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I. | Irtroduction

We were in the act vof respoading to Alan Thomas' kind invitation to par-
ticipate in this convo_cation when the Kappan article on the research of Sir Cyril
Burt was brought to our attention. (1) Our friends and colleagues in the‘audien'ce

~can relax; we are not going to announce to you today that we simply "macﬁe ub"
all that data on Il1linois school finance which the Center for the Study of Educa-
tional Finance at ISU has been Ilaublis hinc‘;‘ these last few years. | If we did, Super-
iintendent Crcnin and two of his _predecessorsl would surely wonder what in the |
~+ world we did with all those cans of magnetic tépe and boxes of IBM cards we
lugge 1 up to Normal from Springfield for_’se&eral .y-ears.‘ Perhaps the goéd’ Sir
Cyril did not "make up" hi"s data either, and we hope his reputation cah bex cleared .’
of so serious a charge. The very need to exorierate him does suggest, howe&er,
that the system of close scrutiny of scholarly efforts by one's colléagues can
break dowﬁ. Those of us who labor in the vineyards, or more apprOpriater,
. the cornfiel 2, to the south of this metropolis ceftaini"f-do not have the stature
of Sir Cyril Burt, rot even in school finance circles. It is possible, neverthe-
lesbs, that our works on the effects of échool finance reform in Illinois have not
received the critical examinatin that they should have received from our peei's.
We propose therefore to partiallyi correct this by an act of what our Russian friends
- | ' WOLﬂd call "samocritika, " that is, "self criticism." After all, if self'critivcism
has been held to be desirable by so divér'se a group as puritans, communists,

and catholics, then surely there must be somethifg to it.




We are sensitive to thé-fact, however, that anyone who has paid the fee

to participate in this clambake is entitled to more than simply a publiz confes-

sional. Accordingly throughout this paper are scattered some, though by no nieans
all, of the findings of over three years of empirical work on school finance re- |
form in Illinois at the Center at ISU, The footnotes carry the citations for the .

more serious student who may wish to delve further into these matters. To fa-

- cilitate thut search,» the current publicition list of the Center for the ‘Study' of

/s

Educational Finance is also available at the rear of the room. 1‘f‘hls papér is-

divided into two major sections. In the first part we shail outline the major

~ variables in the 1973 Illinois reform and discuss problems that bave emerQed

with each variable. In the'second part we shzll discuss evaluations of the 1973
reform that havze'been conducted for the past three years c_:oncer{t‘-rating‘ on.the
iizﬁitatioris of those evaluations. Finally we shall conclude theSfe remarks by
a short list of difficulties faéing any researcher foolhardy énough to thmk that

he or she can make sense out of Illinois school finance.

II. Bare Bones of the 1975 Illinois Reform: _OsteOpathié Problems Coa

It would be tempting to just describe the 1973 Illinois reform as another

"district power equalization" 'scheme, or perhaps a "guaranteed valuatio." or

"gﬁaranteed tax yield" approa . or even an."eq'ilal expenditure for equai effort"

| allocation system, and then push on to the much more interesting problems of

evaluating this allocation system. But we suffer from a chronic Tower of Babel ~ ¢
in school finance and since these labels have only limited common tender among

researchers, we shall have to do a hit more than simply pr’bvide a label. In this
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connection it might be pointed out that the spécific label u}ld'er Whicﬁ the 1973 .
reform iz usué,lly discussed within the borders of this stat.e,‘ that is, the "'.vre- |
source tlequalizer" formula, nas little meaning in any other state With the possible
. exception ofneig-h.boring Wisconsin, There are several goo.d descript;ons avail-
able fx.'om‘the Illiriois Cffice of Education and the Centér of both the baéic 1973 legis-
lation and the changes in tidzit legislation since 19‘73. (2) We shall therefore be. ]’
content here with a description of four'major variébles in the formula anda single
constant since these five eiements are crucial to both what we know and Wha‘t we

do not know about this allocation system. :

‘ The first variabfé is the éimple unweighted pupil count, As might be ex<
pected, this variable has cba&géd \}ery little since 1973. Whiie a few states use
alp.er capita r-'-ather'than a per: pupil measure of school district wealth,(3) all the
stétes ‘that we know of base their general purpose allocation system on a pupil
count. Sometimes this is indirect, as in some southern and southwestern-states
where "classroom" and "teacher" units are used, but _yulti’mat’ely even thesé "con-
structed" éllocatib‘n units also depend upon tne number of students in the'ldistrict.
The only exceptions We, are aware of are some categorical grants in a few states
which depend upon the number of profAessiona‘ls of 'a certain type in the district
rather than the number of pupils. This "warm boii&;-;‘/cﬁfi.entation, as it is referred
to by some éritics, also runs through the funding of public post-secondgry_insti-

tutions, althcugh at that level the unit is usually "credit hours generated." Dis-

tricts losing pupils will therefore also lose state aid, ceteris paribus. Recent

studies by the Tllinois Cffi:e of Education and bj;the Center outline some circum-

stances surrounding the logs of students. (4) We know, for example, that these

5}



}4
student losses are not uniform throughout this state and that certain types'of.dis- ‘
tricts and certain geographic regions of the state are afflicted with greater loss
than others. Since 1973, Ilinois has moved tzvith other states to _cushion the bur-
den of declining enrollments hy allowing the dietricts to use the average enroll-
ment of a three-year period. It seems to us thjat not much can really be done -
aboiit—this variable. It would be difficult, at any rate, to convince the Il]inois
legislature that the number of pupils w'as.not a fundamental dimension of "need"
for funds. The public posot:s econdary units in this state have never been able to
break the "warm body" frame of referehce, even though they are officiallﬁr charged
with functions 1ike'research and public service and these latter functions are |
only tangentlally relatéd to the body count for 1nstruct10n If the post-s econdary
Aumts cannot break out of the "numbers racket " 1t is dou.btful that the K-12 units.
can,

A : The second variable of importance is the number of pupils-e]igible for
" Title I benefits under the federal Elementary and Secondary Education Act. This
varlable enters the Illinois general purpose grant 1n-a1d through'the Welghted
_pupil count which, unhke unwelghted pupils, has changed fundamentally since
1973. ‘Illinois, unhke states like Mlchlgan and’ Cahforma chose not to enact a
separate categorieal program for the dlsadvantaged, but rather to place a vari- .‘
able in the general allocation formula which would allocate more dollars to those
districts with hi;gher concentrations of poverty children. Througha complexity
“in the Illinois l'aw,.a few districts do receive funds on the basis.of a constan‘t'

weighting of .45 for Title I eligibles. - However, most districts receive funds .

‘based upon a variable weighting of from .00 to a maximum of .75, depending on




)
the coﬁcentration of poverty childrer‘..'m the district relative to the concentration
of pofrer’t& children in the state., Illinois also provides weights of .25 for high
“school stuaents and also a weighting for Kindergarten students. .'Three other-
s-t?te_s in the Union also use this Enethod of distributing state funds to_éoncentrations
of poverty children: pénnsylvania, Chio, and Minnesota. Each of these states
differs in the details of the distribution mechanism. This is a most important
variable in tlrlle. I}linqis scene Which is sometimes passed over lightly by those
unfamiliar with this sta.teA's distribution system. Intthe first plaée, about 18% .
of all the generél purpose funds in the state are dis.tributed by this féctor alone in -
the formula. Secondly, it is the most impo_rta_nt aSpecé of Illincis aid to central
~city scho.ol districts and it also delivers state' funds into pockets of rural poverty,

_mostly in the extfeme southern part of this state.
| This important variable is not wighout préblems. In the first place, linking

‘what amounts to a ét'at'e definition of poverty children to the federal definition of

poverty children has producgd some unintended cha.nges_in _ \the distribution cf

staf;_e fuhdg_ as the federal definition of Title I eligibility has changedlwith the pas-

sage of ti.m.e. This we know. | It is therefore not surpri'sing to have a reComménda—

o .:ftio.n' cdmir'lg:.fromﬂthe new -Citizens C\c;'mfnission on School Finance in Illinois (5)

that the staté find a separate deAfinitioh of disadvantagement. Unfo-rtunétely, we

do not know What.this new definition might be. The state might want to move in

the dire'ction of putting funds i.ﬁto areas of high "educational" deprivation, as the -

l"':stat_e of New York 2t least triels\ to do. Unfortunately, Iilinc%sl has no state-wide

' :tes.ting program; therefore, there is no firm dat:» on the geographic distribution

of educational deprivation. There is a state-wide evaluation program, but the
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results cannot be identified either by school district or by individual school.

~Alternately, the state might want to put funds into districts with high concentra-

tions of low income families. Unfortunately, [1linois has no annumal income data
byﬁschool district. Three or four "blue ribbon" study commissions have called

for obtaining annual income data from the state income tax return and bills have

/ N

. been introduced into the General Assembly to achieve this, all to no avail.- Yet

another possibility would be to place funds in districts with high concentrations

~of children on welfare rolts. To some gxtent this is done now with the fgdéral :

- _ | Vo -
definition of Title I eligibles. However, the Office of Education has been less

than satisfied with the completeness of the welfare counts it gets from other agen-

cies of state government which do not collect data on a school district-basis.

"vThe sad truth is that once we.leavé the sheltered harbour of a federal defirilition e

df poverty, we are at sea without a coriceptual rudder, and we have only a iimited
amount ¢f knowledge about tﬁe _distribption,of educationél deprivation in thls sta__te: _
There is still another problerﬁ with the Titlle I variable in Illinbis; I/Th_e N
Chicago school district is presently irii}olved ina coui't éase brought by the Rever-
end Jjesse Jacksoﬁ over -the iriterpretlatic")rl-of this particular portio_p of thp 1973~

reform. Essentially, this argument-turns on whether tnere is any legal Jre'qgire-

ment that the Chicago chool district enSure that the funds sent to it'by the state -

'

d_ue to the poverty concentration factor must then be palssg"d through td individual® =
schools with nigh concentratioﬁs vbf poverty. children. This "targé‘ting" provision
was not énacted into the law in 1973, but thei-e is a provision in the law requifing
that the school district account for the use of }the' funds it received under this

i

particular variable. We do not necessarily w’i's'n to take gides in this current

.
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controversy, but those who maintain that these are general funds, Irather’than
targeted fmds, do have‘the advantage of the argument. that if the Gengral' Aésembly 1
had infended that the fuﬁds be targeted to individual scﬁools, they cquld have,lei.ther:
(2) written that provision into ﬁhé law, or (b) they could haye follovv?e‘d the pattern

of other states such as M'chig'én and California and pa-ss'ed a state categorical
gfant for the disadvantaged. This latter course of action would. not: only have
targeted funds to indiviciual schools, it Wéuld have targeted funds to indﬁvidual
programs in individual schools. In any event, we do not at-pro'esent ha'.y_e. much

of an idea where these funds went, or for what they were used, at least at the
/’ . . N ‘ . .

state levels.. Individual school districts, of coufse, can accomt for their ﬁSage.
A part 6f this problem at the state level is an ‘i/rlladéquately }devel_oijed chart of
accounts. TCespite good'leadersbip from the Illinois Cffice of Education on this
po.int, the state still does not have a required accounting system lvhich would
show césts by individual schooi and by individval program. A‘program accountirig
system has been developed and adopted in a number of districts, bu§ we are still
a few yéars away from adoptiori in all the one t"housa;\rld,vplus districts of this sﬁate. Q?
.The third variable ié prOpefty'valuation per pupil.‘ This has been the ac-
cepted 'me'ésurement of vschc'>ol district wealth irfIllir‘lois' since 1927, Theré are
eight states in the Union Whi‘_ch ﬁse other variables to constitute the wealth dimen-
sion, usually including income in some form. The c;losest of these geographi-
cally to‘ Il1linois using a‘combination of property valuation and incorae is Kansas.
Factof analvsis of school district data in other states has asualiy shov#n that the‘

- property valyation variable is not closely associated with either income or income- -

related variables. (6) As previously indicated, individuals and groups have put
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forward proposais to include an income specification in the Tllinois grant-in-aid

system for at least a decade. Bills have been introduced to do this in the General

Assembly, but none has passed a single house. (7) The lack of annual income data o

has usually been put forWard as the principal reason for turning back these at-
‘temptS to include an income factor in the general purpose 2id formula. However, )
- anyone Who really beheves this last statement probably also be11eves in Santa |
Claus and the Tooth Fairy. A much more 1mportant consideratlon is that income'
. Wealthy schools in this state many of whose representatlves are in this room\
believe they would be hurt by the inclusion of an income factor in the general
purpose formu a and they have sufficient pontical clout to prevent this from- oc-
curring.; | | _ 4
| There- has Qeen a change since 1973 m the wealth var1ab1e in this state

nevertheless Whlle the spec1f1cation of wealth is still property valuatlons, the
‘ Weighting' of students. by ;the concentrationpof Title I’chilldren. produces'a prOperty_ :
valuation“per weighted child rank order that is different from a rank order based
on property valuz*tion‘w per unweighted ch11d In the main, ':the large central city
school d1str1cts of 1111n01s have prof1ted from this change due to their concentra-
tions of T1t1e I ch11dren and therefore they receive more state aid. It is 1m- |
portant to note that in Illinois the T1t1e I Welghtmg appears in the general alloca-
tion formula tW1ce--once in the Way pup11s are counted and once in the Way wealth
is measured.

There are wifortunately many things we. do not know about the measurement
of school district Wealth in I].].l"OlS 'Mu,ch of What we do know centers around the

]
Work of J. DCan Hou. A {few years ago a dissertation at ISU by Hou did produce

10
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9 .
some interesting bits of evidence concerning the relationship of property. valua-
_,tio;n to in%ome in' this state. (8) Specifically, it appeérs that this relét.ionship
is curvilinear through the whole range) of the propérty val_uation scale. Dp to the
median éroperty valuatiori, the re]atidnﬂship is lineaf, e.qg., ,'.prOperty poor dis- .
tricts are income poor 'districts and moderately rich .properltyj distficts are also
méderately_ rich income districts. However, above the median there is no mean-.
ingful reiationship, e.qg., very rich prOperfy districts may, or may :.ot, rbe vefy
‘rich incoﬂ\-le districts and :poderately rich income districts (at least above the
mediaﬁ) may, or may not, ‘be moderately rich pro;')er'ty' valuafion districts. In
‘addition to \the factor analysis st@diés previouslyﬂ cited, quite a nﬁmber of studies

I -
have demonstrated low linear correlations between income or income-related-

variables and property valuation. {9) ’ However, if Hou is correct about the exis- .

. o - ' : R

tence of curvilinearity, then product-moment correlations, whole or partial, and
: /

also factor gnalysisl Would be misleafding if conducted on the whole range of prop-
- “erty-income measurements. Parenthetically, it might b'e.,said that everjl reiatively
\ sophisticated recent'research in school finance is s:till painfully tied tc:> the apron
strings of linear models. The existence of[/c;urvilinear relgtioné was demonstrated
empix"ically in school variables quité some timé ago. (10) Probably the ease and
Speed of ”canhed" computer programs,- most of which are based on-linea}r assump- .
tions, has béen too great for many researchers to resist.

Hou has continﬁéd his interest in the measﬁremént of sc_hool district wealth -
and a study of his released by th.e‘:I”llinois‘ foice of Education pfovides some fur-
ther light on this ‘r;ubjer:t‘.'\ (While our paper attempts to concentrate on Illihois |
school finance, it is help_»f\l\ﬂ, at. least on this particular point, to compare some

¢
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of ﬁou‘s results in Iilinoi_s with the results ootained by Allan Odden in the slates
of Colorado; Conne'cticutL‘So‘ntn Pakota, and Wasnington. (11) Compa'rison“.of
studies with different res earch designs is never an easy task and this is true for

'the Hou vs. Odden comparison. In the first piace, Hou Lise_s four different in-:-ome
weightings to adjust his pro_perty valuztion data, while Cdden uses only one.

) ~ Secondly, Cdden introduces his new__weaith measurements irito a hypothetical -

- grant-in-aid sizstem for simuiation purposes, while Hou simulates with the actual
grant 1n-a1d system in Iiiin01s Finally, Odden concentrates more on the dif-
ferences between per pupil and per capita measurements, thile Hou is more con-!'
cerned Wlth his different types of income specifications Nevertheless there are
some similar general results. For example, botn Odden and Hou find that rurai

districts are helped by the introduction of an income factor and that suburban dis-
tricts are generally nurt. Sirnilar results were obtained by Betsy Levin some years . -
ago. {12) Odden finds’that suburban-districts receive more state aid under per stu-‘-,"

. : ; j
. . i : \ 4
dent measurements, while central cities € re assisted more under per capita mea-

\ surements. Hou finds that W'nile suburban districts are indeed hurt, the degree
. \\__ . ; \ '

N

of the dama e to state aid de ends upon ‘the kind of 1ncome specification selected. .
’ Rt
L bt ] -

For example if I].].ll’lOlo suburoan district were forced to accept an income spec1- :
fication in the formula, they would probably prefer the Kansas method of simply |
adding property valuation and income together and dividing by two. Central city
school district: in'Illinois on the other hand, plus tn’e rural districts, and, in “
fact, all nnit distrizts in this state would prefer,not' income per capita, as one

” might suspect f_rofn the Odden research, but rather income per Title I weighted

~child. Conversely, the dual districts.in,.this state (separate elementary and high )

~
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school districts) would prefer. anv of the other income specrifications Hou has used
except income per Title I weighted child.

Unfortunately, neither Odden nor Hou can-show major qains to central city
schooidistricts by the introduction of an income variable into the geheral gr“ant-‘\
ih-ald formula ‘This is a very important pohcy point since the votes of the cen=
tral c1t1es would be needed in most legislatures to secure passage of any such
'1egislatlon Hou can demonstrate some very modest gams in state aidto central
cities usmg an ineome factor welghted by the Illinois poverty concentratlon pupﬂ
count premously dlscussed However rural dlstrlcts can qain over 16%- state
aid by usmg that poverty concentratlon weighted mcome factor Whl].e the central
ci.ty gam is about 2%. Hou's research unlike Odden s, alsa mvestlgates the ef-
fect of mtroducmg income speclflcatlons on state-wide equity goals, Whlch are
dlscussed in-the secondwmrtlon of this paper.” In general, Hou finds that either
per capita income or income per Title Iwelghted pupil would move the stafe of |
Tllinois closer to these equity geals

Unth very recently, it has not been possible in this state to get property
F valuatlon data d1saggregated into c1ass1f1catlons such as residentlal commerc1a1
mdu;‘t’v'lal farm etc Such classified property valuation data are now available
on a township basis for a small number of counties in Tllinois and the Center at
ISU is seeking funds to explore these new data. However even these new data
will only be an approxzmatlon since data translatlons from township to school

A
district terms mll eqgdire an assnmntlon that these different valuatlons are

. evenly spread in a township, and we know that not. to be true. The bottom line

is that we will never have a very firm grip on the 1mportant wealth variable in

13 \\
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Tllinois until the General Assembly requires both income data and disaggregated
y A
. \ . \ '
property valuation data by individual school district on an annual basis. Frankly

speaking, -this is én area in which the political process might, finélly'begin to

. stand in the way of accurate school finance research. If some kgislators refuse

to allow the collection of certain data simply because they think th_er/e is the pos~
sibility that these data might, at some future point in time, be used to the detri-

fnent of their constituents, we could reach a real standoff between the needfor

-data upon which to base public policy decisions and the perceived interests of at

least a part of the public for which those decisions are made.
The fourth variable is the local tax rate for operating purpeses. This

is completely new. Prior to 1973 Illinois was on a Strayer-Haicj system and the_re-
foré did not use a measurement of this nature, Without a doubt, we know far less
about this variatle than about any of tha other variables discussed to this point. |
Theoretically, this tax raté is éupposed to represent "local effort.” It is an im-
portant part of the "equal expenditure for equal effort" motivation that led to the '
péssage of the 1973 reform in the first place. The first problem is that "effort"

A

cannot really be measured without also specifying "ability to fﬁa_y" or "wealth"

_-and hence all the problems discussed ~previously with the wealth variable also

adhere to the "effort" variable. For example, if income is desirable in a wealth

measurement, ifis just as desirable in an effort measurement. But there are

additional probl

sible exception of N

beyondthis. Illinois, like most other states, with the pos-

ryland, is beset with fractional assessment practices.

Legislation is currently in existence to bring all ratios of assessed valuation to .

/



true market valuation toward 33 1/3 percent, excluding classified valuations in
" Cook C()L_énty. However, ‘even if the current legislation is s_ucceséful, it will c;n'ly
. ha\}e eqtialized _valua_tions between counties in the state and not between townships.
‘_I‘hei‘eﬁore’, there is vno way to be absolutely sure that a giveq_ tax rate, say $3.00
on the hundred valuation,» or 3%, in one district has exactly that same tax burden
L in a;nother district. ,The two districtjs may well have different fractional asse's-s-
ments becauée théy lie in different ~townshipé.’ Furthermore, both reaéon and .

v

some empirical r‘e'séarch (13) suggest that at least somé districts may be éb’l'e
to "export" a part of their property tax burden. A districtswith heavy cpmmer;

. ¢ial and industrial valuations may be able to shift forward a _parf of the property
tax burden to the customers and consumers of its products. A dis.'tri~ct .that is
primari'fy residential has no such 'g"),:o’ssibilitievs._ For several reasons then it fnust

. bé clear that we do not really knéys[: :H;)W to measure "equal effort" in Il.linois and;'

therefofe, cannot really attain "géual expénditure for equal effort.” This’ particu-
lar‘ shortcoming may have legal consequences. A part of the argument of the city
of Cincinnati in their suit against the Chio Department of Education (Cincinnati

' VS. Egsex) alleges that the failure of the state to measure effort on an equitable
basis is in fact a denial of equal protection of the law. We have elsewheré nét‘ed
that, if the Ohio_courgs hold that this is indeed a violation of the equal protectioq
clause, then similar cases could be e’xpected in Illi/gois, Kansas, Colorado, and

indeed many otﬁer "reward for effo?t;' or "district power equalization"‘states. (14)

What we do know empirically about this tax rate variable is disquieting.

Some nine years ago, Johns and Kimbrough pointed out that in Illinois and a few

other states, there was a positive relationship between income and tax effort,
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e.qg., the w1cher districts exerted the greater effort and the poorer d_strlcts

, A )

ezerted the lower effort. (15) This led Johns to reverse an earlier more favor-

able opinion of "reward for effort" provisions and to opp0se the ado.ption of "re-

ward for effort" pnhcxples in state allocation systems. (16) In our first year

evaluation of the 1973 reform, commenced on later in this paper, we also observed
the same positive relationship between income ’ahld tax rate.(17) These-corre-
lations ‘were o.f' relatively low magnitude for unit districts, but of much higher
magnitude for hlgh school and elemehtary dlStI‘lCtS More recently Yang and
Chaudhari, in a study supported by the Illinois @fﬂ‘e of Educatloh found high
tax rates in Illinois to be correlated with hlgh~edueatloha1 attainment,. high oc-.
cupational status, high residential housihg yalues, »ahd populatien density. By
contrast, low medium taﬁc rates were associated vvtth low educationul‘attaihmeht
ahd low income. ( 18) An, 1mportaht quahflcatlon on this plece of resea.rch how -
ever, is that the tax rates .in question are 1974 tax rates updated by sorue 1975
referenda results. A study of the determihants of tax referenda at ISU by Rasa-,
nond also indicates that property wedlthy schocl districts continue to pass more?,t :

referenda than do vrooerty poor school districts, after the 1973 reform as Weli

as before the 1973 reform. (19) Simultaneously with these Illinois investigations,

Gensemer has demonstrated in Chio that evenin a l’fmultivariate model there 15;
4 N
“still a strong posmve relatlohshlp between mcome and tax rate. Specmcallyf

- he finds that each additional $100 in 1969 mcome/wau related to an addltlohal’

I

0. 14 mills on a school district's 1975-76 school operating millage rate. (20)/
;’
Alexander nls0 notes 2. positive relationship between income and tax rates in

California. (2:) The {;‘/;dertce is building that Johns may be correct in his position

t
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‘that "reward for ef'fort"' is not compatible with equfty or equalization of educa~-
‘tional opportunity goals. However, we._}wish to suspehd judgmeht until we have
‘had an opportunity to 'Jtudy more r'eferenda results in Illinois and more impor-
tantly until we can detef mine more precisely the condltlons surroundmg tax rate
change. There is bound to be a t1me lag in the effect of any formula and, in the
case of the 1973 reform in-Illinois, the flI‘..:t tax rates that could ha,ve been af-
.fected were the 1975 ra‘tes More l1kely it Was the 1976 and 19)'7’7 rates ‘that were
mfluenced by the 1973 reform Actually, we tnve 11tt1e or no ldea how long it
. takes for a newly adopted "d1str1ct power equahzatlon" or "reward for effort"
\system to 1nfluence local 'voter behavior. Therefore we are not completely sure
- that in DPE situations it is always the rich and well educated Who are going to
- make the greater margma1 effort than the poor and less educated. If the ratlo of, |
. successful referenda in the poorer districts has improved more than the ratio
of successful referenda in the wealthier d1str1cts we would have a finding mean-
ingful to all "d1str1ct povver equallzatlon" states The Center is currently seek-

mg funds to explore the determinants of tax rate change from 1970 to 1.9’73 versus

2 ' ¢
1973 to 1976. We feel that only longitudinal studies cf tax rate change can cast -

-

much llght on the crucial effort variable,
In the event that the General Assembly does want to move to another s‘pec1- .
fication of effort research by Carson and Hou in Illinois (22) suggests that the.
effort variable could be we1ghted by an income specification with some mterestlrlg
g © results. Carson and Hou, fully r-ogmzant of the harmful effects of an income
weighting on state aid to suburban districts, offer models in which only d1str1cts .

below the state average income are helped ~nd districts over the state average

17
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are not hurt. Furthermore, any district still in the “board leeway’;' \'action range,
e.g., below the tax rates requiring referenda, would not be hetped. Curiously,
however, only median family in"eome and per capita income ere introduced 1ht:>
these models and not income per Title I weighted child. A number .of things can

' be said for thexe models. For example, they send more state aid to downstate
districts and thus offsetn the criticism that the 1973 reform was mostly fer the
benefit of th.e central cities ahd their s_ubui*bs; second, the cost seems to be
within reasonable limits, around 30 nh_illion, if intro:iucefd into the present formula.
Pe’r;hap'; most importantl;}, such a model vsto’uld at leas_t partially meet the criti-
cism that the inclusion of an.inceme variable is not useful unless the local dis-
trict has access to income at the local tax level. I state a/id is withdrawn from
hlgh )mco*ne ~1>tr1cts it can be arqgued that these high”income’districts Will then
ralse their proper('ty tax rates, thus driving out Whatever poorer families happen

' to,res1de within the district. Even the vvealthlest d1str1cts in Illinois have at
least s.e;ne relatively poor families. How‘ever, if the 1ucome fector mtroduceu
into the grsmt-in-eid only increases state aid, and does not decrease state eid,
then the fact that the local district cannot tax income is less }o_bjection'able,.

The vroblem with the Carson and Hou approach seems to be the same
problem with introducing income into the wealth factor, that is: central city school -
districts are not helped very much by ttus process Usihg income per Title I
weighted child would probably ‘place more funds in the central cities, but not much
more, Fxperimentation with models like this is a never-endincj process. For

example, we have yet to see 2. model that would introduce income per Title T

weighted child into.both the effort factor and the wealth factor simultaneously.
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Such a model would probably be more useful to the central c1t1e.;. Unfortunatelv,
such a model would 2lso be more expensive from the pomt of view of state aid

'. He‘rein lies an interesting political dilemma. A highly tailored 1ncome 1cat.:t()r
mtroduced into either the wealth varlable or the effort variable or both, which -
helped\ only the income poorest dlsr.rlcts might find a warmer receptlon with the

T qovernor s1nce it Would be less costly However, - such a procedure would aid
such a small percentage of the pOpulatlon that it m1ght be d1ff1cult to mass in the |

- General Assembly It is hypOcracy not to adm1t that one does buy votes for re- .

' form with 1ncreased state a1d |

Cne final: p01nt on the 1973 reform of the general purpose grant-ln-ald
relates not to a var1able but rather to a constant That constant is the guaran-

: teed valuatlon per pupil whlch sets the l1m1ts of state contr1but1on to the formula
At present this is set so that the state participates up to $1, 260 per rlltle Iweighted
cth assumlng the d1str1ct is levy1ng the maximum tax rate under the formula.
However, no provision was made in the 1973 reform to escalate thls level with
the passage of time. Most analysts agree that one of the pr1nc1pal weaknessesy

. of the prior foundation level '\grant-in-aid programf.in Illinois was the inability of
the foundation le\viel to keep ;;}\c:e With i’nflation. The reform of 19‘73’unfortunately
did nothing about this weaknes The $1, 260 figure will therefore get. out of date,
1f it is not already out of date, and if the inflation cont1nues as 1t has in the past,

, /this figure must, be changed The forthcoming report by the Citlzens Commissmn
on School Finance address es this 1nflat1onary problem and recommends escalating

. the-guarantee to keep pace Wlth the inflation. (23) Mentlon however of keeplng

the Illinois grant-ln -aid formula current W1th mflatlon produces something just

) .
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~ short of cardiac arrest in the Illinois Bureau of the Budget. It is surely true that
. there is seldom any "reform" that does not call for increased state aid and a reform
~ aimed at offsetting inflation is certainly not a bargain basement affair. However,

inereasing the percentage of state &id is not simply a means -of solving equity

.problems, although it is most assuredly that, It is also a way of keeping the

entire system moré current with inflation since state sales and income revenue oy

~

upon which state aid depends is more e7ast1c in y1e1d than the 1oca1 dlStrlctS

‘property tax'revenues. Clearly, a high level of state part1c1pat10n, plus a state

gi'ant-in-aid system that automatically adjusts for inﬂatlon are at 1east two hall-

e

marks of a good pubhc school fmance syste‘at the present pomt in hlstory.,
ﬁ'or further d1scuss1on of the matter of inflation, the 13th School Problems Com- :

mission Report could prove helpful (24) G-overnor Thompson is currently asking
»

for the voters of 1111n01s to'delay the purchase of such a system ur'tll some future

| date. We concur w1th him that such a system would probably necess1tate a ra1se
N
in the state 1ncome tax rates, but then any honest presentatlon on. Illinois snhool

fmance should probably beg’m with, the sentence "We need an mcrease in the

\ .
_:state income tax rates bécause........"

!

‘III. The Three Annual Evaluations of the 1973 Reform -

'- | When the Illinois General Assembly_/hroke with 46 years of tradition, it

| obviously did so with more than a .1itt1e hes/ttation. 'The"le_gislative 1eadérship
regarded the new a,ilocation system asl"experimental" and!_ctire,cted that it be  ~

' close_ly‘.'monitored and tested for the next few years. Accordingly, hoth the Tllinois

. School Froblems Commission and the Illinois Office of Education have. provided

20
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small ‘grants to the Center 4t ISU to 2valuate on an annual basis the operation of

the 1973 reform. The General Assembly is to be congratulated on this action.
We know of few other situations whore a legislatlve body made speciflc prov1sions

for the evalua'qon of school finance reform 1egislat10n A small amount of match-

~ ing funds were also secured from the U.S. Office of Eduacation. Three such an-

' nual evaluations have 'béen completed using“finahcial' data from edch of the three

(

years follow1ng the passage of the \Act, . (25) Since our intent in thls paper is .

to 1mprove research rather than to report research we shall prov1de Only the

A

briefest‘ summary of the results and_concentrate upon the limitations’ of these \\

[

studles. : B R
The -three annual evaluations were set up on a fairly staridard fbrmat to . .

facllltate comparison of results from year to year Some add1t10nal a.nalyses

© - were 1ncluded each year whlch may, or may not, have been repeated in other years

The emphasis in-all three annual reports was upon equ1ty goals of the state and

- two basic cr1ter1a were established to operationallze these equ1ty goals. One was

labeled "permissible var1ance" and the other "fiscal’ neutrallty, " although some

analysts now seem to prefer to call this second criteria "wealth neutrallty " We

belleve this to be in keeplng with the intent of the 19’73 reform. In pass1ng th1s\.

.act, the General Assembly had placed emphas1s on-its desire to reduce the dis-~

parity in expendlture per pupil between school districts to more "perm1ss1ble"

ranges. Secondly, the Legislature had also evidenced a desire to make e)_cpendl-'

tures less of a function of local district wealth. Legislative and political studies

will show, of course, that not all me_mbers of the General Assembly desired that

goal, and some legislators do not consider these desirable goals even at this’

point in time. The leglslatlve leadershlp, however partlcularly act1ng through
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the [llinois School.Problems Commission, did make it known that the attainmant
of equity goals u/as a high priority item. It 1is to be hoped tnat legislative and
political studies currently underway at.the’ Dn1vers1ty of Ch1cago can cast more
light upon the .mot1vat10ns and actions of the General Assembly during this 1972-
. ..‘73 reform perlod (26) |
| . Tae Center at ISU then borl,owed . adapted and develOped trar1ous meas-

urement technlques to measure these two goals, e.\q. s 'reductlon of;varlance and
: | o
the assomatlon of wealth w1th expendltures Some of this measurement activity

was the stralghtforward use of standard stat1st1cs such as the use of the coeffl-

~ ciént of var*atlon that is, the standard deviation d1v1ded by the mean and multl-

plled by 100. But we soon found we needed other quantltatlve tools not to be found
in most stat1st1cs books. For example, one notlon of "perm1ss1ble var1ance" '

huld by many educators and leg1slators is that the state should be concelned only
v

with variation below the mlddle of the expendlture d1str1butlon - Accordlng to this

J

g p01nt of view, held h1stor1cally by Paul Mort and hls assomates among others

\
the task of the state is to level up expendltures 1n ‘the bottom half of the distri-

/ bution, but not to constram. in any way expendltures in the top half. of the expendi-

. ture distribution. (27) The use.of the coefficient of varia'tion_\uouldnot;h:e_appro-'
‘p"'riate if that view is'takén of "permissible variance." Fortunately, Eugene McLoone
4 : . = - . . /
had been using indexes of expenditures' based on the distribution of expenditures

below the median and we adopted Some of these tools for Illinois. (28) Our usage
was not identical with McLoone's, ‘however, and therefore our results cannobt be

_ clirectly _compared with his.




Finding an operational definition of "permissible,‘ variance" was not too
difficult. Finding.an operational definition of "fiscal neutrality" was a bit more
of a challenge. We started with the notion of a least squares regz‘essaea slope
of expenditures on Wealth, since that had been used historically in studles of ex-
p_enditu're determination at Stanford University and elsewhere. (29) ﬁowe‘ver, in
order to simplify the results fo_r. legislators and other;/ gecision-make'rs ive used
this relationship in simple bi-varinte form: That is; the r.elationships we repOrted .
in the three annual ‘eualuations between expenditure per ‘~pupil and wealtn per .pupil
were- gross °1aStlcltleS of expendltu_re upon property valuation and upon income.
They are not net elasticities since -they-do not control for-the effect of varlables
other than the two measurements of wealth upon expenditures Tthls is the f11 st
limitation upona our results We are ‘of the opinion that net’ elast1c1t1es mlght be
more appropriate and Harrison has demonstrated that this is possible. (30) How-
ever, there' are major theoretical and data availability pr'_oblems if one wishes to )
use net rather than gross elasticities of wealth as a specification of "fiscal neu-

) tr'ility ! ln the first place,"" even -after'decades of experimentation with ex'pendi:
ture determination studies in school finance, there is still no one single multivari-.-
ate expe:ndit;ure getermination model that would be acceptable to all researchers. (31):
That, is,'.we’are still not sure just what to control for when we measure the re-
lationshio between ewpenditures and wealth. Second, expenditure determination
studies have turned up major specification and intercorrelation' problems Withv
the independent variables. The full weight of all these econometric concerns
déscends upon the school'f-inance analyst who 'options for net elasticities rather

than'\gross elastic¢ities to measure fiscal neutrality or we neutrality, We

were just not that brave and besides we knew of others who were simultaneously
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U measuring wealth neutrality by gross-elasticities. (32) One final point on the net

elasticities limitation. Those attempting to use net elasticities ina longitudinal

,framework Will have to find control variables that can be measured on an annual
. \ '

basis, or at least at more than one point in time. This Will not prove an easy -

=

task.

o While gross elasticities of expenditure upon Wealth have prdven a very

serv1ceable tool, we Were and we are, aware of one serious weaknéss in that

“tool. In the standard regression technique each school dlstrict has the same '

v

effect on the reported regression coefficient, or in this case elasticities, since
-

- s

we customarily transform both expenditures and the Wealth measurements into -
their logarithms. *Thus the Chicago school district has the same weighting as the "
smallest »distr-ict in the'state in these calculations. This-started us oh a long and '

1

'very involved search for'a measurement tool that Would use the student as the

-

unit of analysis rather(than the d1str1ct Only a small part of that development
- can be recounted here. Essenti_ally, it led us to ,,rejmeW the possible uses of the™
Lorenz curve and the G/ini index, methods which had been ’used bv ecoanis_tsi\Ju ‘
_oince the turn of th1s century but were not a standard part of educatlonakstatistics
Eventually we dev1sed a particular adaptation of the Lorenz Gini procedure, Which
depends upon ranking Lnstricts first by a wealth measurement and then calculating “
 a cumulative distribution of students’ 'from»poor to wealthy. Essentially, this
sage turns the lJorena-Gini procedure int_o.a measurement of association rather
than a lmea-surement of dispersion, which had been its traditional role in eg;onomics.

The current school finance literature reports both successes and fatlures with

“this approach, (33) It appears to work well ii most states when property valuations




)
©

.sources plus genera: state aid. We haye never 1ncluded either state categorical

, - '\ & . . - . -, . . . . !
are taken as the measurement of wealth, but complications can arise when income

- Is'introduced into the wealth specifications? Neither the descriptive nor the’'in-

ferential properties of this quantitative technique are fully known at present and

-
L4

. we have usually cautioned interested researchers to use the procedure with some’ )

-

care.

We come now to a second majOr limitation on the Illin'ois evaluations.

Ve 4
The expenditure measured in all three annual evaluations are revenues from local

~
-

revenues or federal categorical revenues m\these calr'ulatlons our ]ustlflcatlon
{ E . C

- for not 1nc1ud1ng these important other sources of educat1ona1 revenue, and to

rea11ze just how 1mportant they are one need only remember that one-third of

4

'I].].anlS K- 12 aid is distributed through state categoricals, -has been that these other '

forms of aid are "targeted " that is, that- they are intended for spec1al kinds of
student needs. In essence then, we have assumed that state general equ1ty goals
must be achieved before "targeted" money is 1aid on, since "targeted" money is
intended for spécial needs after general equity has been achieved. We have there-
fore taken the'same policy position relative to state categoricals that the federal
officials generallytake. relative to federal categoricals. Equity; or in the federal -
terms "parity, " must be achieved first with general state aid and local dollars

before categorical dollars are allowed to enter the calculations It has been argued

by some that we should have looked at the relat1onsh1p between total expenditures '

per pupil and wealth rather than simply state general aid dollars plus local dollars.

However, that would require us to believe that_ "targeted" dollars are to be used

[ _‘}'Zo'
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to establish general state equity goals. The important point is that if either total

state dollars or state plus federal dollarsrare used in the.equity rAeasurements o
we hzive devised at the Ceriter, then one might well get quite different resujts.

. i
In f‘act, if our origihal assumptioh was correct, one should get different r _ults»
when these'fu;n& aré added té the analysis. - - / R
A third lifnitation on the Center's 'elV'aluations cohcérns the diffic/ulty of

| comparing these results with any other state. The weighted student measurémént

used in [llinois is not like any other weighting used in any other, state. Itlinois, .

results could be stated in average daily attendance (ADA) terms, and we have doné{ )

_that in some instances. However, these ADA results can be quite misleading
since the state both delivers its dollars and even measures the wealth of school

districis on a weighted student basis. Since the General Assembly did not "targét"

-

the funds delivered by means of the Title I weighting, all evaluations of the Center
] \ ' '

" do not treat those funds as categorical aid, but rather include them within the gen- -

eral state aid. Thus, it is more accurate to think of the Illinois evaluations as

equity tests or equity evaluations c{nducted'on school districts Wl':oée;pupils have
been wéighted for a condition of povérty. We think this procedure is leg"ltiniate
if one is going to try to assess progress toward gquity goals which linois has

“made wibp the passage of time, but it does make state-to-state comparisons at’
. , '

one point in time éwkwafd. A study by Thomas Yang supported by the Center does

provide one way out of this limitation. (34) - Yang used the same evaluation pro-

cedures we have used in Illinois on hoth I\/Iichigan and Kansag data. However, in

each case Yang used the pupil measurement peculiar to each state. Therefore,
. . t M * ,

- r"
1
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-while he cannot make comparisons at any given time between the three States,
he can assess the degree to which each state has .progressed toward equity goals
- with the passage of time. o
| If all of the foregoing limitations are borne ﬁrmly in mind, then one can '
say that the 1973 act has 'done what the General Assembly wanted it to do in the
)'_three years immediatelyﬁ'-following the.reform. The ev"i"dence does show a reduc-
tion in the disparity between sohool di,»sthicts in expenditure per pupil. The trend
.-.is mor.ek marked in unit districts and high school districts than in elementary A
districts, but there 1s evidence of reduction in verianee 1na11threep0pu1at1ons‘_w
If one concentrates on the variation below the median expenditure, then the evi-
dence indieates progress in moving up the 1ow spending unit districts and high
school distrtcts,' but there appears to be no such progress for low spending ele~
ndentary districts. ' The findincjs With respect to the attainment of the goal of "fis=- .
cal neutrality" or "wealth neutrality" are a-lso reassuring. ’l’his is especially
the case when the evaluatlon using gross wealth elast1c1t1es is used In all three
categories of districts in Illinois, e.g., units, elementarleu and hlgh schools,
| there is evidence of movement toward wealth neutrahty ThlS is espec1a11y true
in unit districts where the slope of the’ regression hne between property valuations
per pupil and expenditures per pupil has been cut in half within a three-year period.
The evidence using income ,és a wealth speci.fication, rether- than‘ property valua-
tions, is not so regular as'the property t_raluation results, but the third year's

values are all less than the base year and thus support in general the property -

valuation results. Should the state ever face a constitutional .challénge to its
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allocation system based upon wealth neutrality grounds, these results should prove
helpful to the def_endants. Tests made with the Glni index and the Lorenz curves
are also.’generally Su_ppOI‘tilIé of the results achieved with the gross Wealth elas-
ticities, but there are problems in the use of this evaluation technique. Essen-
.\tially, these problems have centered around the fact that Chicago appears re1atively- |

wealthy in terms of median family income, or even ‘income per weighted pupil,

and thus aid to Cmcago is reg'lstered as. a1d to Wealthy students on the Gini-Lorenz

—

-

procedures.

Not all the resnlts_ of the ‘evaluations are. cast up in eqUity'terms. The"
first year's evaluation, for example, broke down stateaid increments according
to school district typ'ologies; like central cities, slow growth and rapid growth
subnrbs, ' lndependent cities, and rural dlstricts'. It was obvious from these re-

- Stlts that some of the critics of the 1973 reform were justified in their allegation
| that rnost of the increase in aid.went to either‘central"cities or suburban districts.
T_.o put it »mo’re-bluntly, the rural areas were left-‘\out"_i‘n the 1'9‘73_ reform. This

| may tell the poli:ti‘cal analysts something about the Waninq étr_ength of.the rural - }’
contingent in the Illinois General Assembly.\‘ We have not developed that type of ‘
classification analys1s as fully as we m1ght 1n the second and third year. evalua-
tions, but we hOpe to come back to it in future evaluatlons |

We come now to. the four th and f1nal hmltatlon on the Center S evalnlatlons.
All of _,chese results are for the short run, Spef1c1_ally.three years a;fter the enact-
ment of. the reform. We know very little about the long;_run results of this kiricl :
of allocation system. It is certa1nly possible that the movement of the state toward

- equity goals if. mostly a matter of the large increase in state aid smce 1973 and

/
f/ .
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has lit:le 0-do with the nature of the grant-in-aid system. Unless ihe grant-in-
aid sy:tem is very badly str #d, equlty problems will 1mprove with an in-
creass in the percentage of fundlng assumed by the state government as o},posed
to the local governments, no matter what the gi'ant\'-in-aid system_looks like. (35)

_ There is another problem with the particular kind of grant-in-aid system Illinois
adopted 111}19‘73. As long as the allocation formula is beinc; "phased in, " the dis-

tricts are really being paid not only for their curr"ent effort but also for their
past effort. Cnce the formula is fully funded, districts will receive i.ncremente' :

' in state aid only if they are able to increase their local tax r'ates', and in Illinois
this usualiy means passing tax referenda. Thus, beyond full funding of the 1973
-reform,““districts which haxfe not already achieved the maxiplnm rate that the
state will match and which pass tax refer'_enda will be rewarded hy the state; those

) that do not pass referenda will continue toreceiv_g ‘less from the state, as_suming .

no change in .the cOnstants of the formula and no change in the constraints on the

variables in the formula. But, as we have previously mentioned in this paper, we
know only a 11m1ted amount concern1ng the determlnants of tax rates at one point - -
in ‘hﬁne and v1rtua11y nothirg about jhe deter*nma“t" )f tax rdte change through

.t,1me. I* we are to get any kind of flrm grip upon where we mlght be headlng beyond

full fundi.ng of the 1973 reform, we must learn more about referenda oehamor and

'taxlrate change under-the conditions of a. grant-in;aid- svstem that revvards local |

‘effort. Thls statement, of course, holds not 3ust for Ilhnom ‘but for all other

~states that have adopted "dlstrlct power equahzatlon" or "guaranteed tax yleld" -

system_s. The efforts of the Center are currently dlrected toward ga}nmg tha_.t

type of information. .
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IV. The Rocks and Shoals of Illinois School Finance

(TN

Navigating the Wa?ters; of Tllinois school finance is a hazardous und-.taking -

at best. . Among the rocks and shoals presented to any.explorer are the-fﬁx‘dowing.
- First, no one can say with absolute certaintybjgst Wha,t.the overall picture is for
all 1,025 distric“ts in this state. The best we can currently do is td 'd»éscribe the -
situation for three distinct populations of 128 high school Qistricts, 499 elemen- »~
tary districts,and .448 unit districts. The separate high school and elementaries
overlap in a haphazard fashion and as yet we have been ﬁnablg to re:duce all fis-
cal data to constant .K-1'2 terms. This is complicated by the f;.Ct that the organi-
zational distribution is not uniform in tne state, Most dual districts are in the
north, while the unit diétricts are in the central and southern portions of the stafe.
Secbr;d, the preseﬁée of over 1, 000 divstrict;" means the res earcher is ‘de‘liveired' |
over _to. tﬁe riot-so—tgnder mercies of the "computér jocks" for ar%ythirig that is
known at all. - Conte.mplgting the\l high pro'bability of programrrﬁng erro_r? in one's |
data will drive even stfong men \tib\"dr'ibnk.“ Thii'd,' there is a goo]d chance that the
over 1, OO(>)>un_i_té of measu.rementf do contair} 'quite a fnimber ‘of lrlifighly deviant in~
dividual scores which will have all kinds of weird results on thg‘iz researcher's
Gdescriptive ahd inferential statistics. A gobd éase can be mad‘e for "Windsorizmg" '
“'the data in Iliinois séhooi financé, e.d., eiimhlating ultra-higé apd ultra-low /
. "s."cdres, but as yet we have lacked the courage to do this at thé Center. ‘Fourth,
Illinois échdol districts are coterminous with absolutely no oﬁher unit of 1o/c/:a1
governmer_lt,' not.'even rriosquito abatement distficts An_alysf;s used to workipg |
with ali the county -data t‘hat is available to those who ezgplorez schqol finé.nce in ~

|
!
I
!
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o ~the southérn part of the United States are usually aghast at the small amounts
of data available by individual school districts m Illinois, Fifth, since Illinois |
‘has no annual incorﬁe data by schooi district, people do look 'at you with a rather

.. strange expression on their faces when j}ou ex-l-)lainl that thé federallcen;sus -inc':or_ne
~data yon are using is nine or ten years old.  Sixth, Tllinois has no required state-
wide tests of educati_ohal achieverﬁent_ and, therefore, devotees of th'e production
functibns in school district terms have avoided this state as if it had the piagué. |

~ Seventh, this state has very large and cgmplicated speciai purpose or catégorigal
g'ra.fxts and no one can éay Wifh any degrée of confidence what thé.“}effects' lof ‘these
categorical gran£s are on the general lfiscal picturé.- Eighth, the Illinois General

' Assembly just doesn't act like ag Americ‘an legislative bogy V{h.en Ait comes tg -
school finance, The model seems to bélthe British Paﬂiém_ent where legislation
is less likeiy to be repealed. The baéic law_is siply amended and the o0ld allogal‘.
tio_n syStéms ar‘e kepf right along side c'>’f the new allocétign .;sys't_ems. The.re\s.u-it -
is one'of the more complica.,te}d school finance .laws in the nation, Getting to know
h‘ow the.Illinois financial sy‘étem works is like being initil;&ted into a sepre’c fraﬁ-
ternal 6rder. I_Ninth, disaggregated daté on different kinds of pr.operty'valuations

are available on only a li;nited numb.e;' o’f.schooi dist;'icts, "but on tha-t'garticglar '
séoré fliinois is probably no worse off than qu.iv,tea number of other states. Tenth,
costs are not yéf avgil&ble by iu'dividual's_chool and individual program at the state. .
level, but the state is at. least ti‘yihg\to do sometkﬁng about that situation. Eleventh,
incred}-bl. it may.seem‘, the '@rgest district in:i»:.h'e state, Chicagg,' isnota

part of the reporting system for certain kinds of data in the state. Twelfth, Illinois h
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- spends over four billion dollars per year on school finance, but untll recently,
1t has seldom put more than a feW thousarld dollars per year mto school finance
_research There are other jagged rocks that can tear the heart out of any ves-
" sel you launch in these fearful Waters many of. these other 1mped1ments are of
R L a political nature. However, a "dirty dozen" is a nice rOund humb.er and we should :..
let you uncover the rest of the soiled laundry for yourself. |

)
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