposal came in to Carnegle

and because cf the words that we(é on the proposal and the particular interes’

areas that were outlined, 1t was on a certain cdesk that happened not to be
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mine because that particutar interest area was not mine, because tne partic-
ular person whose desk It came to was a guy vhom | knew well, vnom | was able
to talk with avout a numper of things, and who is, on the whole, a good person,
te said, *“what do you think about this¢?'* and 1t was very clear from what we
vere tatking about that what Bob was talking avout in his proposal was vital,
but trom the way he conceptualized it, it was unworkable, What he needed to
do was to have an opportunity, not to be directed by me or anyone else, but

to have enough running room tc work out his own priority agenda and be able

to move to that next increment or two without the pressures of doing things
that would probably be a fatal error for him, for example, to accept the
invitation to testify -- without having his facts straight, somgthing as

simple as that. \le were able to talk and agree on some ground rules and

on the basis on which this kind of money, this kind of ald, could be made
avallable to him. And we vorked that out, so that we had a grant arrangement
made on an interim basis and six months later, he was able to come back and
ask for the next increment, which is to say, much more foney to do more

things for a longer period of time. My hope is, that out of this mix th ¢

we see around this table and the people who are known to the people around

this table who are their colleagues, the kind of strategy that we are

talking about will become possible. The next logical step is for Bob to be
able to talk with his legal people and others, about which of several potential
sults that might be brought on behalf of a particular class of people in

. hatever jurisdiction we're talking about, would be the one suit or sults

for this kind of group to vocalize itself on behalf of the group. And the
question of how that gets financed, where it is and what one hopes will come
of that, is something we will have to see about as we go along. The point 92

is that the opportunity to begin that process, or should they continue that

process of development, the money to underwrite it where It's needed exists




and will be made available. That's my job. And | might also add, that we're
not operating in a vacuum, because the people who are becoming the experts
developing the strategies who, again, aren't counter to what we're talking
about, but sure as hell aren't part of it, and aren't supported by it, are
not present in this room but let's say present nearby. And If we have to bg
in the situation of relying on alien experts three years from now, it would
be a crying shame. My hope is that we will see from this and other meetlﬁgs
like this, the road to the kind of a core group that can both plan and imple-

ment this kind of operation,
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