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ABSTRACT . : o

: i This paper examines the present problems of urban
school finance in order to determine why urban adjustments are
necessary today in the new school finance formulas. It.concludes that
quality education, including quality integrated education, cannot be
obtained by letting funds for urban education diminish. Cutbacks in
staff, program offerings, books and materials, and other items will
make the job of providing quality integrated educaticn even harder.
Metropolitan and State policy makers must become convinced and must
act to insure that the totality of problems and that needs-of urban
education are addressed fairly and justly in future reforms of State
school finance systems. This is esserntial if local urban education
leaders are to be in positions to plan and implement quality
education for all groups, minorities and whites alike. (Author/AM)
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Robert 0. Bothwell
Cirector, School Finance Reform Frooject
The Haticnal ‘Urban Ccalition

No matter what caa be done to <raft plans Tor imwproving tnec
quality oT the staff, the curricula, the textbocks, the
facilities, etc. in order to promcte quaiity integrated
education, there 1s always the oroblem of now these plans will
be financed. Fecderal mories for education constitute oniy .
5-10% of the budgets of most local school districts, and Federal
monies, at best, are rémzining static, and at worst, are
decreasing as a proportion of local education funds. State and
Tocal funds, therefore, presently and wiil continue to provide
the overwnelming pwoport1on of Tinancing of 10»&1 education
programs., .

ED129934

In 1971 the California State Supreme Court decided Serrano v.
Priest, a case wherein financing of local schoois by overdependence
on :.>cal property taxes was held to be unconstitutional. Local
pronerty taxes provide for a very significant part of local
education budgets in California, as they do in most all states.
But, ever with the same tax rates, many lccal districts can raise
only small amounts of local revenues compared tc what other
districts can raise. Tnis situation results from the fact that
local districts in California have vastly different property
wealth nrom wnich they raise thejr taxes.*
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* Local Property Tax Raté x Assessed Valuation of Local Real
Estate = Local Revenues. Thus, assuming the tax rate is thne
same for all districts, the richer the district (i.e. fhe
higher its assessed valuation), the more local revenue it raises.
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Despite the significant judiciel, gubcrnatorial, state
legislative and public attention to state schoc] financz refor
since this 13571 §EfLﬁﬂp decision, cities, ty anu large. heve
not benefitted substantially in the many state reforn schemes
which have been enacted. It is not that these schemes have
been unkind to cities, as state education aid has been recistri-
buteu in cities' faver as often as it nas been shifted the

other way. And cities of below c¢verage property wealth have

hed aid reaw>tr1bubco in their favor more often than they have

not. i
But most cities have a combinati l_oj<j;s_al_prqp1ems and student
needs which generally have been ignored in recent state School

finance reforms. Thesé problems and needs mu;t‘bé‘?ﬂ@ﬁf??ﬁéa"
and publicized for each and every city. Information about them
must vigorously be carried to the metropciitan and state policy-
makers who formulate stete education aid policies, so ihat the
totality cf problems and needs of urban education are dealt with
fairly and justly in future state school finance reforms. -

The MNeed for Urban Adjustwments

Urban school finance historically has not received nuch special

lagislative atteantion. It has not boen necessary. Cities have

had sound property tax bases. They have used their wealth to

establish themselves as innovative leaders in e]embnuary and

secondary education. They were most prominent in creating nigh

school opportunities for the general populace, instituting a

broad variety of curricula Within high schools, and initiating

other costly orogramss—such—as spﬂc"e%—eéﬁ%%¢+%ﬁ=e#=%%%—ﬁfﬂ%ﬁ%%y————*——

and phys1ca1]y handicapped and vocational education. This fiscal

and educational dominance by central cities or their metropo]1.an L
~areas continued up until Yorld War II. : B

By 1950, however, the emergence of suburban wealth on a large
scale c]early marked the end of central city dominanc The
suburbs used their new affluence to make education the]r principal
public activity. They became educationally more attract]ve than s
the cities Large city expenditures started moving. a2 variety B
of 1rect1ons relative to ihe natioral norms, but (over the past
20 - years) they all have moved approximately in the same downward
. direction relative to their own state and metropolitan contexts."
This reversal of city and suburban roles as educational! leader
has become firmly established since the mid-1950's, with Tittle
s1gn of any change in s1gnt

Let us examine the present prcbliems of urban schocl finance to
ascertain why urban adjustments are znecessary today in the new
school finance formulas. :

* Professor Seymour Sacks, Syraduse (N.Y.) University.

O ’ . . - :
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‘£8a1timore, Jacksohvntlc (Fla.), Wichita {Kansas) & Albuquerque (N.
“.been almest as disadvantaged as the i.J. urban districts. OQOvera
nowever, city property tax bases ctill remain high compared to

(1) Scme city tax bases are ale xx1n\]y deficicent compared toa

state tax bases. For example, in Hew Jerscy the 7 Hrho
districts all together have equa?ized assessad Vu u3y10ﬂ per
pupil almost 30% less than the state averzge, while Newark

and Camden have 6274 and 667 less (Oct. 1973). GBoszon, Buffalo,
11,
state tax bases.

More_important]y, the property wealth of cities has been declining
significantiy relative to their surrounding metropolitan arecas

during the past 20 years. Yot urban education costs have had

to respond to suburban cost pressures. According to Prof. Seymour
Sacks, a well-known scholar concerning city-suburban cost
differences, "the common metropolitan environment, which in former
years had a salutary effect on suburban education, ncw has a
debilitating effect on centrail city educetion as the metropolitan
area determines the levcl of costs without providing the resources
for meeting those costs." This is especially true regaro1ng
salaries, which e2ccount for 80-85. of school systems' coperating
budgets. Suburban jurisdictions also exert cost pressures as a
result of their lowering of class size, which translates into
requirements fer niring more teachers and other irstructional
personnel to teach tne same number of students, which increases
total sa]ar/ costs. Suburbs additionally exert cost pressures by
1ncreus1ng the breadth and depth of program offerings, expanding
special services, such cs guidance counseling and special reading
diagnostic services, and constructing more rcomy and attractive
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Yet traditional state aid formulas generally do noi help cities in
this situation, since the formulas are peiterned after conventional
concepts of a]ioca“'ng state aid to make up for local property

tax base inadequacy in providing for minimum foundation programs,
which were designed to nelp low-spending rural districts. Cities'
-apparently high wecalth and expenditures compared to state averages
have excluded cities from assistance under such formulas.

(2) Compoundﬁnq the above situation has been the relative decrease
in incoma which cities have su1fe¥ed vis-a-vis their metropolitan
ssuburban neighbors. By 1959 the roportion of families with

“incomes under $3,000 was almost 50U greater in central cities than

in their out1y1ng areas, and the d1spar1ty even larger for SHSA's*
over 1,000,000. By 1967 median $am11 income was only $7,813 in
cenural cities and $9,367 in oqt]y1ng metropolitan areas. Thus,
whern considering income alone, in order to offer educational
systems on a par with their suburban ne1ghbors educational
standards, cities would have to Tevy a 20% nigrher tax burden on
their incomes.. State equalization fbrmu]as, however, generally
have not recognized or compensated for 1vcom differences among
communities. :

\ o ' .
* Standard Metropolitan Statistical Area ) :
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(3) Severe financial demands from roneducaticnsl nublic functigns~/
place another burden upon city tax bases.. Cen.ral city total

iocal taxes for the noneducationral public Functions, compared to
outiying areas in large SMSA's, were 91% higher 5n 1967. Large '
Clty per ceapita expenditures for noneducational functions were

53% higher than siate averages for police protecticn, 91/ higher

for fire protection, 87% righer fov refuse collection and

diqusa], 66% higner for sewers, and 707% b]ghcr for heaith and
hospital services in 1969-70. nh se noncaucat idna] cost pressures
on city tax bases have not diminished over the years. As cities

continue to lose industrial and commercial uL+*v1L/ to the suburbs,
continue to gain low income Tamilies, and qcp0“a11y experience a-
raiative (and sometimes absolute) decline in their tax bases
compared to those of their outlying suburvs, the extant urban
noneducaticral expenditures are creating more fiscal competition
Tor urban educaticnal expenditures.

{4) Also urbdban school finance dollars do not buy the same education

resources as rural aleas‘ and suburban arcas' doliars do.
Instruct1op41 vependitures are tine principal factors which are
impacted by these ditferences. Cities (and their suburbs) pay

significantly aigher starting sa]ar1c: than rural areas, both at
the bachelcrs' and advanced cn ce lTevels. Cae might say this is
a matter of choice for citie dt it seems doubtful that many .

qualified teachers (by prescnt state standards) could be induced
tc work in central city districts at the starting salary levels
paid- teachers in rural areas. _Scme differential seems nececsary
to compensate for CQSL'OT 1 Ving  vairiations b

O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

g S Ereen mUL!U}JUlIth
and rural areas.

Urban districts also pay more monies for average teacher salaries
than do suburban districts. This is so beccause teacher salaries:
rise with seniority, and urban district teachers often have more
seniority. than their suburban counternarts Yet according to
Prof. Betsy Levid, noted scrolar concerns ng education finance and
legal issues, "the tenure system leaves districts 1ittTe choice as
to whether such (exper1erced\ teachers are retained or replaced
with inexperienced teachers. lnLj must be retained and-pai d for
their seniority. :

Up until 1973, state minimum sala ry schedules which paid more for .

.d1fferent training levels and for seniority were the only state

vehicle for recognizing and compensating for the cost differences
in providing for equivalent educational resources.. These state
salary schedules, mostly used in the South, were designed, however,
primarily to provide a salary floor for rural districts.

(5) Finally, urban.school finance requires special attention i
because of cities' disproportionate numbers of low achieving, low-
income, special education-and vocational education students, and
of students from different linguistic and cultural backgrounds.
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' For.gxample, New York cities have twice the prevortion of students
oringlat icast two grode Tevels bvelow the stiwe norns 1u -

read1ng, and more tnan three times as many children from fanilies
receiving AFDC payrents, hnen conpared: to outxyxng schoot districts.

Looking at 17 of the nation's largest cities, we ‘note that their
school districts have more than three times the ﬁroportion of

Title I eligibles in their enrollment 2s their rospective states
have of school-age AFDC children in their overall state enrollments
(1972). Regarding special ¢ducatinn, for example, in New Jersey
the 17 major urban districts pro.artionately have 50% more students
in special education than dces the State as a whole (Fall, 1972).
These same city districts also have alimost threc times the per-
cen zge of Spanish-surnamed pup11s as the state averagev(Falll 1972).
onwh1te scnool populations for the 15 Targest cities in the U.S.,
a]ways high compared to suburbs, have increased tremendousty-in
;S;erc years, from a district average of 38% in 1950 to 56% 4n
O . . .

cenclusion

Quality education. including quality integrated education, cannot

be obtained by letting funds for urban education diminish. Cut-
backs in staff, program offerings, books and materials made available
in classrooms, facility renovation and improvement prcgrams, .
etc. will meke the job of providing quality integrated education

even parder. Cities' totality of fiscal problems and educational
needs must be identified and publicized widely. e*ropo]itan and
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state prolicy-makers WUSu become convinced and must act to insure
that the z0tality of prob]ems and needs of urban educab1on are
addressed fairly uand 3usf1y in future reforms of state schocl
finance systems This is essential if local urban education leadexs
are to be in pos1u1ons to plan and implement quality education

for Blacks, Mexican- Aﬂer1cans, Puerto-Ricans, Hative Americans,
Asian- Amer1cans and Whites.
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For further 1nforma+1on ab0ut the financing of urbun education,
write to:

School Finance Reform Project

The National Urban Coalition, Suite 400
1201 Connecticut Avenue., N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20036

Phone: (202):331-2422




